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SID Representation

Reference

73 Peter Heptinstall

75 Heslington Parish Council
84 Tim Tozer

91 Westfield lodge and Yaldara Ltd
102 Elvington Parish Council
114 lan Henderson

118 Historic England

119 Environment Agency

122 York Racecourse

127 Christopher Stapleton

141 Oakgate Group PLC

160 CPRE North Yorkshire (CPRENY)
181 Gateway Development

182 KCS Developments

191 Martin Moorhouse

192 Selby District Council

199 Mr Jolyon Harrison

215 Wilberforce Trust

217 Peter Moorhouse

220 Mr M Ibbotson

228 The Bull Commercial centre
231 Fulford Parish Council

238 Gillian Shaw




253

Bellway Homes

255 Home Builders Federation

257 Henry Boot Developments Limited

260 Lovell Developments (Yorkshire) Ltd

267 York Diocesan Board of Finance Limited & The York and Ainsty Hunt

269 Janet Hopton

288 Wigginton Parish Council

298 New Earswick Parish Council

304 Huntington and New Earswick Liberal Democrats

316 Dunnington Parish Council

329 Murton Parish Council

333 Alison Stead

338 Alan Cook

339 Barratt David Wilson Homes

342 Andy Bell

344 National Grid

345 Defence infrastructure Organisation

350 Picton

351 McArthur Glen

358 Mark Miller

359 NHS Property Services Ltd

361 Clir Andy D’Agorne

364 York Labour Party

366 NHS Property Services

372 Gladman Homes

375 Wheldrake Parish Council

378 Langwith Development Partner

381 Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

383 Natural England

393 Cllr Nigel Ayre — Residents of Heworth Without

399 Cllr Anthony Fisher

407 Rob Littlewood

418 Chris Wedgewood

422 Peter and David Nicholson

582 Landowners of land west of ST8

583 Redrow Homes, GM Ward Trust, Mr K Hudson, Mrs C Bowes, Mr and Mrs
J Curry and Mrs E Crocker

585 Taylor Wimpey UK

590 York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce

594 TW Fields

601 Procter Family

603 The Retreat York

604 L&Q Estates

607 Taylor Wimpey UK

612 Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust

613 Askham Bryan College




620 Galtres Garden Village Development Company
625 Roy Brown

825 Cllr Mark Warters

826 Pilcher Homes

833 George Wright

841 Jennifer Hubbard

849 University of York

863 Mr R Arnold

866 Mulgrave Developments Ltd/ Mulgrave Properties Ltd
867 Yorvik Homes

872 Jeffrey Stern

876 Joanne Kinder

878 Sarah Mills

879 Pat Mills

883 St Peter’s School

888 Geoff Beacon

891 Redrow Homes

901 York St John University

920 J Owen-Barnett

921 Pauline Ensor

922 Peter Rollings

923 York Consortium of Drainage Boards
924 Jacqueline Ridley

925 John Pilgrim

926 Amanda Garnett

927 Rufforth with Knapton Parish Council
928 S Walton

929 Neighbourhood Plan Committee

930 Mal Bruce

931 Linda Donnelly

932 Vistry Homes

933 Crossways Commercial estates Ltd
934 Mulgrave Properties Ltd

935 York Housing Association, karbon Homes Ltd & Karbon Developments Ltd
936 Countryside Properties PLC

937 Andrew Jackson

938 Elvington parish Council

939 Friends of Strensall

940 John Burley

941 Karen Marshall

942 Stuart Gunson

943 Haxby St Mary’s Parochial Church Council
944 North lane Developments

946 Gemma Edwardson

947 Maureen Lyon

948

Persimmon




949 York and Scarborough Teaching Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust
950 Kyle & Upper Ouse Internal Drainage Board

951 Stephensons

952 North Yorkshire County Council

953 Mr Adrian Kelly

954 York Green Party

955 Jomast Developments

956 Peter Vernon

957 Barratt Homes, David Wilson Homes, TW Fields (ST7 Consortium)
958 M Beresford

959 Clifton (without) Parish Council

960 Jane Granville

961 Mrs Carole Arnold

September 2021
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From: I

Sent: 06 July 2021 12:34

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: HBF response to City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base
Consultation (2021)

Attachments: 21-07-07 York Local Plan Additional Evidence1.docx

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 Forward Planning Team,

Please find attached the response of the Home Builders Federation (HBF) to the Proposed Modification
and Additional Evidence consultation.

It would be greatly appreciated if you could confirm receipt of this response.

If you have any questions or require any further information please feel free to get in touch with me at the
details below.

Kind regards

From: localplan@york.gov.uk <localplan@york.gov.uk>

Sent: 25 May 2021 17:27

Cc: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation (2021)

Dear Sir/Madam,

City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base

Consultation (2021)
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 (2021)
to the City of York Local Plan and supporting evidence base. 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.

[are
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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. Following the phase 1 hearing sessions held in
December 2019 we are now publishing a series of proposed modifications to the City of York
Local Plan and supporting evidence base.

This consultation gives York residents, businesses and other interested groups the opportunity to
comment on the additional evidence and proposed modifications to the city’s Local Plan prior to
further hearing sessions as part of the Examination. 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 period for the proposed modifications starts on Tuesday 25 May 2021 for a
period of 6 weeks. All consultation documents will be live on the Council’s website
(www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation). Printed copies of the consultation documents will be
available at West Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus restrictions, by
appointment only. Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open.
Members of the library can book computer sessions up to a week in advance. Please see the
Statement of Representation Procedure, which accompanies this letter for more information.

Representations must be received by midnight on Wednesday 7 July 2021 and should be made
on a response form. You can complete an online response form via
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation. Alternative format response forms are available by
request.

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:

e 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;

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

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

e 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. For more information please also see



our Statement of Representation Procedure, which includes information regarding our privacy
policy.
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 are also available on the Council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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
Mike Slater

Interim Assistant Director — Place Directorate
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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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HBF

Local Plan HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION
City of York Council
West Offices
Station Rise
York
YO1 6GA
SENT BY EMAIL
localplan@york.gov.uk
06/07/2021

Dear Local Plan Team,

YORK LOCAL PLAN: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS AND EVIDENCE BASE
CONSULTATION

1. Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the York Local
Plan: Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation.

2. The HBF is the principal representative body of the house-building industry in England
and Wales. Our representations reflect the views of our membership, which includes
multi-national PLC’s, regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our
members account for over 80% of all new “for sale” market housing built in England and
Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing.

3. The HBF is keen to work with the City of York to ensure that a sound Local Plan can be
provided in a timely manner. This would be to the benefit of all concerned with the
development and future economic success of the city.

Housing Needs Update (September 2020) & Modifications Schedule April 2021
PM50: Policy SS1, PM53: Policy SS1, PM54: Policy SS1, PM63a: Policy H1 Housing
Allocations, PM63b: Policy H1 Housing Allocations

4. Each of these Proposed Modifications (PM) follows from the modification to Policy SS1
to deliver a minimum average annual net provision of 822dwellings per annum over the
plan period, and 13,152 new homes over the whole period.

5. The proposed modification is based on the Housing Needs Update 2020; the Update
was produced to take into consideration the 2018-based sub-national population and
household projections from ONS and CLG. The Update highlights that there are issues
with the household formation rates, same as there had been with the 2016-based
projections, as they potentially lock-in recessionary trends during the period 2001 to
2011, the Update proposes a partial return to trend for the formation rates for certain age
groups.

6. The major concern with regard to the latest household projections is that they will
continue the trend of younger people forming households much later in life than in
previous years. This posed a serious question for the Government as to whether it wants




to see these trends continue or whether housing delivery needs to be at a level that will
improve affordability and deliver homes that will improve the trend in household
formation amongst younger people. It is clear from the initiatives that the Government
has introduced such as Help to Buy and First Homes that this issue is to be addressed.
The Government also continues to state that its aspiration is to increase housing delivery
to 300,00 dwellings per annum by the mid-2020s, and it has recognised that this will not
be achieved if the Government uses the 2018 projections.

7. PPG sets out guidance on how to undertake a housing needs assessment, in relation to
the Standard Method it states that ‘any method which relies on using household
projections more recently published that the 2014-based household projections will not
be considered to be following the standard method as set out in paragraph 60 of the
NPPF’. As explained above, it is not considered that these projections provide an
appropriate basis for use in the standard method. The PPG requires the continued use
of the 2014-based household projections, as it states that this will provide stability for
planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and declining
affordability are reflected and will be consistent with the Government’s objective of
significantly boosting the supply of homes. Whilst we recognise that the principles set
out in the PPG have been made in relation to the standard method, they provide a clear
statement from Government that the 2016 and 2018 based projections should not be
used for assessing housing needs. The impact of these lower household projections if
applied using the approach to assessing housing need required by the 2012 NPPF and
its associated guidance is no different to their application under the standard
methodology. Indeed, the impact could be considered to be even more significant given
that Councils have generally under-estimated the degree of uplift required to improve
affordability in relation to market signals. What is clear from the PPG is that significant
caution should be given to the use of the 2016 and 2018-based household projections.

8. The Update continues to use an economic growth of 650 jobs, the Update identifies that
there is a need to increase the housing requirement to meet this economic growth. It
proposes a figure of between 777and 788dpa.

9. The Update also considers the Standard Method and identifies a total local housing
need of 1,026dpa. It also considers the potential changes to the Standard Method that
were consulted on in August 2020, however, these changes were not taken forward, and
instead the original standard method was retained with an additional 35% uplift for the
top 20 cities and urban centres.

10. The HBF does not consider these modifications to be sound, as they are not positively
prepared, justified or consistent with national policy. The HBF continues to recommend
that the policy is modified as follows: ‘Deliver a minimum annual provision of 1,026 822
new dwellings over the plan period to 2032/33-and-pestplan-periodto 2037/38. This will
enable the building of strong, sustainable communities through addressing the housing
and community needs of York’s current and future population’.

Modifications Schedule April 2021
PM55: Policy SS1 — Explanation




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

This amendment updates the sources of supply over the plan period 2017 to 2032/33
and sets out the distribution of housing allocations. Table 1a identifies a housing
requirement of 13,152 dwellings and a housing land supply of 18,294 dwellings including
3,578 commitments, 11,067 dwellings on strategic housing allocations, 1,452 allocations
and 2,197 dwellings from windfall development. Table 1b provides the spatial strategy
identifying the number of allocations in urban areas, in urban extensions, in village
extensions and in new settlements.

The HBF is keen that the Council produces a plan which can deliver against its housing
requirement. To do this it is important that a strategy is put in place which provides a
sufficient range of sites to provide enough sales outlets to enable delivery to be
maintained at the required levels throughout the plan period.

The HBF supports the Council in ensuring there is a supply of housing land over the
housing requirement to provide a buffer. This buffer should be sufficient to deal with any
under-delivery which is likely to occur from some sites and to deal flexibly with any
unforeseen circumstances. Such an approach would be consistent with the NPPF
requirements for the plan to be positively prepared and flexible.

The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall HLS, 5 YHLS and housing
trajectories.

The housing supply makes an allowance for windfall sites of 169 dwellings per annum
from 2020/21. This was evidenced by the Windfall Technical Paper. The HBF considers
that the use of historic windfall in an area where there has been no adopted Plan may
not provide the most appropriate basis for windfall development going forward, and
recommends that this should be removed from the supply and instead used to provide
flexibility.

PM 66: Policy H5

16.

17.

The proposed amendment requires applications for larger development sites of 5ha or
more to provide a number of pitches within the site or to provide alternative land, it goes
on to state that commuted sum payments will only be considered where on/off site
delivery is proven unviable.

The HBF has concerns in relation to this policy and the proposed amendment,
particularly in relation to the need for larger development sites to meet the needs of
those Gypsies and Travellers households that do not meet the planning definition set out
in Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. Further clarity is needed in relation to why
provision is needed for those household no longer meeting the definition; whether a pitch
on a strategic allocation is an appropriate location for these households particularly at
the numbers proposed; what will happen to these pitches if no gypsy or traveller wishes
to utilise them; and the management of these pitches.



18. The HBF does not consider this modification to be sound, as it is not justified or
positively prepared and the HBF continues to recommend that part b of this policy
relating to the requirements for larger development sites in providing gypsy and traveller
sites should be deleted.

City of York Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation

Return

19. The HBF notes the Council’s paper in relation to the Council’s housing monitoring and
that reported as part of the Housing Flow Reconciliation (HFR). Given the significant
difference (1,834 dwellings) between the two forms of reporting the HBF considers it
may have been beneficial to have considered other forms of monitoring in the area that
could have provided a comparator. The HBF considers it may have been useful for
example to have noted the number of properties that had been added to the Council Tax
list for each year, this would likely have been an over estimation as this would include
temporary properties but may have provided more support for the housing completions
identified by the Council.

Affordable Housing Note (February 2020)

20. The HBF notes the content of the Affordable Housing Note. It highlights the potential
supply of affordable housing from Policy H10 and from the Council’'s Housing Delivery
Programme. The Council project that a total of 3,539 affordable homes will be provided
with an average of 221 affordable dwellings per annum provided up to 2032/33. The
2016 SHMA identified a need for 573 affordable dwellings per annum. The Note
highlights that the supply is only around 38.6% of the affordable housing need, and that
historically affordable housing completions have been less than 10% of the total
completions. The HBF is concerned that the evidence provided by the Council continues
to identify that the affordable housing need will not be met. The HBF considers that it
may be appropriate for the Council to consider a further uplift in the housing requirement
to help to contribute to the delivery of affordable homes.

Future Engagement

21. | trust that the Council will find the foregoing comments useful as it continues to progress
its Local Plan. | would be happy to discuss these issues in greater detail or assist in
facilitating discussions with the wider house building industry.

22. The HBF would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations upon the Local
Plan, the examination and associated documents. Please use the contact details
provided below for future correspondence.

Yours sincerely,
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From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 19:20

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 206117
Attachments: Representation_on_behalf_of HBD_Letter_ 070721.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details
Title:

Name: [
Email address: [

Telephone:

Organisation name: [
Organisation address:

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021
(EX/CYC/58)
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: N/A

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: N/A

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: Yes, | consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: Insofar at they relate to HBS's
land and interests, the Composite Modifications Schedule includes appropriate and logical
amendments to the Submission Draft Local Plan. HBD's comments, included in the letter attached
to these representations, conclude that the proposed modifications do not impact on the
soundness of the emerging Local Plan. HBD's comments are focussed on proposals for a small
area of land currently allocated for residential development in Policy H1.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound:

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: No
changes proposed.

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: In order to provide
background and up to date information on Terry's Expansion Site Phase 3 (allocation ST16).



Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

Representation_on_behalf_of HBD Letter 070721.pdf
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LocalPlan

City of York Council
West Offices
Station Rise

York

L
YO16GA B

Tt July 2021

Dear Sir/Madam,

York Local Plan Examination
New Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation

Introduction
We write on behalf of our client, Henry Boot Developments Limited t/a HBD (referred to as HBD hereafter), with
regard to their land atthe former Terry’s Chocolate Factory site, Bishopthorpe Road, York.

Previous representations have also been made by HBD for the former Terry’s Chocolate Factory Site.

Thesite is allocated for residential development within the Submission Draft Local Plan (CD001: City of York Local
Plan Publication Draft (February 2018)) within Policy SS 14 : Terry’s Extension Sites.

Policy SS14 includes three phases of development for the former manufacturing site:
- Terry’sExtension Site (Phase 1) - Terry’s Clock Tower,
- Terry’s Extension Site (Phase2) - Terry’s Car Park; and
- Terry’sExtension Site (Phase 3) - Land to the rear of Terry’s Factory.

Phase 1 is currently under construction while options for Phase 2 are being developed.

HBD maintains its supportfor the allocation for all three phases of the Terry’s Extension site for housing.

Land on which Phase 3 is proposed is currently subject to a detailed design for a new Acquired Brain Injury hospital
to be developed jointly by HBD and The Disabilities Trust (the Trust). The proposed facility will provide purpose built
residential accommodationfor the Trust which currently occupies York House, a wing of The Retreat on Heslington
Road, York. The Trust’s lease expires in May2022 and the owners of The Retreat are currently marketing the property
heightening the need for the Trust to relocate. Furthermore, The Retreatis a Grade II* listed building and is no longer
fitfor purpose, given the complex needs of the Trustand its service users.

HBD and The Disabilities Trustare due to submita full planning application on thesite in the coming weeks with a
submission date of mid-July 2021. Due to the upcoming lease expiry in May 2022, the Trustintend, if successfulin
their planning application, to begin on site and deliver the scheme assoon as possible in the interests of providing
continuity to their service users.

New LocalPlan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation
City of York Councilis undertaking a focussed consultation on additional evidence base documents and proposed

modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan followinginitial examination works undertaken in 2019 and 2020.
It isunderstood that the Inspectors will only be accepting representations made on adiscrete list of documents and
will not be considering general comments on the Local Plan or on elements of the Local Plan or evidence base
outside the scope of the consultation.




(s

As set out above, HBD and The Disabilities Trust are in the process of preparing a planning application for a new
Acquired Brain Injuries hospital on land allocated in the Submission Draft Local Plan (February 2018) (ref: CD001)
for residential development. Thisis the site within the Submission draftreferenced asTerry’s Extension Site (Phase
3) - Land to the rear of Terry’s Factory within Draft Policy SS14: Terry’s Extension Site. Document CD001 does not
fall within the scope of the current consultation.

However, as a residential allocation, the site is considered within a number of evidence base documents which do
fall within the scope of this consultation. As such, HBD seeks to make the Inspectors aware of theimplication of the
development of the Phase 3 site for non-residential (use class C3) purposes. Therelevantdocuments referenced in
this representation are:

Document Title: City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021)
Document Reference: EX/CYC/58: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021

The Composite Modifications Schedule makes reference to the original Submission Draft Local Plan 2018 (CD0001)
andto a previous Proposed Modifications document dated June 2019 (EX/CYC/20).

Proposed Modifications (PMs) were set out in the 2019 Proposed Modifications document (EX/CYC/20) at PMs 18-22,
however none of these PMs relate to allocation ST16 within draft Policy H1. Furthermore, no PMs were madeto site-
specific policy SS14 ‘Terry’s Extension Sites’.

TheApril2021 Composite Modifications Schedule PM62-65 set out modifications to Draft Policy H1. PM63 relates to
Table 5.1 of Policy H1 (CD001) (list of allocations) and includes a new reference (denoted by a ‘#’ symbol) for those
sites which arein close proximity to a European designated site. Allocation ST16 isnotincluded in this table, or in
the previous2019 Proposed Modifications table. As such, itis understood that Allocation ST16 remains unchanged
from the original Submission Draft version i.e. Phase 3 Terry’s Extension Site - Land to rear of Terry’s Factory
remainsallocated for 56 housing units. HBD does not therefore object to PM63.

HBD and The Disabilities Trust have undertaken significant pre-application advice discussions with the Council and
arein receiptof a response from the Council’s policy team which indicates that the loss of 56 units from the supply
proposedin the emerging Local Planwould not present a threat to the Plan’s viability or deliverability. Furthermore,
the policy team note that there are no significant unresolved objections to this element of the policy and Historic
England believe the policy to be sound overall, including proposed residential development at the former Terry’s
site.

HBD agree with this position and agree thatthereis sufficientheadroom within the housing land supply identified
within the emerging local plan, including allocations and windfall allowances if the site was redeveloped for a
hospital use. Nevertheless, it isimportant to state that HBD maintains the site must remain as a housing allocation
and contribute to the housing land supply. The allocations included within Draft Policy H1 amount to almost 15,000
units, compared to an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 867 dwellings per annum (dpa) in the Submission Draft
Local Plan, an OAN of 790dpa in the 2019 Proposed Modifications or an OAN plus shortfall allowance totalling

822dpa in the 2021 Proposed Modifications, equating to approximately 17-19 years of supply through allocations
alone.

Furthermore, Draft Policy H1 (CD001)is cautiousin that it includes within its calculation of housing allocations the
lower end of the scale for housing delivery of site ST5, York Central. York Central benefits from outline planning
permission for 2,500 residential units. Site specific policy SS4 for York Central sets out a range of 1,700 - 2,500 units.
However, an absolute figure of 1,700 unitsis presented in Policy H1. If Phase 3 of the Terry’s siteis not delivered for
housing of 56 units, this is likely to be negated by the delivery of other sites eg York Central where up to 800 units
more could be delivered beyond the housing supply identified in H1.
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As such, HBD believes that were Phase 3 of the Terry’s Extension Sites not delivered for housing, the soundness of
the plan would be unaffected.

Phase 3 of the Terry’s Extension Site is identified as likely to come forward in years 1-10 of the Local Plan. This is
addressed below.

Document Title: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Housing Supply and Trajectory Update (April 2021)

Document Reference: EX/CYC/56: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Update (April 2021)

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (EX/CYC/56) has been prepared to support the
emerging Local Plan to take into account updated information in both housing land demand and supply in York
since the original submission of the Publication Draft. The updated SHLAA would replace the 2018 version
submitted in2019.

The SHLAA confirms that the Council has adopted an OAN of 790dpa plus an allowance of 32 units per annum to
make up a shortfall, resulting in a housing need figure of 822dpa (para 3.6). Thisresultsin a housing requirement of
13,152 within the plan period (16 years).

Table 3 of the SHLAA sets out the various housing allocations included within the emerging Local Plan. This includes
56 unitsto be delivered by Terry’s Extension Site Phase 3.

Figure 3 sets out the Detailed Housing Trajectory for York, setting out demand and supply for housing units to
2037/38. Unitsfrom Terry’s Extension Site Phase 3 are shown to be delivered asfollows:

- 18unitsin2022/23
- 17unitsin2023/24and
- 21unitsin2024/25

i.e. yearsthreeto five of the detailed trajectory.

Thefollowing Table 1HBD sets out the implications if on the housing trajectory if Phase 3 was not delivered.

Table 1 HBD
Year 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25
Units delivered by Phase 3 18 17 21
Total Supply 1,492 1,845 1,307
Cumulative completionsincl. windfalls 5,517 7,362 8,669
TotalDemand 822 822 822
Cumulative Requirement 4,932 5,754 6,576
Cumulative Over/Under Supply +585 +1,608 +2,093
HBD Analysis
Total Supply without Phase 3 1,474 (-1.21%) 1,828 (-0.92%) 1,286 (-1.61%)
Cumulative Over/Under Supply without Phase 3 | +567 +1,591 +2,072

o
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Asshown in Table 1HBD above, the Trajectory within EX/CYC/56 shows a surplus of delivery of 585 units above the
cumulative housing requirement of 4,932 unitsin 2022/23. This pattern continuesin the next two years of 2023/24
and 2024/25 with delivery exceeding the requirement by 1,608 units and 2,093 unitsrespectively. Thisis further
confirmed as supply outweighs the demand of 822 units per annum for each of the years presented above.

If the Phase 3 site is not delivered, it would result in a minor reduction in supply of units. However, there will
continueto be an oversupply above demand for each of the three yearsidentified with a surplus of 567 units still
to bedelivered in2022/23 increasing each yearthereafter. Therefore, the supply of housing land within the
emerging Local Planissuch that if the 56 units are not delivered across three years, this will not materially impact
on the deliverability of the plan including the overall housing supply or on the Council’s five year housing land
supply. Indeed, based on supply exceeding demand, if Site ST16 is not delivered for housing, it will not harm the
requirement whatsoever.

HBD does not wish for site ST16 to be removed fromthe SHLAA or Policy H1 and SS14, but confirms that if the site
was notto be delivered for housing, rather foran acquired brain injury hospital, it would not have an impacton
the soundness of the Emerging Local Plan. Itisimportant that the site continues to form part of the housing land
supply as it has the potential to provide an opportunity for housing delivery, particularly if the hospital proposal
does notcomeforward. Therefore, HBD’s position and the allocation does not change.

Conclusion
JLL is instructed by HBD to provide representations to the ongoing consultation of Proposed Modifications and
evidence base documents of the emerging York Local Plan.

JLLis acting for HBD and the Disabilities Trust in the preparation of a planning application fora new Acquired Brain
Injuries hospital at the former Terry’s site, Bishopthorpe Road, York. The application site is included as a draft
allocation for housing in the emerging Local Plan. The site in question is expected to provide 56 residential units
and continuesto be supported by HBD. The contribution forms a small proportion of the housing supply provided
inthe plan and a small proportion of sites anticipated to be delivered in the third, fourth and fifth years of the plans
asset outin the trajectory. As such, HBD continues to support the allocation of the site within the draftlocal plan;
has no objection to the Proposed Modifications; and supports the housing supply position and trajectory which
forms this consultation. If the site is not delivered, for which it could for housing, it would be of very limited impact
in relation to the plan and does notimpact on the soundness of the emerging Local Plan asa whole.

JLL asks that the Council confirms receipt of this objection and that it is kept informed of further stages of the
development plan on this matter.

Yoursfaithfull
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From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 19:33

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 206122
Attachments: Representation_on_behalf_of HBD_Letter_ 070721.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details
Title:

Name: [
Email address: [

Telephone:

Organisation name: [
Organisation address:

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment Update (April 2021) (EX/CYC/56)
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: N/A

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: N/A

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: Yes, | consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: The updated SHLAA considers
the housing land supply position within York for the lifetime of the Plan. The supply position
includes a significant supply arising from allocated sites, including a site controlled by HBD. Site
allocation ST16, Phase 3 is anticipated to contribute 56 homes across years 3, 4 and 5 of the
Plan. HBD are progressing a planning application for a non-residential use on this site. In the
context of the significant number of site allocated and the assumed timing of the 56 units, were
these units to not come forward, the viability and soundness of the Local Plan would not be
effected. Further detail is provided in the attached letter.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound:

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A no
changes proposed.

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To provide an update on
the ST16 Phase 3 site if required.



Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

Representation_on_behalf_of HBD Letter 070721.pdf
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LocalPlan

City of York Council
West Offices
Station Rise

York

YO16GA

Tt July 2021

Dear Sir/Madam,

York Local Plan Examination
New Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation

Introduction
We write on behalf of our client, Henry Boot Developments Limited t/a HBD (referred to as HBD hereafter), with
regard to their land atthe former Terry’s Chocolate Factory site, Bishopthorpe Road, York.

Previous representations have also been made by HBD for the former Terry’s Chocolate Factory Site.

Thesite is allocated for residential development within the Submission Draft Local Plan (CD0O01: City of York Local
Plan Publication Draft (February 2018)) within Policy SS 14 : Terry’s Extension Sites.

Policy SS14 includes three phases of development for the former manufacturing site:
- Terry’sExtension Site (Phase 1) - Terry’s Clock Tower,
- Terry’s Extension Site (Phase2) - Terry’s Car Park; and
- Terry’sExtension Site (Phase 3) - Land to the rear of Terry’s Factory.

Phase 1 is currently under construction while options for Phase 2 are being developed.

HBD maintains its supportfor the allocation for all three phases of the Terry’s Extension site for housing.

Land on which Phase 3 is proposed is currently subject to a detailed design for a new Acquired Brain Injury hospital
to be developed jointly by HBD and The Disabilities Trust (the Trust). The proposed facility will provide purpose built
residential accommodationfor the Trust which currently occupies York House, a wing of The Retreat on Heslington
Road, York. The Trust’s lease expires in May2022 and the owners of The Retreat are currently marketing the property
heightening the need for the Trust to relocate. Furthermore, The Retreatis a Grade II* listed building and is no longer
fitfor purpose, given the complex needs of the Trustand its service users.

HBD and The Disabilities Trustare due to submita full planning application on thesite in the coming weeks with a
submission date of mid-July 2021. Due to the upcoming lease expiry in May 2022, the Trustintend, if successfulin
their planning application, to begin on site and deliver the scheme assoon as possible in the interests of providing
continuity to their service users.

New LocalPlan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation
City of York Councilis undertaking a focussed consultation on additional evidence base documents and proposed

modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan followinginitial examination works undertaken in 2019 and 2020.
It isunderstood that the Inspectors will only be accepting representations made on adiscrete list of documents and
will not be considering general comments on the Local Plan or on elements of the Local Plan or evidence base
outside the scope of the consultation.
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As set out above, HBD and The Disabilities Trust are in the process of preparing a planning application for a new
Acquired Brain Injuries hospital on land allocated in the Submission Draft Local Plan (February 2018) (ref: CD001)
for residential development. Thisis the site within the Submission draftreferenced asTerry’s Extension Site (Phase
3) - Land to the rear of Terry’s Factory within Draft Policy SS14: Terry’s Extension Site. Document CD001 does not
fall within the scope of the current consultation.

However, as a residential allocation, the site is considered within a number of evidence base documents which do
fall within the scope of this consultation. As such, HBD seeks to make the Inspectors aware of theimplication of the
development of the Phase 3 site for non-residential (use class C3) purposes. Therelevantdocuments referenced in
this representation are:

Document Title: City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021)
Document Reference: EX/CYC/58: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021

The Composite Modifications Schedule makes reference to the original Submission Draft Local Plan 2018 (CD0001)
andto a previous Proposed Modifications document dated June 2019 (EX/CYC/20).

Proposed Modifications (PMs) were set out in the 2019 Proposed Modifications document (EX/CYC/20) at PMs 18-22,
however none of these PMs relate to allocation ST16 within draft Policy H1. Furthermore, no PMs were madeto site-
specific policy SS14 ‘Terry’s Extension Sites’.

TheApril2021 Composite Modifications Schedule PM62-65 set out modifications to Draft Policy H1. PM63 relates to
Table 5.1 of Policy H1 (CD001) (list of allocations) and includes a new reference (denoted by a ‘#’ symbol) for those
sites which arein close proximity to a European designated site. Allocation ST16 isnotincluded in this table, or in
the previous2019 Proposed Modifications table. As such, itis understood that Allocation ST16 remains unchanged
from the original Submission Draft version i.e. Phase 3 Terry’s Extension Site - Land to rear of Terry’s Factory
remainsallocated for 56 housing units. HBD does not therefore object to PM63.

HBD and The Disabilities Trust have undertaken significant pre-application advice discussions with the Council and
arein receiptof a response from the Council’s policy team which indicates that the loss of 56 units from the supply
proposedin the emerging Local Planwould not present a threat to the Plan’s viability or deliverability. Furthermore,
the policy team note that there are no significant unresolved objections to this element of the policy and Historic
England believe the policy to be sound overall, including proposed residential development at the former Terry’s
site.

HBD agree with this position and agree thatthereis sufficientheadroom within the housing land supply identified
within the emerging local plan, including allocations and windfall allowances if the site was redeveloped for a
hospital use. Nevertheless, it isimportant to state that HBD maintains the site must remain as a housing allocation
and contribute to the housing land supply. The allocations included within Draft Policy H1 amount to almost 15,000
units, compared to an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 867 dwellings per annum (dpa) in the Submission Draft
Local Plan, an OAN of 790dpa in the 2019 Proposed Modifications or an OAN plus shortfall allowance totalling

822dpa in the 2021 Proposed Modifications, equating to approximately 17-19 years of supply through allocations
alone.

Furthermore, Draft Policy H1 (CD001)is cautiousin that it includes within its calculation of housing allocations the
lower end of the scale for housing delivery of site ST5, York Central. York Central benefits from outline planning
permission for 2,500 residential units. Site specific policy SS4 for York Central sets out a range of 1,700 - 2,500 units.
However, an absolute figure of 1,700 unitsis presented in Policy H1. If Phase 3 of the Terry’s siteis not delivered for
housing of 56 units, this is likely to be negated by the delivery of other sites eg York Central where up to 800 units
more could be delivered beyond the housing supply identified in H1.
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As such, HBD believes that were Phase 3 of the Terry’s Extension Sites not delivered for housing, the soundness of
the plan would be unaffected.

Phase 3 of the Terry’s Extension Site is identified as likely to come forward in years 1-10 of the Local Plan. This is
addressed below.

Document Title: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Housing Supply and Trajectory Update (April 2021)

Document Reference: EX/CYC/56: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Update (April 2021)

An updated Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (EX/CYC/56) has been prepared to support the
emerging Local Plan to take into account updated information in both housing land demand and supply in York
since the original submission of the Publication Draft. The updated SHLAA would replace the 2018 version
submitted in2019.

The SHLAA confirms that the Council has adopted an OAN of 790dpa plus an allowance of 32 units per annum to
make up a shortfall, resulting in a housing need figure of 822dpa (para 3.6). Thisresultsin a housing requirement of
13,152 within the plan period (16 years).

Table 3 of the SHLAA sets out the various housing allocations included within the emerging Local Plan. This includes
56 unitsto be delivered by Terry’s Extension Site Phase 3.

Figure 3 sets out the Detailed Housing Trajectory for York, setting out demand and supply for housing units to
2037/38. Unitsfrom Terry’s Extension Site Phase 3 are shown to be delivered asfollows:

- 18unitsin2022/23
- 17unitsin2023/24and
- 21unitsin2024/25

i.e. yearsthreeto five of the detailed trajectory.

Thefollowing Table 1HBD sets out the implications if on the housing trajectory if Phase 3 was not delivered.

Table 1 HBD
Year 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25
Units delivered by Phase 3 18 17 21
Total Supply 1,492 1,845 1,307
Cumulative completionsincl. windfalls 5,517 7,362 8,669
TotalDemand 822 822 822
Cumulative Requirement 4,932 5,754 6,576
Cumulative Over/Under Supply +585 +1,608 +2,093
HBD Analysis
Total Supply without Phase 3 1,474 (-1.21%) 1,828 (-0.92%) 1,286 (-1.61%)
Cumulative Over/Under Supply without Phase 3 | +567 +1,591 +2,072

o
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Asshown in Table 1HBD above, the Trajectory within EX/CYC/56 shows a surplus of delivery of 585 units above the
cumulative housing requirement of 4,932 unitsin 2022/23. This pattern continuesin the next two years of 2023/24
and 2024/25 with delivery exceeding the requirement by 1,608 units and 2,093 unitsrespectively. Thisis further
confirmed as supply outweighs the demand of 822 units per annum for each of the years presented above.

If the Phase 3 site is not delivered, it would result in a minor reduction in supply of units. However, there will
continueto be an oversupply above demand for each of the three yearsidentified with a surplus of 567 units still
to bedelivered in2022/23 increasing each yearthereafter. Therefore, the supply of housing land within the
emerging Local Planissuch that if the 56 units are not delivered across three years, this will not materially impact
on the deliverability of the plan including the overall housing supply or on the Council’s five year housing land
supply. Indeed, based on supply exceeding demand, if Site ST16 is not delivered for housing, it will not harm the
requirement whatsoever.

HBD does not wish for site ST16 to be removed fromthe SHLAA or Policy H1 and SS14, but confirms that if the site
was notto be delivered for housing, rather foran acquired brain injury hospital, it would not have an impacton
the soundness of the Emerging Local Plan. Itisimportant that the site continues to form part of the housing land
supply as it has the potential to provide an opportunity for housing delivery, particularly if the hospital proposal
does notcomeforward. Therefore, HBD’s position and the allocation does not change.

Conclusion
JLL is instructed by HBD to provide representations to the ongoing consultation of Proposed Modifications and
evidence base documents of the emerging York Local Plan.

JLLis acting for HBD and the Disabilities Trust in the preparation of a planning application fora new Acquired Brain
Injuries hospital at the former Terry’s site, Bishopthorpe Road, York. The application site is included as a draft
allocation for housing in the emerging Local Plan. The site in question is expected to provide 56 residential units
and continuesto be supported by HBD. The contribution forms a small proportion of the housing supply provided
inthe plan and a small proportion of sites anticipated to be delivered in the third, fourth and fifth years of the plans
asset outin the trajectory. As such, HBD continues to support the allocation of the site within the draftlocal plan;
has no objection to the Proposed Modifications; and supports the housing supply position and trajectory which
forms this consultation. If the site is not delivered, for which it could for housing, it would be of very limited impact
in relation to the plan and does notimpact on the soundness of the emerging Local Plan asa whole.

JLL asks that the Council confirms receipt of this objection and that it is kept informed of further stages of the
development plan on this matter.

Yoursfaithfully,
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From: I

Sent: 05 July 2021 10:45

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: RE: York Local Plan Examination: Modifications and Evidence Base consultation
Attachments: Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response Form 2021.docx;

005.P17-0472. Lovel.YorkLPMods&Evidence.June21.pdf

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- / Local Plan team,

Thank you for your email.

Please find attached the required response form and our detailed report. | trust both documents will be given full
consideration by the Council and Inspectors.

| would be grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt in due course.

Kind regards

From:
Sent: 02 July 2021 18:28
To:

Cc: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: RE: York Local Plan Examination: Modifications and Evidence Base consultation

Hi I

Many thanks for your submission.

On Behalf Of localplan@york.gov.uk

[Ey
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Please could | request that you complete the attached response form to supplement
your submission. This response form approach was advised and endorsed by our
Programme Officer to ensure that the information submitted to the Inspectors was
clear in respect of the issues being raised and to ensure we receive the requisite
data we require to ensure conformity with the Town and Country Planning
Regulations (namely Reg 22, 24) as we proceed through the process.

We also request that one Part C per issue be submitted and that this is fully
completed. | understand that you have submitted additional evidence but on the
response form we request that this still sets out/summarises the points which are
relevant to legal compliance, soundness and modifications proposed under the
relevant questions (Q 6.3, 7.3 and 8.1). We are not accepting a generic reference to
“see other submitted documents” to be used without the specific detail being
provided in these questions, otherwise these details may not be fully recorded
and/or the form may be returned to you for clarification. This approach not only
helps the Inspectors understand the issues raised clearly up front but also helps in
the processing of the representations by the Council to ensure we capture all of the
pertinent issues raised effectively.

Kind regards

Sent: 02 July 2021 16:22

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: York Local Plan Examination: Modifications and Evidence Base 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 Sir / Madam,



Please find attached response to the York Local Plan Modifications and Evidence base consultation. | would be
grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt in due course.

o
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Help protect the environment! - please don't print this email unless you really need to.
% k k %k %k k %k k k k k k k k k k *k %k %k k k k k k k % %k k % *k *k % k k k * k * % * * % * * %

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

w



COUNCIL

City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE OHLY:
Proposed Modifications 1 reference:
Consultation Response Form

25 May - 7 July 2021

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

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 A carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2.

Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information

When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) — reference 25809563.

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your
consent. You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255.

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan
examination’. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and
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. We will protect
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is
necessary.

1 Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this YORK
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or

individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.

g COUNCIL

You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.

Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of
the Plan?. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we
will seek your consent prior to the new processing.

Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA.

1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the v
privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set
out in the privacy notice

2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about v
similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning
and supplementary planning documents.

Signature Date 05/07/21

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



°Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. YORK
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Part B - Personal Details

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

3. Personal Details 4. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Guidance note S8 TSN

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

® By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

You can also complete the form online at:
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number
of evidence base documents as set out below. 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.

o City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only

¢ York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]

CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)

[EX/CYC/32]

Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]

Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]

Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]

Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]

Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]

SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]

CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59]
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a]

o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b]
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d]
and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59¢]

Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]

Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59q]

Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]

Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59iland Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59j

¢ City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]

¢ Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]

O O O O

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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.

You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this
form).

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 B 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 patrticipates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be
open to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’'s website at
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.

Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

PM48

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)
v

Positively prepared v’ Justified []

Effective D Consistent with
national policy v

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The amendment clarifies that the plan period runs from 2017 to 2032/23. This is not
considered sound as it is not justified, positively prepared, effective nor consistent with

national policy.

Due to the continued delays to plan-making within York the plan is unlikely to be adopted
until 2022 at the earliest, meaning the post-adoption timeframe will be less than 11 years.
This is not considered adequate to provide a clear and effective framework to deliver much
needed development within York. Paragraph 157 of the NPPF identifies that a 15-year
timeframe is preferable. The Council’s departure from this is not explained. It is notable that
the 2019 version of the is NPPF strengthened this requirement (paragraph 22) identifying

strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period post adoption.

The 2019 NPPF does provide a requirement for strategic policies to be reviewed at least once
every 5-years (para. 33). This may help rectify the situation. However, given the recent

history of plan-making within the city this is far from guaranteed.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

To overcome this issue the end date of the plan should be increased until at least 2037/38. This

would have consequential impacts for housing, employment, and other allocations.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

PM50, PM53, PM54

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes[ | No v/

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

The proposed amendments seek to clarify the proposed housing requirement as 822
dwellings per annum (dpa). Whilst the clarification is welcome the proposed requirement is
considered too low. The proposed housing requirement is, therefore, considered unsound as

it is neither justified nor effective.

The Council has not engaged with other Council’s to determine how this deficit in the housing
requirement can be met.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)
v

Positively prepared v Justified v

Effective v Consistent with v/
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following provides a summary of our response, the full response is available in the accompanying
report (paragraphs 2.7 to 2.12 and 3.1 to 3.17). | also refer to our matter 2 hearing statement which
identifies that a figure in excess of 1,000 dwellings per annum should be utilized. The key issue with the
modifications is that the housing requirement remains too low, we deal with this issue in greater detail in
relation to the Housing Needs Update (EX/CYC/43a).

It is understood that the housing requirement has been derived through a combination of the evidence
base document ‘City of York Housing Needs Update (January 2020)’ which identified a objectively
assessed housing need (OAHN) of 790dpa and an uplift of 32dpa to take account of historic under-
delivery between 2012 and 2017.

The addition of 32dpa is based upon net delivery over the period 15t April 2012 to 31 March 2017. An
undersupply of 518 dwellings was accrued based upon 790dpa. This undersupply is then spread over the
remaining 16 years of the plan period (2017/18 to 2032/33). However, none of the evidence provided by
the Council assesses need over this period.

Due to the lack of comparative data it is impossible to analyse whether the need identified for period
2012 to 2017 is correct. Indeed, given the most recent assessments in September 2020 and July 2019 are
based upon the 2016 and 2018 based subnational projections the figures are largely self-prophesising.
This is because there are known populations, based upon the ONS published population estimates,

incorporated into each projection from 2012 to 2016 and 2012 to 2018 respectively.

It cannot be assumed that these fixed populations were reflective of need. Indeed, given the poor levels

of delivery and lack of a local plan it is considered to be quite the contrary.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (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 7 where this relates to soundness.

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

A re-assessment of the housing need over the whole plan period be undertaken.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

PM63

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes v No

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [] Justified v’

Effective v Consistent with ]
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following provides a summary of our response. The full response can be read in the

accompanying report, paragraphs 2.13 to 2.18.

The modification removes two sites from Strensall. These being ST35: Queen Elizabeth
Barracks and H59 Queen Elizabeth Barracks, Howard Road. It is understood the deletion of
these sites is due to the potential impact upon Strensall Common SAC. Whilst our client does
not dispute the removal of these two sites the lack of consideration of alternative sites within

Strensall is considered to be unjustified and as such unsound.

Strensall has a population of over 6,000 residents! and provides a wide range of services and
facilities. It is also identified as part of the ‘Main Built-Up Area of York’. Throughout the
different stages of the Local Plan, Strensall has consistently been identified as a Settlement
that can accommodate growth and the removal of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks site provides
a requirement for alternative allocations to be made to ensure continued sustainable growth

in the settlement.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R

sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

Our client is promoting two adjacent sites within the plan which can be delivered either together or independent
of each other. These are considered appropriate alternatives to the two deleted sites. Full details can be found
with our previous hearing statements and paragraphs 2.13 to 2.18 of our accompanying report.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

PM70, PM71

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [] Justified v’

Effective v Consistent with ]
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following provides a summary of our response. The full response is available in our accompanying
report (paragraphs 2.19 to 2.21) new policy is based upon the recommendations of the October 2020
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the City of York Council Local Plan (EX/CYC/45). This policy
applies a 400m exclusion zone for residential development from the boundary of the SAC. This exclusion
zone is denoted within PM71. The exclusion zone is applied without consideration to potential access to

the SAC. This is considered unsound as it is not justified.

The HRA (para. 4.3.212) bases the exclusion zone not on probable impact but on ‘experience’ from

elsewhere, noting:

“From experience around the country, a 400m distance has become accepted as a suitable threshold to
restrict new development, one which is supported by appropriate policies in land use plan (e.g
Breckland, East Devon, Cannock and Wealden amongst others)...”

The 400m exclusion zone is provided to reduce impact of urban edge and recreational pressure. There is,
however, no consideration of ease of access from a site to the Common. Surely this should be a factor for
consideration. If the common cannot be easily accessed from a site within the 400m exclusion zone,
either via existing features or through scheme design, this should be considered in the development
appraisal.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

If the common cannot be easily accessed from a site within the 400m exclusion zone, either via existing features
or through scheme design, this should be considered in the development appraisal. Our client is promoting sites
which are either outside the exclusion zone or can be delivered to restrict access to the common.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document: Housing Needs Update (EX/CYC/43a)

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes[ | No v/

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

Housing requirement too low. No agreement with neighbouring authorities to meet unmet needs.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared v’ Justified v’

Effective v Consistent with v/
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following is a summary of our representations, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.16 of accompanying
representations provide the full detail.

Our key concerns are:

e Rate of jobs growth in Economic-led housing need is unduly pessimistic;

e  Market signals uplift should be applied to all scenarios not just the demographic starting point;
e Market signals uplift should be at least 25%; and

e Assessment should cover whole plan period.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

The aforementioned concerns being addressed. This is likely to lead to a plan requirement in excess of 1,000dpa.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document: York Economic Outlook (EX/CYC/29)

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared v’ Justified []

Effective D Consistent with D
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following provides a summary of our response. The full response can be seen at paragraphs 4.1 to 4.4
of accompanying report.

In terms of past rates of jobs growth it is notable, figure 13 (York Economic Outlook) that jobs growth
over the period 2014 to 2018 was 1,110 jobs per annum, over 37% greater than anticipated in the
equivalent 2015 study and over 70% greater than the 650 jobs anticipated each year in the Local Plan.
Indeed the 2019 assessment anticipates greater jobs growth under all scenarios compared to the 2015
report (figure 13).

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

Given the above increases it is unclear why the 650 jobs per annum has been retained. To ensure
that housing and economic strategies are aligned any increase in employment aspirations would

require a consequent increase in housing growth.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document: SHLAA: Housing Supply & Trajectory (EX/CYC/56)

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes[ | Vv No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared v’ Justified v’

Effective v Consistent with ]
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) update provides an updated
housing trajectory. This trajectory suggests that the majority of Housing Allocations (both H
sites and ST) sites will commence delivery next year (2022/23). Given that many of these
sites remain within the Green Belt and do not yet benefit from any form of permission this is

considered highly optimistic.

As noted within our comments upon the ‘Composite Modifications Schedule’ (PM48) it is
unlikely the plan will be adopted until 2022. The likelihood of applying, gaining permission
and starting on site within a year is extremely unrealistic. A more realistic scenario would be

to push delivery back by at least two more years.

The implication of this is two-fold. Firstly, several of the allocations are unlikely to deliver
their full plan requirement over the plan period (by 2032/33). This is likely to lead to a
shortfall in delivery against the plan requirement. This issue can be addressed through

additional allocations.

Secondly it appears likely that upon adoption the Council will be unable to demonstrate a
five-year supply. The five-year supply will be assessed against the 2019 version of the NPPF
and the annex definition of a deliverable site. In the absence of a five-year housing land

supply the tilted balance will be applied.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

Realistic lead-in times provided and additional allocations to deliver the housing requirement.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document: Topic Paper 1: Green Belt Addendum (EX/CYC/59)

Page Number: Various

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant?
Yes v No [ ]

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to

Cooperate?
Yes[ | Vv No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

N/A

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

g
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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

7.(1) Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound?
Yes [ ] No v/

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared v’ Justified v’

Effective v Consistent with
national policy v

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

The following provides a summary of our full response. This can be seen at paragraphs 6.1 to 6.8 of our
accompanying report.

it is notable that the Green Belt boundaries relating to the updated methodology remain virtually
unchanged. The retrofitting of a methodology to known conclusion has inevitably led to bias in the
conclusions.

The amended topic paper was also supposed to be an attempt to simplify and clarify the methodology.
This has not been achieved. This is due to the constant cross-referencing with other documents and
confusion of criterion against differing purposes.

There are several areas where the assessment appears inconsistent with the purpose. For example, in
relation to ‘Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns’ there is continued
reference to the Minster and views thereof. Whilst these are important in relation to the setting of the
Minster the view in itself does not provide any interpretation of how the city has grown and as such are
not considered part of the special character and setting of the historic town. There is also reference (para.
8.27) to other ‘Landmark Monuments’ including boundary stones, herdsman huts and Roman camps.
Without interpretation it cannot be assumed that land needs to be kept open to understand their
significance nor that they assist in retaining the setting and special character of the historic town.

Purpose 1 relating to sprawl is also applied inconsistently. This is highlighted in the confused description
of our client’s site (see table 6.1 of our associated report). There is also no justification for the choice of
boundary. Once again this is highlighted by the treatment of our clients site (see paragraphs 6.6 to 6.8
and table 6.1 of our associated report).

Whilst these comments relate directly to our client’s site they are considered symptomatic of the
Council’s attempt to retrofit a revised methodology to existing conclusions.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

New unbiased Green Belt assessment undertaken.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



9. If your representation is seeking a change at question 8.(1)

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

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

The new evidence and proposed modifications have significant implications for our client. It is considered that

participation is necessary to enable the content of our client’s representations to be fully understood and engage in
the wider discussion upon the soundness of the plan. It is also considered essential to enable our client to respond to

any further issues raised either by the Council or other parties.

Our client was previously represented at the original hearing sessions in 2019.

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 Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This response is provided on behalf of our client Lovel Developments Ltd. It is
made in respect of selected documents which are part of the ‘Local Plan
Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation’. This response should be read

in conjunction with our associated response form.

1.2 Lovel Developments Ltd are promoting one site through this local plan, this
being Land to the South of Strensall, York (site ref: 119).

1.3 Our Client is an important stakeholder in the plan making process and wishes
to ensure that the York Local Plan is prepared in a robust manner that passes
the tests of soundness contained in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), namely that the plan is:

e Positively Prepared;
e Justified;
o Effective; and

e Consistent with national policy.

1.4 In accordance with the transitional arrangements set out in Annex 1 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019), it is understood that the
plan is being examined against the previous 2012 version of the Framework.
All references within this hearing statement to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) therefore relate to the 2012 version, unless otherwise
stated.

1.5 Whilst the tests of soundness remain similar between the two versions of the
NPPF numerous changes have been made. The continued delays to plan-
making in York have led to a situation where 3 years after the 2012 version of
the NPPF was superseded, initially by the July 2018 version, the York Local
Plan continues to be examined against a dated version of the NPPF. Our client

considers this to be a very unsatisfactory position.

1.6 Whilst our client has the above concerns, we do welcome the opportunity to

comment on the proposed modifications and evidence base.

June 2021 | MG | P17-0472
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2.0 Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021 (EX/CYC/58)

2.1 In providing comments upon the ‘Composite Modifications Schedule’ we draw
upon and make reference to specific evidence base documents (these are
clearly referenced throughout this response). It should be noted that we also
consider elements of the evidence base to be unsound. In this regard we also
make separate comments upon elements of the evidence base, later in this

response, as necessary.

2.2 The lack of a response to a proposed modification or evidence base document
should not be construed as agreement with the proposed modification or

evidence.
PM48 and consequent amendments

2.3 The amendment clarifies that the plan period runs from 2017 to 2032/23. This
is not considered sound as it is not justified, positively prepared, effective nor

consistent with national policy.

2.4 Due to the continued delays to plan-making within York the plan is unlikely to
be adopted until 2022 at the earliest, meaning the post-adoption timeframe
will be less than 11 years. This is not considered adequate to provide a clear
and effective framework to deliver much needed development within York.
Paragraph 157 of the NPPF identifies that a 15-year timeframe is preferable.
The Council’s departure from this is not explained. It is notable that the 2019
version of the is NPPF strengthened this requirement (paragraph 22)
identifying strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period

post adoption.

2.5 The 2019 NPPF does provide a requirement for strategic policies to be reviewed
at least once every 5-years (para. 33). This may help rectify the situation.
However, given the recent history of plan-making within the city this is far from

guaranteed.

2.6 To overcome this issue the end date of the plan should be increased until at
least 2037/38. This would have consequential impacts for housing,

employment, and other allocations.
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2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

Study

September 2020 Housing Needs | 2017 to 2033 779
Update (EX/CYC/43a) 2012 to 2037 788

PM50: Policy SS1 / PM53: Policy SS1 / PM54: Policy SS1 Explanation

The proposed amendments seek to clarify the proposed housing requirement
as 822 dwellings per annum (dpa). Whilst the clarification is welcome the
proposed requirement is considered too low. The proposed housing
requirement is, therefore, considered unsound as it is neither justified nor

effective.

We address the housing requirement within our Matter 2 Examination Hearing
Statement and the Publication Draft and Proposed Modifications versions of the
plan. Within these responses we identify that a figure more than 1,000dpa
should be utilised. Whilst it is noted that additional evidence has been provided
by the Council (Housing Needs Update, September 2020 (EX/CYC/43a)) our
conclusions remain unaltered. A separate response is provided to the Housing
Needs Update, September 2020 below.

It is understood that the housing requirement has been derived through a
combination of the evidence base document ‘City of York Housing Needs
Update (January 2020)’ which identified a objectively assessed housing need
(OAHN) of 790dpa and an uplift of 32dpa to take account of historic under-
delivery between 2012 and 2017. The OAHN elements are discussed in more

detail later in this response.

The addition of 32dpa is based upon net delivery over the period 15t April 2012
to 315t March 2017 (3,432 dwellings) compared to the OAHN figure of 790dpa
(3,950 dwellings over the above period). This represents an undersupply of
518 dwellings. This undersupply is then spread over the remaining 16 years of
the plan period (2017/18 to 2032/33). However, none of the evidence provided
by the Council assesses need over this period. The following table considers

the periods assessed in each study of the three most recent studies.

Table 2.1: Assessed period in each study

Periods Assessed Identified OAHN (dpa)

July 2019 Housing Needs Update | 2012 to 2037 790
(EX/CYC/9)

September 2017 Strategic Housing | 2012 to 2032 953
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Market Assessment Update (SD050) ‘ ‘

2.11 Due to the lack of comparative data it is impossible to analyse whether the
need identified for period 2012 to 2017 is correct. Indeed, given that the most
recent assessments in September 2020 and July 2019 are based upon the 2016
and 2018 based subnational projections the figures are largely self-
prophesising. This is because there are known populations, based upon the
ONS published population estimates, incorporated into each projection from
2012 to 2016 and 2012 to 2018 respectively.

2.12 It cannot be assumed that these fixed populations were reflective of those who
would have resided in the area if sufficient housing had been delivered. Indeed,
given the poor levels of delivery and lack of a local plan it is considered to be
quite the contrary. The high rates of jobs growth (1,110 per annum) over the
period 2014 to 2018 (figure 3, York Economic Outlook (EX/CYC/29)) provide
an indication that a greater need would have been appropriate over this time

period.
PM63: Policy H1; Table 5.1 Housing Allocations

2.13 The modification removes two sites from Strensall. These being ST35: Queen
Elizabeth Barracks and H59 Queen Elizabeth Barracks, Howard Road. It is
understood the deletion of these sites is due to the potential impact upon
Strensall Common SAC. Whilst our client does not dispute the removal of these
two sites the lack of consideration of alternative sites within Strensall is

considered to be unjustified and as such unsound.

2.14 Strensall has a population of over 6,000 residents! and provides a wide range
of services and facilities. It is also identified as part of the ‘Main Built-Up Area
of York’2. Throughout the different stages of the Local Plan, Strensall has
consistently been identified as a Settlement that can accommodate growth and
the removal of the Queen Elizabeth Barracks site provides a requirement for
alternative allocations to be made to ensure continued sustainable growth in

the settlement.

12011 census
2 Local Plan Key Diagram
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2.15 Our clients site was identified in the 2014 Local Plan Preferred Options

Document the clients site as safeguarded land in order to meet development
in the longer term, beyond the plan period. Therefore, it is clearly a site that

the Council have previously thought appropriate for Green Belt release.

2.16 Our client is promoting two adjacent sites within the plan which can be
delivered either together or independent of each other. The southern element
of the site (figure 2.1) is enclosed on three sides meaning that the Green Belt
could be easily re-defined by using the physical features that are readily

recognisable and likely to be permanent.

Figure 2.1: Southern Parcel Land South of Strensall

2.17 The northern element (see figure 2.2) of the site is enclosed on all sides and
sits comfortably outside the 400m exclusion zone identified around Strensall
Common SAC, fulfilling the requirements of new Policy GI2a (see PM70 /
PM71). There is also no direct access towards Strensall Common SAC from the
site due to the presence of the railway line bounding the southern element of

the site. All other requirements of new Policy GI2a can be provided on site.

2.18 The northern parcel represents an area of land which is well connected to the
existing settlement and has clearly defined boundaries by virtue of existing
residential development and the railway line to the south. The site can
therefore be released from the Green Belt without causing harm to the

openness of the Green Belt and resulting in unrestricted urban sprawl.
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2.19

2.20

2.21

Figure 2.2: Northern Parcel

PM70: New Policy GI2a / PM71 - New Policy GI2a Justification

This new policy is based upon the recommendations of the October 2020
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the City of York Council Local Plan
(EX/CYC/45). This policy applies a 400m exclusion zone for residential
development from the boundary of the SAC. This exclusion zone is denoted
within PM71. The exclusion zone is applied without consideration to potential

access to the SAC. This is considered unsound as it is not justified.

The HRA (para. 4.3.212) bases the exclusion zone not on probable impact but

on ‘experience’ from elsewhere, noting:

“"From experience around the country, a 400m distance has become accepted
as a suitable threshold to restrict new development, one which is supported by
appropriate policies in land use plan (e.g Breckland, East Devon, Cannock and

Wealden amongst others)...”

The 400m exclusion zone is provided to reduce impact of urban edge and

recreational pressure. There is, however, no consideration of ease of access
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from a site to the Common. Surely this should be a factor for consideration. If
the common cannot be easily accessed from a site within the 400m exclusion
zone, either via existing features or through scheme design, this should be
considered in the development appraisal. Our client is firmly of the opinion that
the southern parcel being promoted, see figure 2.1 can be delivered in a
manner which restricts access onto the Common. The northern parcel

promoted by our client (figure 2.2) is not within the exclusion zone.
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3.0 Housing Needs Update September 2020 (EX/CYC/43a)

3.1 The updated assessment considers the implications of the 2018 subnational
population and household projections upon the OAHN for York. This analysis
concludes that the current OAHN of 790dpa remains valid for the Local Plan.
We dispute this finding and consider that a higher housing requirement remains

valid.

3.2 Prior to examining the updated evidence, it is worth noting that were the Local
Plan to be considered against the 2019 NPPF the minimum housing
requirement as determined by the current standard method for assessing local
housing need would be 1,013dpa3. A total of 223dpa greater than the Local
Plan OAHN and 191dpa greater than the proposed housing requirement. This
figure more closely accords with our conclusions upon housing need within
York.

Demographic Starting Point

3.3 Like previous iterations of Housing Needs Update this update considers variants

upon the ‘Principal’ population projections. These are:

i. 10-year Migrant Variant; and

ii. Alternative Internal Migrant Variant

3.4 The difference between these variants and the ‘Principal’ projection are that
they examine migration trends over a longer period, these being (i) 10-years
and (ii) 5-years, as opposed to the 2-years in the ‘Principal’ projection. The
Housing Need Update is correct in identifying that the ONS themselves

recognise the difficulty in drawing trends from just two years of data.

3.5 Rates of house building have been volatile in York over the years preceding the
projection base date, as demonstrated in the figure below. The availability of
housing will inevitably impact upon migration rates. Due to this volatility, it is
considered that the '10-year Migrant Variant’ is the most appropriate
demographic scenario within York. This is because it will help ‘smooth’ this
volatility out of the projections, taking account of peaks and throughs. The

Housing Need Update correctly identifies (para. 2.7) that the use of these

3 Utilising 2021 base date
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alternative projections is methodologically more robust than the ‘Principal’

projection.

Figure 3.1: York’s Net Housing Completions, 2008/09-2018/19
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3.6 The Housing Needs update also includes a part-return to previous trends for
the 25-34 and 35-44 age cohorts. In conformity with our previous comments*

we agree that such a change is justified.
Economic-Led Housing Need

3.7 The Housing Needs Update correctly applies an uplift to the demographic
scenarios to take account of jobs growth. This is based upon 650 jobs per
annum (para. 3.2). This figure builds upon evidence provided by the Oxford
Economics ‘York Economic Outlook’, December 2019 (EX/CYC/29) report.
Within our brief comments upon this document, we question whether the rate
of jobs growth is unduly pessimistic taking account of past trends. An increase

in jobs growth would inevitably lead to a greater housing requirement.

4 See our matter 2 hearing statement
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Market Signals

3.8 The update does not update the market signals data because the preferred
economic-led need is 157% higher than the demographic starting point (para.

5.7). This is considered unsound.

3.9 The 2019 version of the Housing Needs Update (EX/CYC/9) suggests that an
uplift in the region of 15% would seem reasonable for York (paragraph 4.34).
However, the uplift is only applied to the demographic baseline, and not the
adjusted demographic growth and the economic growth scenarios. This

principle is fed through into the 2020 Housing Needs Update.

3.10 The principle of a market signals uplift is supported. However, the application
of the 15% uplift solely to the demographic starting point is not considered
positive nor justified by the available evidence. Within our previous comments
we have highlighted that affordability within York is significantly worse than
the regional and national averages. Indeed, York is one of the least affordable

authority areas in Yorkshire and Humber.

3.11 The 15% uplift is applied utilising examples from previous Local Plan
examinations (para. 4.33, 2019 Housing Needs Update). These examples draw
upon the median affordability ratio. All three Local Plans used as examples
were adopted prior to the introduction of the revised NPPF in July 2018. This is
important as the 2018 NPPF introduced the standard method for assessing local
housing need. The standard method for calculating local housing need, as
described by the updated PPG (ID 2a-004-20201216) provided a formula for
identifying the relevant uplift based upon median affordability and therefore

provided a clear steer by Government on the amount of uplift required.

3.12 Whilst it is recognised the Local Plan OAHN is not being tested against the
standard method the affordability uplift described in the PPG does provide a
useful proxy for market signals uplift. In the case of York, the 2020 median
house price to workplace-based earnings identifies an affordability ratio of 8.04
(2020). Utilising the method identified in the PPG this would suggest an uplift
of circa 25%. This is considered a more appropriate level of uplift. The

implications of this uplift are set out in table 3.1 below.

3.13 The Housing Needs Update applied the market signals uplift solely to the
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demographic starting point as identified by the 2018 household projections. As

noted in our matter 2 statement, we are of the opinion that the 2014 household
projections should be used in preference to either the 2016 or 2018
projections. Within section 2 of the 2020 Housing Need Update GL Hearn
provide convincing arguments for a range of demographic growth scenarios
but does not test the impact of a market signals uplift against these different
projections. This is counter-intuitive given that the 2020 Housing Needs Update
and its earlier counterparts identify that the ‘10-year Migrant Variant’ and
‘Alternative Internal Migration Variant’ are more robust than the ‘Principal’

projection, paragraph 2.7.

3.14 Furthermore, the PPG notes that the market signals uplift relates to improving
affordability and does not stipulate that market signals should be applied solely

to the demographic starting point;

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting
point) should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals, as well as
other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply
of dwellings...” (Pegasus emphasis, PPG ID 2a-019-20140306).

3.15 Clearly the provision of additional jobs will increase demand for homes as
residents seek to either move into the area to take up the employment
opportunities or seek to move out of the family home having accessed relevant
employment. It is extremely unlikely the proposed uplift for economic growth
would facilitate improvements in affordability. On this basis it is considered

that the market signals uplift should be applied to all scenarios.

3.16 As demonstrated by Table 3.1 below the application of a 25% market signals
uplift to the preferred growth scenario would produce a OAHN of 974dpa. This
would also more closely relate to recent levels of housing delivery. It is notable
that both economic led OAHN scenarios and the ‘10-year Migrant’ Variant all

produce figures in excess of the 790dpa OAHN proposed in the plan.

3.17 Due to the reasons stated above it is our firm view that a 25% market signals
uplift should be applied to the economic-led scenarios. This produced an OAHN
in excess of 958dpa over the plan period. Once under-delivery over the period
2012 to 2017 has been considered the housing requirement would be over
1,000dpa.
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Table 3.1: Application of 15% and 25% market signals uplift (2017-2033)

Scenario Projection 15% market 25% market

signals uplift signals uplift

Demographic scenarios (Part Return to Trend)

Principal 501 576 626
10-Year Migration 669 769 836
Alternative Internal 598 688 748
Economic Led Housing Need

Census Commuting 766 881 958
Ratio

1:1 Commuting Ratio 779 896 974

June 2021 | MG | P17-0472



Local Plan Modifications and Evidence Base: Reference ID 260 (CD014A) PegaSUS

7

4.0 York Economic Outlook (EX/CYC/29)

4.1 The plan, and its housing requirement, is based in part upon jobs growth of
650 jobs per annum within York. This is supported by two papers by Oxford
Economics, the most recent being the 2019 York Economic Outlook
(EX/CYC/29).

4.2 Whilst we do not seek to challenge most of this evidence, we do question
whether a target of 650 jobs per annum represents a positively prepared plan.
It is also notable that due to the protracted nature of the Local Plan
examination there have been some fundamental changes to the economy in
the wake of the Covid-19 pandemic and the signing of a Brexit deal. The plan
should seek to positively address these issues by providing a supportive

framework for jobs growth.

4.3 In terms of past rates of jobs growth it is notable, figure 13 (York Economic
Outlook) that jobs growth over the period 2014 to 2018 was 1,110 jobs per
annum, over 37% greater than anticipated in the equivalent 2015 study and
over 70% greater than the 650 jobs anticipated each year in the Local Plan.
Indeed the 2019 assessment anticipates greater jobs growth under all

scenarios compared to the 2015 report (figure 13).

4.4 Given these increases it is unclear why the 650 jobs per annum has been
retained. To ensure that housing and economic strategies are aligned any
increase in employment aspirations would require a consequent increase in

housing growth.
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5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Housing
Supply and Trajectory Update (April 2021) (EX/CYC/56)

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) update provides
an updated housing trajectory. This trajectory suggests that the majority of
Housing Allocations (both H sites and ST) sites will commence delivery next
year (2022/23). Given that many of these sites remain within the Green Belt
and do not yet benefit from any form of permission this is considered highly

optimistic.

As noted within our comments upon the ‘Composite Modifications Schedule’ it
is unlikely the plan will be adopted until 2022. The likelihood of applying,
gaining permission and starting on site within a year is extremely unrealistic.
A more realistic scenario would be to push delivery back by at least two more

years.

The implication of this is two-fold. Firstly, several of the allocations are unlikely
to deliver their full plan requirement over the plan period (by 2032/33). This
is likely to lead to a shortfall in delivery against the plan requirement. This

issue can be addressed through additional allocations.

Secondly it appears likely that upon adoption the Council will be unable to
demonstrate a five-year supply. The five-year supply will be assessed against
the 2019 version of the NPPF and the annex definition of a deliverable site. In

the absence of a five-year housing land supply the tilted balance will be applied.
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6.0 Topic Paper 1: Approach to Defining York's Green Belt:
Addendum, January 2021 (EX/CYC/59)

6.1 This addendum is provided in an attempt to overcome a number of
fundamental concerns raised by the Inspectors in their letter to the Council
dated 12% June 2020. Whilst the Council has sought to address the Inspectors
concerns it appears to have done so via retrofitting a new methodology to the
original conclusions rather than undertaking a new assessment. Indeed, it is
notable that the Green Belt boundaries relating to the updated methodology
remain virtually unchanged. The retrofitting of a methodology to known

conclusion has inevitably led to bias in the conclusions.

6.2 The amended topic paper was also supposed to be an attempt to simplify and
clarify the methodology. This has not been achieved. This is due to the constant
cross-referencing with other documents and confusion of criterion against

differing purposes.

6.3 There are several areas where the assessment appears inconsistent with the
purpose. For example, in relation to 'Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and
Special Character of Historic Towns’there is continued reference to the Minster
and views thereof. Whilst these are important in relation to the setting of the
Minster the view in itself does not provide any interpretation of how the city
has grown and as such are not considered part of the special character and

setting of the historic town.

6.4 Under this purpose the paper also discusses Landmark Monuments including
the Minster. However, paragraph 8.27 references other structures such as
boundary stones, herdsman huts and Roman camps in this discussion. These
are not Landmark Monuments. Criterion 2 to Purpose 4 “Does the land need to
be kept permanently open to contribute to the understanding and significance
of a building, landmark or monument?” It cannot be assumed without proper
interpretation that land needs to be kept open to understand their significance.
For example, a boundary stone simply states the extent of the settlement at a
point in time. It does not necessarily need to be kept open to allow such
interpretation. It appears that the Council is using Green Belt to preserve an
historic structure rather than determining if this structure and its open setting

is required to understand the setting and special character of the historic town.
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6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

4

In terms of 'Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas
the criterion appears to have been applied inconsistently. A good example of
the confused nature of the Council’s response relates to our clients site as is
identified in table 4.1 below.

Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the

Green Belt

Our client has a direct interest in Annex 4 of the Topic Paper 'Other Densely
Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt’ and in particular
Strensall. The site our client is promoting the site identified as site 119 and
various elements thereof. The whole site is covered by a single Green Belt
boundary (boundary 4) despite there being two clear parcels bisected by the
railway line. Whilst these comments relate directly to our client’s site they are
considered symptomatic of the Council’s attempt to retrofit a revised

methodology to existing conclusions.

The Council provides no clear justification for its boundary choices. Our client’s
site is a good example of this. Boundary 4 is a ‘horse-shoe’ shaped section.
The northern elements of which are bisected from the south by a railway line.
The northern element is also in close proximity to the main settlement and has
clearly defined boundaries on 4 sides. Whilst we consider all elements of the
site can be developed without impacting upon the openness and character of
the Green Belt, these variations suggest that the boundary should have been
split into smaller sections. The inclusion of both parcels in a single boundary
leads to an inappropriate assessment. The appraisal also seems to conflate
various Green Belt purposes. For example, purpose 4 discussed issues of

coalescence rather than impact upon heritage.

The following table considers the evidence provided upon Strensall boundary
4. Our analysis identifies that the development of these two parcels would not

have any significant effects upon the openness and character of the Green Belt.
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Table 6.1: Analysis of Strensall Boundary 4 Assessment

GB Purpose

Boundary 4 summary

Pegasus Comment Northern Parcel

Pegasus Comment Southern

Parcel

Purpose 4: Acknowledged contained on 3 sides | The northern parcel is contained on all | The southern element is contained on
Preserving the | but would impact upon four sides and would provide a clear | 3 sides but would not extend beyond
setting and compactness and have a significant | ‘rounding’ of the settlement north of | the existing built form of the
special effect on form and character of the | the railway line. It would retain a | settlement.
character of village. Including coalescence of compact feel to the settlement.
historic towns - | The Village, Moor Lane and Lords The discussion of coalescence
Compactness Moor Lane. Northern section would | The references to historic character | between different parts of the same
impact upon historic core of the and form all relate directly to the | settlementis misleading as it does not
village and area to south to be kept | Strensall Conservation Area rather | directly relate this to the setting and
open to understand significance of | than the setting of the historic city of | special character of historic towns.
conservation area. York and its setting. These are not, | The development of this area would
therefore, considered relevant. | not extend the developed area of the
Furthermore, there is no explanation | settlement beyond that existing.
why this is important. These are issues
which could be dealt with through a
development control application.
Development of this parcel would have
little or no impact wupon the
compactness of the village or the wider
setting of York.
Purpose 4: Land does not need to be kept Agreed Agreed
Preserving the | permanently open to contribute to
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setting and the understanding and significance

special of a building, landmark or

character of monument.

historic towns

- Landmark

Monuments

Purpose 4: Land needs to be kept permanently | No specific discussion of boundary 4, | No specific discussion of boundary 4,
Preserving the | open to protect the setting and therefore difficult to understand how | therefore difficult to understand how
setting and special character of Strensall this area is assessed. this area is assessed.

special village and as part of the wider

character of landscape associated with the It should however be noted that the | It is notable that the site would not
historic towns historic character and setting of presence of the railway line has an | extend the built-up area limits of the
- Landscape York, to aid the understanding of urbanising effect upon the settlement | existing settlement.

and Setting the historical relationship of the in this location.

city to its hinterland, particularly as
perceived from open approaches.

Purpose 1: Substantial area of open agricultural | The Council’s description is confused and unclear on the one hand suggesting

Checking land. Surrounded on 3 sides which | sprawl would be limited but on the other suggesting it will take place.

unrestricted could limit the extent to which | The northern element is completely The southern element is contained on

sprawl sprawl could take place. But | contained on all four sides and as three sides and would not extend
potential for sprawl within the | such development would be clearly beyond the limits of the existing built-
‘horseshoe shape’. contained. No sprawl would take up area. As such no sprawl would take

place. place.

Purpose 3: | General absence of built Agreed limited built development, however, this is characteristic of many of the

Safeguarding development, predominantly open proposed allocations.

the countryside | rural land. Railway line runs

from through the open land beyond but
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encroachment does not detract from the
countryside setting and constitutes
an acceptable use within it.

The railway line creates a clear
boundary for the northern parcel.
Given the site is otherwise bounded by
development this conclusion s
unjustified and appears to simply be
due to the methodology being
retrofitted to the conclusions.
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From: .

Sent: 07 July 2021 17:23

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: York Main Modifications Consultation Response - Land at Askham Lane, Acomb
Attachments: Appendix A.PDF; Appendix B.PDF; Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

Response Form.pdf

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

Please find enclosed the following documents, on behalf of the York Diocesan Board of Finance Limited and The York
and Ainsty Hunt, which comprise representations to the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation:
- City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response Form
o Appendix A — Location Plan
o Appendix B — Green Belt Site Review prepared by TPM Landscape Architects

We would greatly appreciate confirmation of receipt of the enclosed representation.

Please do not hesitate to contact myself o || | | QI (cc d) should you have any additional queries.

Kind Regards,



ferriab
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PM2:SID267i





COUNCIL

City of York Local Plan orrce usE o
Proposed Modifications

Consultation Response Form
25 May — 7 July 2021

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

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 A carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2.

Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information

When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) — reference 25809563.

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your
consent. You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255.

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan
examination'. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and
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. We will protect
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is
necessary.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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" Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town YORK
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this L
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.

COUNCIL

You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.

Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of
the Plan®. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we
will seek your consent prior to the new processing.

Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA.

1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the
privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set
out in the privacy notice

2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about
similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning
and supplementary planning documents.

Signature Date
07/07/2021

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



“ZS  ciTY of

2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. YORK

& COUNCIL

Part B - Personal Details

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

3. Personal Details 4. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address —line 1

Address —line 2

Address —line 3

Address — line 4

Address —line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

® By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

You can also complete the form online at:
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number
of evidence base documents as set out below. 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.

o City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only

¢ York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]

CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)

[EX/CYC/32]

Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]

Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]

Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]

Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]

Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]

SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]

CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59]
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a]

o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b]
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d]
and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59¢]

Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f

Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/599]

Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]

Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59

o City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]

¢ Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]

O O O O

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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.

You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this
form).

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 B 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?

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’'s website at
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.

Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum)
Document: (January 2021) Annex 3: Inner Boundaries (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c])

39-52

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

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

Yes|[x] No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

n/a

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

Yes [ ] No

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [X] Justified ]

Effective [] Consistent with []
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

Savills (UK) Limited, on behalf of the York Diocesan Board of Finance Limited (YDBF) and The York and Ainsty Hunt (The Hunt)
(“the landowners”), jointly submit the following representations to the City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications
Consultation (July 2021).

Due to the existing, tightly set Green Belt boundaries, the Council are reviewing the Green Belt to assess where Green Belt land
should be deleted to enable to Council to meet its proposed identified housing needs. Notwithstanding this, as set out in the
NPPF (para 139c&e) it is vital that, when reviewing the Green Belt boundaries where exceptional circumstances are justified
(whereby we agree and support that this is such a case), the Council must seek to delete an appropriate amount of land from the
Green Belt to ensure that there is housing land available during and beyond the Plan period to meet the objectively assessed
housing need (in accordance with para 136 of the NPPF).

As the Green Belt boundaries were last set out in the now-defunct Yorkshire and Humber regional spatial strategy we fully
support and endorse this additional consultation in relation to the updated green belt information and any other modifications
proposed.

Our comments therefore relate to the Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021)
Annex 3: Inner Boundaries (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c]) which assesses our clients landholding - Land South of Foxwood
Lane, Acomb’. Please see location plan attached at Appendix A.

It is our understanding that the consultation relating to Green Belt is intended to define the existing Green Belt boundary. ‘Topic
Paper 1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt Addendum (2021)’ sets out the Councils own conclusions to the settlement
boundaries and the importance of the Green Belt within and outside the ring road.

Our clients’ land is located within the ring road and, together, are committed to working alongside the City of York Council to
bring forward deliverable housing sites under their ownership. When reviewing the Topic Paper Annex’s relating to the sites
within the Inner Boundaries (Annex 3) we note comments which we consider to be inaccurate and therefore have the following
comments / objections to raise:

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Our Clients land south of Foxwood Lane Acomb is identified within site area (1-6) in Annex 3.

The Topic Paper has considered the Green Belt around York with regard to the sites presented in the Preferred Options review
of sites.

In this Topic Paper, the Council conclude that, in respect of our clients land:

“...the majority of the land between the proposed boundary and the York Outer Ring Road is identified in the Green Belt
appraisal work as being of primary importance to the setting of the historic city, as part of an area Protecting the Rural Setting
(F3)[SD107]. Therefore the majority of the land between the proposed boundary and the outer ring road is not suitable for
development in line with the Local Plan strategy.

In 2013 there was a small amendment to the area F3 designated as being of primary importance to protecting the rural setting
of York [SD106] to reflect height contours to the south of Foxwood Lane and enable potential development to be considered in
this small area (former H9). Subsequently, this was not taken forward as an allocation.”

When reviewing the more detailed assessment of our client’s land as per pages 39-52 of the Topic Paper TP1: Approach to
defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) Annex 3: Inner Boundaries (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], it is our
that the subject site does not accord with assessment in the Green Belt Topic Paper Review for the following reasons:

e  Withregard to Items 2-1 and 2-2. The GB Area (1-6) which includes the proposal site, was considered in the site
Preferred Options sites for a number of sites, all of which were considerably larger than the proposal site, and also
breached Askham Lane. In contrast, the proposal site is a relatively modest site area, and is contained within Askham
Lane.

e Interms of purpose 3, the Proposal Site is located directly adjacent to the rear gardens of the properties of Stirrups
Close, which forms a weak green belt boundary (defined by the NPPF paral39f.), and is not defined by strong
features such as roads, rivers, or hedgerows. Were the site to be removed from the Green Belt, then the new Green
Belt boundary would be formed with Askham Lane, which is lined by thick and tall intact hedgerow and would
therefore create a much stronger and permanent Green Belt boundary.

e For purpose 1, the land identified in GB Area 1-6 (including the proposal site) is identified as a site that will not
impact on Urban Sprawl, making it one of the lesser sensitive sites on the western boundary.

e  Regarding purpose 4, an assessment has been undertaken of views towards York from the rural landscape to the
west of York, between York and Tadcaster. The report appended with this response has concluded that there are no
locations beyond the Outer Ring Road to the east west of York from which the Minster (or even the edge of the city
centre) can be viewed from in this landscape setting. This combined with the modest scale of the proposal site, and
its location to the east of Askham Lane will mean that there are no locations where development of the proposal site
would be visible in a view beyond the Outer Ring Road west of York.

e Finally, regarding the permanence of the site, a review of historic mapping (See Figure 5 of the appended Green Belt
Site Review by TPM Landscape), indicates that all the land in the vicinity of the site was historically farmland, and
that there is not historic pattern of the Green Belt which would add to its permanence in this location.

In conclusion, the findings of the GB Topic Paper are not applicable to our client’s site. Please see the independent Green Belt
Assessment of our client’s land prepared by TPM Landscape (Charted Landscape Architects) attached which reinforces, and
provides additional details on, the above points (Appendix B).

We therefore respectfully request that the Council reassesses our client’s land in terms of Green Belt as, in our view, the land
does not comply with the 5 Green Belt purposes set out in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. Following this, it is considered that the
land is suitable for deletion from the Green Belt and should therefore be either allocated for residential development as part

of the plan period or at least deleted from the Green Belt and safeguarded for future development beyond the plan period in
accordance with paragraph 139c&d of the NPPF.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (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 7 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.

It is considered that, based on the assessment of the way that York City Council has assessed our client’s land at
Acomb in terms of its purposes relating to the Green Belt, our clients land is a suitable site to be deleted from
the Green Belt to accommodate future development.

9. If your representation is seeking a change at question 8.(1)

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? (ick one box only)

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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 Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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|PM2:SID269i |

From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 01:44

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 205834

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent my own views

Your personal information
Title: Mrs.

Name: Janet Hopton

Email address: [
Telephone: || IIEIEGEN
Address: I

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 4 Other Developed Areas (EX/CYC/59f)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: No, | do not consider the document
to be legally compliant


hughejo
Text Box
PM2:SID269i


Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: Reference:
Upper Poppleton/Nether Poppleton. Green Belt. Boundary 2. Related plan: 2005 Local Plan
showing Upper Poppleton/Nether Poppleton Village Settlement Boundaries. The new Village
Settlement Boundary will be different from that of the Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan adopted by
City of York Council 2017.

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: No, | do not consider
the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: Although this Duty is with other local authorities and key organisations, it is surprising
that a pre-consultation was not also carried out with Upper Poppleton and Nether Poppleton
Parish Councils and their Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan committee, considering this Plan has
been adopted as a Planning document for Development Control.

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Reference Boundary 2
Green Belt Upper Poppleton/Nether Poppleton. Differing protections are proposed for the sites
which together form the important open green wedge along this boundary, between Blairgowrie
and All Saints Church, allocated as Open Space within the village settlement limit in the 2005
Local Plan. All are in the Upper Poppleton Conservation Area. These sites have now ben put into
the Green Belt with the exception of Blairgowrie and the adjacent Field with its Barn, behind the
Surgery, which remain within the village settlement boundary. No explanation is given and there is
no justification for treating them differently. Whilst the other sites in the wedge have strengthened
their protection with Green Belt status, this different treatment leaves these two sites with weaker
protection, more vulnerable to future housing development proposals from which they have been
protected for almost thirty years. | have been aware of Blairgowrie's vulnerability since 1995 when
on , and later, as a . Itis difficult to
understand why Blairgowrie and the Field are treated differently. Blairgowrie is listed as a Housing
Allocation in the Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan, but makes it clear that one dwelling only is
acceptable. This does not, therefore, preclude Blairgowrie being included in the Green Belt with
the other Open Space sites.

Your comments: Necessary changes

2



| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: The
sites comprising the Open Space wedge in the 2005 Local Pan should be treated the same, with
the same level of protection: either all put into the Green Belt or all kept within the Village
Settlement Boundary. If in the Green Belt, the different village settlement boundaries shown in the
new Local Plan and the Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan will have to be resolved.

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:

Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:



PM2:SID288i

From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 06:56

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205844
Attachments: WPC_Local_Plan_consultation_response_July_2021.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021

| confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Title: i

Name: I

Email address: ||| IEGEGEGNGEGEGEGEGEEGEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Telephone: || IIIEIEGEGE

Organisation name: || NNEEGEGEGEGEGEGE

Organisation address: ||| NG

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining Green
Belt Addendum January 2021 (EX/CYC/59)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: See attached

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: See attached

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: Yes, | consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound:

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: Not
applicable.

If you are seeking to change the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearings
sessions of the Public Examination?: No, | do not wish to participate at hearings sessions

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:

Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

WPC_Local_Plan_consultation_response_July _2021.pdf



Planning Inspectorate

By email: localplan@york.gov.uk
7 July 2021

Re: City of York Local Plan Proposed modifications

Dear Sir/Madam,

At its meeting of 23 June 2021 Wigginton Parish Council resolved to support the City of York
Local Plan Proposed Modifications.

The City of York has very special circumstances. It is a compact historic city surrounded by
the green belt and views of the Minster. Wigginton Parish Council considers it of the utmost
importance that the local plan is adopted in order for the green belt to be afforded
protection. The delineation of the green belt is supported by Wigginton Parish Council.

The Local Plan’s relatively low housing numbers would protect the green belt against
further encroachment and would ensure that brownfield will be developed first.

In conclusion, Wigginton Parish Council considers that the City of York Local Plan should
be adopted at the earliest opportunity.

Yours faithfully




PM2:SID298i

From: I
Sent: 05 July 2021 11:52

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205186

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Title: [l

Name: [

SUENEGGEEY 00|

Telephone: | IIIEIEGEGE

Organisation name: || NG

Organisation address: N

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 Sections 5 to 6 (EX/CYC/59d)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: No, | do not consider the document
to be legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant:
Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: Page 16 Sites

18 - 68. Proposed housing on land adjacent to A1237 and junction with this and Haxby Road.
Where will the access roads be?

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: Consultation Process

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Document is not fit for
purpose. Does not show good judgement relating to H46 PM81. Not justified.

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: Keep
this area of land as the last area of open space in the historic garden village of New Earswick.

If you are seeking to change the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearings
sessions of the Public Examination?: No, | do not wish to participate at hearings sessions

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:

Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:
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From: I
Sent: 05 July 2021 12:02

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205200

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Titie: I
Name: [

SUENEGGEEY 00|

Telephone: | IIIEIEGEGE

Organisation name: || NG

Organisation address: N

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 Sections 5 to 6 (EX/CYC/59d)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: Consultation process
undertaken.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: Consultation process.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: This is the only remaining
area of open land in the historic garden village of New Earswick. There have been numerous
objections to this area being developed during the process of the development of the Local Plan.
Traffic congestion is a major concern and the loss of public amenity space. The urban
development will mean that there is only a brief view of open land from the A1237. Inconsistent
with the green belt being reduced.

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: This
area known locally as the Old School Field should remain as open land for the benefit of the
residents and visitors to the historic garden village of New Earswick.

If you are seeking to change the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearings
sessions of the Public Examination?: No, | do not wish to participate at hearings sessions

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:

Supporting documentation



Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:
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From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 13:38

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205986

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Titie: I
Name: [

SPENEGRLEEY 00|

Telephone: | IIIEIEGEGE

Organisation name: || NG

Organisation address: N

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 Sections 5 to 6 (EX/CYC/59d)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: Consultation has
taken place.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: Consultation process.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Strong objections to this
proposed development of H46/PM81. Not sound or justified for the historic garden village of New
Earswick. Page 21 Emerging Local Plan as potential housing site. Already a presumptive
application for 117 properties on this last remaining area of open land. A significant construction of
104 units is under way within the Parish. This is not sustainable development. Text pages
16/19/20/21 all have contradictions to the area being developed. Therefore, not sound or justified
for the garden village.

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: That
this last remaining area of open land in New Earswick should not be included for development.

If you are seeking to change the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearings
sessions of the Public Examination?: No, | do not wish to participate at hearings sessions

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:

Supporting documentation



Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:



_ |PM2:S|D304i |

From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 12:01

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205935
Attachments: City_of_York_Local_plan_Consultation_July_2021.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Titie: I
Name: I

Email address: [ NEGEGNNEGEGNGEGEGNE

Telephone: | IIIEIEGEGEGE

Organisation name: || GGG
Organisation address: || GGG

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 1 Evidence Base (EX/CYC/59a)
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: It meets Government
requirements.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: it meets Government rquirements.

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: Yes, | consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: As with earlier submissions of the
York Local Plan it meets Government requirements

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound:

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: We
agree with the minor changes to the green belt in the Huntington area.

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: As Councillors for
Huntington and New Earswick it is our elected responsibility to represent them.

Supporting documentation



Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

City_of York Local_plan_Consultation_July 2021.docx



City of York Local plan Consultation July 2021

Clirs Keith Orrell, Carol Runciman and Chris Cullwick,
Huntington and New Earswick Ward.

Huntington

We support the minor changes to the green belt boundaries in the latest Local
Plan proposals for Huntington.

We would also confirm the objections we have made to previous Local Plan
consultations with reference to the land described as Huntington South Moor
and ST18. There has been a recent application to develop 300 houses on this
land before the Local Plan has been examined. Despite the restrictions of covid
19 residents from across Huntington have objected to this application.

Some of the objections refer to -

e That with the development of the Vangarde retail park, the Community
Stadium retail complex and the extension of the park and ride facility
this is only area of green land in south Huntington.

e The Vangarde retail park has increased the volume of traffic
considerably throughout Huntington.

e The Community Stadium retail complex will now further increase traffic
particularly on match days. Additionally as the Stadium is designated for
community use and the sports and retail facilities will be in use 7 days a
week traffic levels will increase 7 days a week.

e The area suffers from poor drainage and has sewerage problems. There
have been occasions when raw sewage has spewed into gardens and
drives.

As Ward Councillors we believe residents of this area have already had to cope
with more than is reasonable in terms of development in this part of
Huntington and it would be inequitable for them to have to have yet another
development in their area. As one resident put it to us during a previous
consultation “enough is enough.”

We therefore believe this land is not suitable for housing development.



It is worth noting that Huntington has had considerable development in recent
years with 3 housing developments, the Vangarde shopping development and
the Stadium retail complex. All this development has considerably increased
traffic in our area and the pressures on our services.

In addition ST8, land off Monks Cross Link Road, is designated for nearly 1000
houses which would add further pressures on all our infrastructure. This is
currently green belt land and was added to the Local Plan to meet Government
housing number requirements. It does, however, act as a water retention area
with parts being under water at times of heavy rainfall and for long periods
during winter monthhs. In terms of overall flood management for the York
area it would be preferable for this land to be retained as green belt should
housing number requirements be reduced.

The Huntington Neighbourhood Plan which was recently approved by
Huntington residents in a Referendum is in line with the Local Plan proposals.

New Earswick

Ward councillors are aware that there are strong objections to any possible
development on The Old School Field, Willow Bank, New Earswick (H14). Both
local residents and the members of New Earswick Parish Council are concerned
about the potential traffic congestion on what is already a busy road, especially
when children are going into and out of Joseph Rowntree School and also the
tail backs caused by traffic travelling towards Haxby when the railway crossing
to the North of the site on the other side of the ring road closes. Any building
on the Old School Field site will create access and ingress issues unless the
allotments are sacrificed, and they are a well-used and much appreciated local
facility.

It is also pointed out that building on this site will create the appearance of
continuous urban development from the ring road all the way through New
Earswick. This area was designed by Joseph Rowntree as a garden village, the
concept of which seems to have been lost with recent developments although
it is mentioned in the LP documents.

There are serious concerns about flooding as houses to the north of New
Earswick just before reaching the Ring Road suffered serious flooding in recent
years and the Old School Field itself is well known for flooding particularly in
the area nearest the school.



This concern re flooding was confirmed by Richard Wells, Senior Flood Risk
Manager at City of York Council in reference to a recent application to build
118 properties on this land. Concluding his assessment Richard wrote

“On the basis of our above comments we are unable to

recommend the granting of planning permission.”
Richard Wells | Senior Flood Risk Engineer
Email only: richard.wells@york.gov.uk

We therefore believe that as Huntington and New Earswick has had
considerable development in recent years further development in our area
should be kept to a minimum.

Cllrs Keith Orrell, Carol Runciman and Chris Cullwick

July 5t 2021



|PM2:SID316i |

From: I
Sent: 06 July 2021 20:12

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205807
Attachments: DPC_Response_to_CYC_Local_Plan_6_July_2021_2_.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Title: |

Name: I

Email address: [
Telephone: | IIIEIEGEGE

Organisation name: || NEEGEGEGEGEGEGE

Organisation address: ||| I IEEEIEIEGgGgGEGEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 4 Other Developed Areas (EX/CYC/59f)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: No, | do not consider the document
to be legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: Not sufficiently
qualified to comment.

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: No, | do not consider
the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: Not sufficiently qualified to comment.

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Not sufficiently qualified to
comment.

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’:

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To further enhance and
qualify our comments.

Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

DPC_Response_to_CYC_Local_Plan_6_July 2021_2 .pdf
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Dunnington Parish Council

Forward Planning Team
City of York Council
West Offices

Station Rise

YORK

YO1 6GA

6 July 2021

Dear SirfMadam

York Local Plan

Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultations (2021)

Topic Paper 1: Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt - Addendum (2021)
Annex 4: Other Developed Areas

Dunnington Parish Council wishes to express its very sftrong objections to the
proposed changesto the Green Belt boundary so far as it effects the village itself as
shown on page A4:65 of the above Topic Paper.

This proposed boundary change has obviously been brought about to convenienty
retrospectively accommodate the outstanding planning application 20/01626/FULMon
Eastfield Lane which is known as H31. Dunnington Parish Council also strongly
objected to this planning application and still maintains the same position.

The proposed boundary change confradicts existing planning policy and guidelines:

e The site meets the requirements as set outin the paragraph 134 on Green Belt
purposes in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF
makes it clear that the fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. it also explicitly states that
once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances. There are no exceptional grounds to justify the removal of the
site from the Green Belt. It continuesto perform strongly againstall the five
Green Belt purposes as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework; in



particular, to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; to assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and maintain open
countryside; to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns and
fo assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.

» NPPF Paragraph 136 advises that when reviewing Green Belt boundariesiocal
planning authorities need to promote sustainable pattems of development
which should be taken into account. Ilts removal from the Green Belt and
allocation for housing will be contrary to this aim. It is a greenfield site, on the
edge of a village, and in an unsustainable and rural location. Its development
would cause significant harm to the character, appearance, amenity,
biodiversity and heritage of the village which has limited services. It would not
promote sustainable transport choices as, for example, its location will mean
that journey by car will be the primary means of travel should it be developed.
It is simply not a suitable or sustainable location for development.

e The Green Belt boundary here and more widely has been drawn around the
built-up part of Dunnington. This green field is physically and functionally
separate and distinct from the main built up part of the village and represents
accessible and attractive countryside. The existing boundary is sensible,
defensible and long established. The proposed intrusion into the countryside
represents urban sprawl and undermines the existing logical Green Belt
boundary.

e The NPPF furtheradvises in paragraph 136 that Green Beltboundaries should
only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and
justified. For the reasons stated above and other sound and compelling
reasons we do notconsiderthatthis modification has been fully evidenced and
justified.

Dunnington Parish Council cannot and will not support this proposed change to the
Green Belt boundary and therefore submit that there should notbe any change at all
made to the Green Belt boundary as it presently exists especially at this location.

Dunnington Parish Council however supports the proposal for the Green Belt
boundary in respect of Derwent Valley Industrial Estate as shown on page A4:48.

Yours faithfully




PM2:SID329i

From: I
Sent: 06 July 2021 11:57

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205588
Attachments: ST7_JULY_2021.docx

Local Plan consultation May 2021

| confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: no

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent an organisation or group

Organisation or group details

Title: I

Name: [

Email address: || EEGEGEGNGNGGEGEGENEEEEEEEEEEE

Telephone: | IIIIEIEGEGEGE

Organisation name: || GGG

Organisation address: I
I

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Housing Needs Update September 2020
(EX/CYC/43a)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

1
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, | consider the document to be
legally compliant

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: It has been prepared
to Statutory Regulations

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant:

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, | consider the
document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: The New Local Plan has been prepared in line with the Duty to Cooperate Statement

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: Yes, | consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: The plan is in line with NPPF 4
tests

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound:

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’:

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: Murton village will be
greatly affected by traffic issues relating to the development of ST7

Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:

ST7_JULY_2021.docx






ST7: Consequences of enhanced traffic on Murton Parish

Among the planning policies in the NPPF! which most concern Murton Parish

are those relating to transport that:

® support ‘an appropriate mix of uses across an area, and within larger scale sites, to minimize the

number and length of journeys needed for employment ; ® ensure that there is ‘active involvement of
local highways authorities, other transport infrastructure providers and operators and neighbouring
councils, so that strategies and investments for supporting sustainable transport and development

patterns are aligned’;

* ‘identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in
developing infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale

development’;

e ‘provide for high quality walking and cycling networks and supporting facilities such as cycle

parking (drawing on Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans)’

The village of Murton is in the centre of the Parish and is served by three
roads, Murton Way (from Osbaldwick), Murton Lane (from the A166 York-
Stamford Bridge Road) and Moor Lane (from Holtby, Stockton on the Forest

and York). All three are narrow single carriageway roads with fast traffic.

Replies to six questionnaires used during the consultation period for the
development of our Neighbourhood Plan indicate that the volume and speed
of traffic is arguably the most contentious issue for residents. For example,
95% of the village resident response showed concern about speeding along
Murton Way and 92% in the village itself. The free responses, where residents

could add further comments to their answers, may be even more indicative of

tNational Planning Policy Framework Ministry of Housing, Communications
and Local Government. February 2019 Paragraph 104

1



this concern. 51% cited traffic speed and 36% chose other traffic issues.
Likewise, traffic dominated the concerns of residents of dwellings on the
southern periphery of the Parish. For example, 80% of the residents in Tranby
Avenue are highly concerned or concerned about speeding traffic and well
over half the whole population in this area is concerned about speeding along

the A1079 Hull Road.

While these specific concerns are outside the competence of the
Neighbourhood Plan, the concerns are pertinent to development and thus the
Local Plan. Although the Parish is not itself contributing significantly towards
increasing the housing stock in York, the Parish abuts two significant
developments, Land East of Metcalfe Lane (ca 845 dwellings) (ST7? and Land
adjacent to Hull Road (ca 211 dwellings) (ST4). To give some perspective, the
former has about six times the number of dwellings in the village and three
times of that of the whole Parish, which will inevitably lead to increased traffic
in the Parish. The development East of Metcalfe Lane will be the more
significant, with vehicular access ‘planned from Stockton Lane to the north of
the site and/or Murton Way to the south of the site with a small proportion of
public transport potentially served off Bad Bargain Lane. Access between
Stockton Lane and Murton Way will be limited to public transport and

walking/cycling links only’.

There are statements that ‘high quality, frequent and accessible public
transport services through the whole site will be sought enabling upwards of
15% trips to be undertaken using public transport’. It is the other 85% that

concerns the Parish. Although it is likely that the impact on the Parish will be

2 City of York Local Plan Pre-Publication Draft Regulation 19 Consultation,
February 2018 Policy SS 9 p 243



less than on neighbouring parishes, it will provide severe added strain on the
village roads in the Parish, principally Murton Way and Murton Lane. In a
Planning Inspectorate report in 2016, in which traffic was of major concern,
the Inspector’s report notes that the data produced by the City of York Council
on traffic flows along Murton Way are both sparse and old (dating back to

2003).”

It is not possible to comment further in any meaningful way as the precise
access points from the proposed developments are not indicated, as the
emerging City of York Local Plan simply says that they ‘will need to be assessed
in more detail’. Further, it is noted that ‘Travel planning measures may reduce
the motor vehicle trip generation but adequate transport links will need to be
in place to make such measures effective’. This is against a background in
which Murton village has only 3 buses a day into York, except for Sundays
when there are none. If access were to be from Murton Way, substantial
improvements would be needed to the road for the safety of cyclists and
pedestrians and in the interests of local residents?. Its increased use will then

have grave implications for the wider network of rural roads in the area.

The viability of the larger development (ST7) depends on a robust and
independent* transport assessment in relation to this site. Indeed, the survey
must address the potential impact on the wider network of rural roads on the
east side of York before any decision about this site can be made. The problem
crystallizes when the authors of the emerging City of York Local Plan write that

‘...level of improvement required, including the associated

s City of York Local Plan Annex 19 Site Selection Paper 147
4+ Please refer to Planning Inspectorate Report APP/C2741/W/15/3135274

3



improvements/upgrades to junctions, carriageways and footpath widths etc.”®
will be informed by a traffic assessment. With that, the rural vision for our

Parish disappears.

The emerging Local Plan also recognises that Murton is on the National Cycle
Network, Route 66, heavily used both by leisure cyclists and commuters
although two of the three narrow rural roads to and from the village do not
have footpaths and the third has a width that only allows walking in single file.
At peak times there is a heavy and constant flow of traffic which conflicts with
pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders and much of the road system is
derestricted. ST7 is likely to contribute further to the problems that cyclist face

in the Parish.

s City of York Local Plan Pre-Publication Draft Regulation 19 Consultation
February 2018 p47 para 3.49



PM2:SID333i

From: I
Sent: 06 July 2021 09:49

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 205511

Local Plan consultation May 2021

I confirm that | have read and understood the Local Plan Consultation Privacy Notice, and
consent to my information being used as set out in the privacy notice.

Can we contact you in the future about similar planning policy matters, including
neighbourhood planning and supplementary planning documents?: yes

About your comments

Whose views on the consultation documents do your comments represent?: My comments
represent my own views

Your personal information

Title: DR

Name: ALISON STEAD

SNENEGGELY 000 |

Telephone: || IIEIEGEN

Address: I

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January
2021 Annex 4 Other Developed Areas (EX/CYC/59f)

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: No, | do not consider the document
to be legally compliant
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: At no point
during the original (and now new) Local plan has there been direct consultation and co-operation
between CYC officials and with Elvington parish council, the statutory body elected by Elvington
residents. The document is Not legally compliant with respect to Duty to co-operate and
Consistent with national policy ( further details provided in appropriate sections.

Your comments: Duty to cooperate

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: No, | do not consider
the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate: At no point during the original (and now new) Local plan has there been formal co-
operation with Elvington parish council, the statutory body elected by Elvington residents. | am not
aware of any formal visit by CYC officials to the village to establish the situation on the ground:
inferences seem to have been taken from the observation of Google maps rather than the working
of the village in reality. There are key residential areas to the west of the village centre and |
believe that the building of residential houses between the two areas would help coalesce the
Elvington community as a whole. The CYC proposal in this Greenbelt addendum would impose a
formal division of the village against the wishes of the community. The inset should run the length
of the village from Sutton bridge to The Conifers ( at Wheldrake lane).

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Test 1: Not positively
prepared. The CYC has presented a view on how the village should grow without taking into
account the social interactions already existing between the north and south ends of the village
and how these could be enhanced. Test 2: Not justified . CYC has proposed Site 95 Elvington
(allocated as H39) for removal from the greenbelt, in order to add a number of dwellings to the
existing residential estate. This has been both proposed by CYC in a previous Local plan and
examined and rejected by the Inspector. It would make the existing residential estate too large for
a single exit and the site is contiguous with Church Lane, Elvington, part of which is in the
Conservation area [Annex 1, Evidence 16] and which is referred to in the CYC plan as ’an integral
part of the character of the village. In addition the hedgerow of Church Lane is a designated SINC
( ES0 ) in the York Biodiversity Action plan for Life. | do not understand why this site is being
proposed again: the arguments against it remain the same. The originally proposed Site 55 would
be a more suitable site with space for more houses (Former H26, sited next to Elvington primary
school). I, along with many other residents and the Parish Council , supported this site but it was
not accepted by CYC despite having been originally "set aside" for development from the days of
Selby DC. CYC reasoning for not including this site is based on the erroneous supposition that
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this site provides the break between the residential and non residential ( so called ‘outlying
Business Park’ ) parts of Elvington village. This is not borne out by fact and therefore is not
justified. There are significant residential areas and amenity activities of the village in the area
west of Boundary 1 including the medical centre, sports and social club and playing fields as well
as a poorly maintained woodland with derelict RAF munitions stores. My comments on Site 55
depend on any further development of ST15, this proposed 159ha “Garden Village”, with 3339
dwellings, currently abuts Elvington Parish Boundary. Given the size, if Site 55 goes ahead then
there seems to be no justification for building in Elvington. The CYC plan acknowledges the
importance of Elvington in retaining its rural character, and thus making a contribution to the
overall York environment, with ‘it's clockface of smaller compact villages’. Test 4: Not Consistent
with national policy: The proposal to remove SP1 from Greenbelt (to which | have previously
objected) elsewhere in the Plan does not comply with the National Planning Policy Framework
specifically “Policy E: Traveller sites in Green Belt” of the Planning policy for Traveller sites. This
states that “Traveller sites (definition includes travelling show people) (temporary or permanent) in
the Green Belt are inappropriate development.” The planning inspector who granted a temporary
consent on site SP1 said there were no exceptional circumstances why SP1 should be given a
permanent consent and CYC should find suitable alternative sites which they haven’t done and
this is now the exceptional circumstance!

Your comments: Necessary changes

| suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: The
inset for Elvington should be extended to cover the village from The Conifers development
through to Sutton Bridge, (see plan: EPC Green Belt Proposal) i.e. Boundary 1 should be
extended west to the Conifers. ( =Appropriate wording for rewording of CYC Plan) This will ensure
that the residential areas along this section of Elvington Lane will be joined into the core of the
village along with the doctor’s surgery, sports and social club and playing fields which all exist
between the existing proposed Boundary 1 and the Conifers. This will make the plan sound as it
will be based on the socio and geographical evidence in the village. The Boundary 3 should be
refigured so that the conservation area designated along parts of church lane are in Green belt
and not classified as inset. This will make the Plan sound bringing together conservation
designations viz SINC (E50) designated in the York Biodiversity action plan and CYC green belt
designations. Site 95 (Allocated as H39) should not be removed from the Greenbelt as it would
spoil the quintessential rural nature of Church Lane and would render Beckside more of a large
and disproportionately sized housing estate not in keeping with the rest of the village. Again this
ensures soundness of the CYC Plan and follows previous rulings by the national Inspector. | and
many other residents of Elvington village are however not opposed to appropriate development
and Elvington PC has already proposed site H26 to be removed from the Green Belt as this offers
the chance for more homes to be built of various sizes to cater for the demand for both starter and
larger family homes which are under-represented within the village; development on this site
would furthermore have virtually no visual impact upon the village and minimal environmental
impact (including ease of walking children to school). SP1 to remain in the Greenbelt as it is not
complaint with National planning policy.

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: | have extensive
ecological knowledge of the hedgerow designated SINC (E50) in the York biodiversity action plan
and which lies along church lane adjacent to the proposed building Site95 and which would be
adversely affected by any dwellings put on that field.
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Supporting documentation

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this
submission:
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From: I
Sent: 07 July 2021 12:06

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Re: City of York local plan proposed modifications consultation - (2021)
Attachments: Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response Form 2021-1.pdf

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.

Thank you for your reply. Please see attached completed form. I had to convert to pdf - hope it's ok.
best regards,

Alan Cook

On Wednesday, 7 July 2021, 11:02:32 GMT+1, localplan@york.gov.uk <localplan@york.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Alan

Many thanks for your response to the consultation; we welcome your submission to
us.

However, please could we request that you complete Part A and B of the response
form (attached) - Part A is required to ensure we have your agreement as to how we
will use the information provided in accordance with data protection and Part B must
be completed for the representation to meet our regulations in relation to contact
details for next stages of the process. We also encourage completion of Part C to
include your answer submitted via email but if not, we will use the response you
have submitted already.

Many thanks

Forward Planning Team

City of York Council |Directorate of Place
West Offices | Station Rise | York | YO1 6GA

www.york.gov.uk | facebook.com/cityofyork | @CityofYork
|
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From: Alan Cook [ >
Sent: 07 July 2021 06:19

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York local plan proposed modifications consultation - (2021)

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.

For the attention of : [N

Dear Sir,

| welcome the proposed modifications to the Green Belt boundary north of Murton Way and Osbaldwick Village (ref
PM33 attached), which also includes part of my own back garden.

These modifications will preserve the environmentally valuable ridge and furrow fields known as Osbaldwick
Meadows, in combination with the adjoining candidate SINC site, for the benefit of the local community and wildlife
conservation. Many members of the public enjoy the open countryside when walking along the PRoW footpath which
crosses the fields.

The Revised Green Belt boundary will also serve to protect the fields from developments such as those currently
proposed by developers. Plans have been prepared to construct a new road through the candidate SINC site and the
ridge and furrow fields, to gain access to an expansion of the proposed ST7 housing development site (plans
attached).

The road will also encroach on the Osbaldwick Conservation Area.

| agree with the outcomes in Topic Paper: Approach to defining York's Green Belt. Addendum (2021) Annex 3: Inner
boundaries. Part 2: Sections 5-6 (copy attached).

Purpose 1. It is necessary to keep land permanently open to prevent unrestricted sprawl.

Purpose 3. It is necessary to keep land permanently open to safeguard the countryside from encroachment.

Purpose 4. It is necessary to keep land permanently open to preserve the setting of the historic city



I have no reason to believe the proposed modifications are not legally compliant.

| consider the proposed modifications have been positively prepared and are sound.

Yours faithfully,

Alan Cook

kkhkkhkkkkhkkhhkkkhkhkhkhkhkkkhkhkhhhkkkhkhhhkhkhkkhhkhkkhkhkhkhkkkkhkhkkh*k*

Help protect the environment! - please don't print this email unless you really need to.

* k k k kk k kk kkkhk kkhkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkk kk kk k Kk kk k k%

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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City of YorkLocal Plan OFFICEUSE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications o reference:
ConsultationResponse Form
25May — 7July 2021

This form has three parts: Part AHow we will use your Personal
Information,PartBPersonalDetails andPartCYour Representation

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectorsto 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 Acarefully before completingthe
form.Please ensure you sign the form on page 2.

Please fillin a separate Part Cfor each issue/representationyou wish to make.Failure to fully
complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any
additionalsheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing,please write clearly in blue or black
ink.

PartA - How we will use your Personal Information

When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) — reference 25809563.

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your
consent. You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255.

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan
examination’. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and
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. We will protect
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is
necessary.

' Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town and Country Planning

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.
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(Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this YC?NBLK
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or £

individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of
fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.

You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.

Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of
the Plan®. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we
will seek your consent prior to the new processing.

Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA.

1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set =
out in the privacy notice
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about [

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning
and supplementary planning documents.

Signature‘ _ Date
7-7-21

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.
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PartB - Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectorsto consider your representationsyou must provide your
name and postal address.

3. Personal Details 4. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title mr
First Name alan
Last Name cook

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address —line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.



Guidance note 28 L

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7July 2021, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

® By email to:localplan@york.gov.uk

You can also complete the form online at:
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.

Whatcanlmake commentson?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number
of evidence base documents as set out below. 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.

o City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only

e York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]

CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)

[EX/ICYC/32]

Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]

Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]

Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]

Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]

Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]

SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]

CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59]
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a]

o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b]
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d]
and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59¢€]

Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]

Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/599]

Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]

Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59iland Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59]

e City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]

¢ Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]

O O O O

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.



Dolhave tousethe responseform?

Yes please.This is because further changes to the plan will be a matterfor a Planning Inspectorsto 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 attachadditionalevidence to support your case, but please
ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matterfor the Inspector to invite additionalevidence in
advance of,or during the Public Examination.

You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk.However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this
form).

Can | submit representationson behalf of a group or neighbourhood?

Yes, you can.Where there are groups who share a common view, it wouldbe very helpful for that group to
send a single representationthat represents that view, rather than for a large number ofindividuals to send
in separate representationsthat repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate howmany
people it is representingand how the representationhas been agreed e.g.via a parish council/actiongroup
meeting;signing a petitionetc. The representationsshould stillbe submittedon thisstandard form with the
informationattached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attendthe Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examinationwill be set bythe key issues raised by responses received and other
mattersthe Inspector considers to be relevant.You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representationat a hearing session during the Public Examination.You should note that Inspectors do
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than writtenevidence. The Inspectors will use their
own discretionin regard to who participatesat the Public Examination.All examinationhearings will be open
to the public.

Where can | view the Consultation documents?

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team
via localplan@york.gov.ukor on 01904 552255.

Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information.

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your

response relate? olicies map1 north -pm33
e oplc paper
Proposed Modification Reference: pic pap

annex 3:inner boundaries
Document:

Page Number: part 2: section 5-6

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 ConsultationStatements and
the Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplanor sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

6.(1) Do you consider that the Local Planis Legally compliant?

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

Yes [X] No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

I have no reason to believe it is not.
I have no reason to consider it does not.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of fitfor purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examinationprocess to explore and investigatethe plan
against the NationalPlanning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

Positivelyprepared- 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.

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.



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

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

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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

Yes No [ ]

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tickall that apply)

Positivelyprepared Justified

Effective D Consistent with D
nationalpolicy

7.(3)Pleasejustifyyouranswerstoquestions7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

Please see my email.

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.



8.(1) YORK
P
Pleasesetoutanychange(s)youconsidernecessarytomaketheCity of
YorkLocal Planlegallycompliantorsound,

havingregardtothetestsyouhaveidentifiedatQuestion 7wherethisrelatesto
soundness.

You wilneedtosaywhythismodificationwillmaketheplanlegallycompliantorsound. ltwill
behelpfulifyoucouldputforwardyoursuggestedrevisedwordingofanypolicyortext 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.

implement the proposed modifications

9.If your representationis seeking a change at question 8.(1)

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participateat the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? ickone box only)

No,| do not wish to participateat the hearing sen Yes,| wish to appear at the D
at the examination.l would like my representationto examination
be dealt with by writtenrepresentation

If you have selected No,your representation(s)will stilloe considered by the independent Planning
Inspectorsby way of writtenrepresentations.

9.(2). If you wish to participateat 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

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.
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have indicated that they wish to participateat the hearing session of the examination. YORK

COUNCIL

Representationsmust be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representationsreceived after this timewill not be considered duly made.
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From: T

Sent: 07 July 2021 15:55

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc:

Subject: Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation

Attachments: Response Form.pdf; 25859.A5.JRH.YLPProposedMods.210707.pdf

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

Good afternoon

Please see attached for our representations on behalf of our client Barratt David Wilson Homes. The representations
are submitted in response to the consultation which is currently open for the Proposed Modifications to the emerging
York Local Plan. For reference the following is attached:

- Response Form

- Written representations (25859/A5/JRH/SN)

I would be grateful if you could please confirm receipt of the attached.

Regards
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Proposed Modifications D reference:
Consultation Response Form
25 May — 7 July 2021

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

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 A carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2.

Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information

When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) — reference Z5809563.

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your
consent. You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255.

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan
examination'. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and
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. We will protect
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is
necessary.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



' Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town YORK
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this #
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.

You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.

Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of
the Plan?. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we
will seek your consent prior to the new processing.

Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA.

1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the X
privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set
out in the privacy notice

2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about X
similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning
and supplementary planning documents.

Signature __: Date [ 07/07/2021

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B - Personal Detalls

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

3. Personal Details 4. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Guidance note S8 T

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

® By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

You can also complete the form online at:
www.vork.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number
of evidence base documents as set out below. 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.

o City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only

¢ York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]

CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)

[EX/CYC/32]

Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]

Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]

Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]

Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]

Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]

SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]

CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59]
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a]

o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b]
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d]
and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59¢]

Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]

Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59d]

Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]

Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59iland Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59j

o City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]

o Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]

o O O O

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



COUNCIL

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.

You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this
form).

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 B 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?

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.

Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Affordable Housing Note — EX/CYC/36
. Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) — EX/CYC/37
Document: Housing Needs Update — EX/CYC/43a
SHLAA update (April 2021) — EX/CYC/56
Topic Paper 1 Addendum EX/CYC/59, 59a, 59d

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 or sent by request.

6. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

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

Yes[ X | No [ ]

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2)

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

7. Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document:

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

Yes [ ] No

7.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7.(1):
(tick all that apply)

Positively prepared [X] Justified
Effective X Consistent with X
national policy

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)

Please use extra sheets if necessary

Please refer to the attached written representations for further detail (reference:
25859/A5/JRH/SN). To summarise:
As per our previous representations, our client still has concerns regarding the Council’s approach

to establishing the area’s housing requirements (EX/CYC/36, EX/CYC/43a, EX/CYC/56).

The Council’s emerging trajectory also shows a housing shortfall over the plan period. As a result,
either more sites need to be allocated, or more housing needs to be allocated sites which have
already been identified as allocations. For example, the number of dwellings proposed under draft
allocation ST14 (Land North of Clifton Moor) and draft allocation ST7 (Metcalfe Lane, Osbaldwick)
should be increased.

In terms of the updates to the Green Belt assessment evidence base (EX/CYC/59, EX/CYC/59d),
we note the updates referenced to the Council’'s methodology. Whilst we have no significant
concerns regarding the methodology overall, it is clear that the methodology has not been applied
correctly to some sites including our client’s land at New Lane Huntington (ST11) and Metcalfe
Lane, Osbaldwick (ST7). Representations relating to Land at Metcalfe Lane have been prepared
on behalf of the developer consortium responsible for promoting the site which is included at
Appendix A of the attached representations for reference.

Therefore as currently drafted, the plan is unsound as some of the draft policies and evidence base
fails to meet the tests of soundness outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. Our client therefore
considers certain elements to be ineffective and deems the emerging Local Plan unsound.

We trust that our Clients comments will be duly considered and that we are able to discuss our
objections and concerns further during future consultants and Examinations in Public.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



8. (1) Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary YORK
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or R councit
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where
this relates to soundness.

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

Increase the number of dwellings proposed at ST7 and ST14.

Allocate Land at New Lane, Huntington for 300 dwellings (previous reference ST11).

9. If your representation is seeking a change at question 8.(1)

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? (ick one box only)

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing D Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination X
representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

It is considered necessary to participate orally to allow the Inspector to ask any relevant questions in
relation to ST7 and ST14.

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 Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Introduction

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

INTRODUCTION

Barton Willmore has been instructed by Barratt David Wilson Homes (our Client) to make
representations to the York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation (Regulation 19)
which is currently open until 07 July 2021.

As a national housebuilder and one of the main house builders within Yorkshire, our Client
represents a key stakeholder and is keen to invest in the District with land interests in the

sites set out in Table 1.1 below.

Table 1.1: Barratt’s Sites in York

Site Address Council’s Site Local Plan (2018) Preferred Options
Reference Status

Manor Heath, ST12 Green Belt

Copmanthorpe

Moor Lane, H29 Allocation H29 for 88 dwellings

Copmanthorpe

Riverside Gardens, | SF10 Green Belt

Elvington

Eastfield Lane, H31 Allocation H31 for 76 dwellings

Dunnington

Metcalfe Lane, ST7 Allocation ST7 for 845 dwellings

Osbaldwick

New Lane, ST11 Green Belt

Huntington

North of Monks ST8 Allocation ST8 for 845 dwellings

Cross

North of Haxby ST9 Allocation ST9 for 735 dwellings

North of Clifton ST14 Allocation for 1,348 dwellings

Moor

The remainder of this report sets out our Client’s representations to the Proposed
Modifications. As the draft Local Plan is at the publication stage of the plan making process,
we also outline where the proposed policies and evidence base fails to meet the tests of
soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

The representations are structured as follows:

o Section 2: Updated Green Belt Assessment

o Section 3: Updated SHLAA and Housing Trajectory
o Section 4: Updated Housing Need

o Section 5: Updated Affordable Housing Need

o Section 6: Assessment of Sites over 35 Hectares

25859/A5/IRH/SN 1 July 2021



Updated Green Belt Assessment

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

UPDATED GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT

The revised TP1 addendum seeks to clarify the position in relation to the Council’s approach
to defining the Green Belt following the Examination in Public held in December 2019. The
Addendum also includes six appendices, which consider specific boundaries in more detail.

The Councils previous approach sought to allocate all land outside of the main urban areas as
Green Belt, followed by demonstrating exceptional circumstances to remove land from that
defined area in order to allocate it for housing or employment. This approach was considered
unsound and subsequently confirmed by the Inspector.

The concerns raised by the Inspectors following the examination are clear to see in their
correspondence. The guidance to the Council in what is required is also clear and is therefore
not repeated in detail.

In setting the detailed boundaries the Council need to establish an inner boundary, an outer
boundary, the boundaries for inset villages and also boundaries for new stand alone
settlements. It is now an agreed position that the Council are setting the Green Belt
boundaries for the first time, therefore exceptional circumstances are not required. In defining
the boundaries for the first time, regard must be had to settlement policies (para 83 NPPF),
promoting sustainable patterns of development (para 84 NPPF) and ensuring consistency with
the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development (para
85 NPPF).

Further to this the overarching principles of the five purposes of the Green Belt and not
including land, which is not necessary to be kept permanently open must be considered, as is
the need to ensure that boundaries endure beyond the plan period.

Section 5- Methodology

There were clear concerns over the Councils previous methodology, the evidence behind the
methodology and its application, particularly the detailed site assessments. Paragraph 5.6 of
the TP1 addendum confirms that the Council has now ‘simplified and clarified’ its approach,
together with explaining the link between the methodology and the site specific assessment.
As a result of this, the Council have focussed on purposes 1, 3 and 4, to determine the most
appropriate boundaries for the Green Belt.

Purpose 4 — Historic Character and Setting of York

25859/A5/IRH/SN 2 July 2021



Updated Green Belt Assessment

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

The Councils approach was and remains a binary approach, whereby all other land is
considered to be suitable for Green Belt designation if not required for development, excluding
the potential for white land and/or safeguarded land.

During the limited discussion at the examination on site specific matters, two sites were
referenced on behalf of Our Client in this respect, ST7 Metcalfe Lane Osbaldwick and New

Lane Huntington, a site proposed as Green Belt.

One of the main concerns raised previously related to land at New Lane Huntington, which
was considered to have no impact on any of the purposes of including land in the Green Belt
following the Stage 1 assessment, however due to the presence of a listed building and SAM
was considered necessary to include within the Green Belt. This point was explicitly referenced
in paragraph 47 of the Inspectors letter, dated June 2020, which noted the following:

“It is difficult to see how, for example, the presence or absence of a listed
building on a parcel of land is relevant to the question of whether or not it should
be within or outside the Green Belt boundary. We acknowledge that there may
be cases where this could be pertinent to the Green Belt purpose of “preserving
the setting and special character of historic towns”. However, on the whole, it
seems unlikely that the presence of such features would have a significant
influence. The problem here, again, is that the assessment criteria do not have a
clear and unequivocal connection to the Green Belt purposes.”

Similarly ST7, whilst included as a draft allocation includes an area of land to the west of the

allocation, which is proposed to retain as Green Belt. During the examination, this land was

cited as necessary for development management purposes to protect heritage assets, which

is very different to meeting the tests of the Green Belt.

In response to the criticisms of the previous work, the Council have now produced a new
methodology. Paragraph 5.15 of the TP1 addendum now states that areas previously not
identified in Figure 3 (a plan showing the areas necessary to remain open for heritage
purposes) may still be important to the historic character and setting of York and that more
detailed assessment was included in the Heritage Topic Paper, despite it predating the Green
Belt Assessments.

Paragraph 5.20 notes that the Heritage Topic Paper identifies six principal characteristics of
York and at 5.22 notes the most important in relation to the Green Belt are compactness,
landmark monuments and landscape and setting. These three characteristics are therefore
identified as being the most appropriate considerations for whether a site contributes to the
historic setting of the city for Green belt purposes.

Section 8 — Defining Detailed Boundaries

25859/A5/IRH/SN 3 July 2021



Updated Green Belt Assessment

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

Following on from the newly introduced Heritage Topic Paper characteristics, paragraphs 8.11
— 8.30 seek to provide detail on the new assessment criteria and its application to individual

sites.

Despite the clear guidance that heritage assets themselves are not considered an appropriate
methodology for determining whether land should be included in the Green Belt, paragraphs
8.11 — 8.15 give detailed analysis of the way heritage assets should be considered, including
buildings, monuments and landscapes. It is clear that the Council have previously allocated
land as Grene Belt due to the presence of heritage assets and the revised methodology seeks
to retrospectively justify this through a new approach. Our Client objects to this and
considers that any allocation of Green belt land due to the impact on a specific heritage asset,

rather than the historic setting of the city is unsound.

Criteria 1 — Compactness

As a principal theme, the Heritage Topic Paper (p39) considers compactness as a contained
concentric form, identifying the outer ring road accentuating the city form and the walls
enclosing the historic core. This is further defined as having long distance views in and out
of the city core, including views of the Minster, arterial routes out of the city and a dense
urban fabric. In terms of the settlement hierarchy, it notes identifiable compact districts within

the city, urban villages with their own identity and planned rural villages.

In simple terms it defines a city that has grown from its historic core out to the outer ring
road, made up of distinct compact districts, outlying settlements and planned smaller villages.
This description fits with the Councils approach to allocating land on the edge of the city,
within the ring road, defining and expanding the urban villages and identifying potential new

settlements.
The Councils approach to this criteria provides three questions:
e 1.1 Does the land need to be kept permanently open as part of a wider view of a dense

compact city or village in an open or rural landscape?

e 1.2 Does the land need to be kept permanently open to maintain the scale or identity

of a compact district or village?
e 1.3 Does the land need to be kept permanently open to constrain development from

coalescing or by maintaining a connection to open or historic setting?

These three questions broadly appear to meet the Heritage Topic Paper in considering wider
views of the city or free standing settlement and ensuring that the defined hierarchy of

25859/A5/IJRH/SN 4 July 2021
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2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

settlement and growth remains. As will be considered in individual site assessments it appears
that the assessment of this criteria has not been carried in the simple manner intended.

Criteria 2 — Landmark Monuments

Paragraph 8.24 notes that the city contains many important landmarks, buildings and
monuments, including at 8.26 the Minster. Paragraph 8.27 however notes that other smaller
buildings monuments and landmarks likewise add to the story and context of the city, as the
openness of the setting and links the wider city setting may explain the reason for their
placement or add to their significance. Herdsman huts, roman camps or boundary stones for
example aid the understanding of the historical themes of the city, their original siting and
context would have been governed by the open context of the area. Maintaining this openness
aids understanding of the asset and enhances its significance. Each asset must be considered

and assessed individually.

This in turn also results in three specific questions to consider if landmark monuments are
impacted:

e 2.1 Does land need to be kept permanently open to understand the original siting or

context of a building, landmark or monument?

e 2.2 Does land need to be kept permanently open to understand the visual dominance,
prominence or role of a focal point of the building, landmark or monument?

e 2.3 Does the land need to be kept permanently open as part of the tranquillity,

remoteness or wildness of the asset?

In order to fully understand these criteria, the Council should define what a landmark building
is. In simple terms this would be considered a building of significant merit in a wide context
or a building used to navigate a location in a town or city, rather than simply a heritage asset.
For example, the Minster, Cliffords Tower or the city walls. To simply apply the tests to all
heritage assets would diminish the description of landmark building.

Given the Councils revised methodology is based on the previously not reference Heritage
Topic Paper it is appropriate for a guide to be taken from that document in relation to the
application of these questions. In this respect, the table at pages 44-46 provides detailed
examples of landmark buildings, none of which are simply listed buildings, buildings in
conservation areas or Scheduled Monuments. The landmark buildings are almost if not
exclusively within the walls of the historic city.

25859/A5/IJRH/SN 5 July 2021



Updated Green Belt Assessment

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

2.27

2.28

As referenced earlier, the Inspectors letter of June 2020 confirmed that the presence of a
listed building on a site would have such a significant influence to require land to be included
in the Green Belt.

In terms of these questions regard must be had to those definitions, however it is considered
this is not the case and the definition of landmark buildings has been extended to include
listed buildings. Question three provides no guidance on how the tranquillity of an asset will
be assessed, no methodology for anyone to consider and is not relevant to the Green Belt

purpose.

This was confirmed by the Inspector in absolute terms in writing to the Council in June 2020
and the Councils attempts to circumvent this through reference to vague and generalised
impacts on assets is disappointing and frustrating. On this basis, the methodology is currently
unsound and should be altered to focus on the setting of the historic city itself.

Criteria 3 — Landscape Setting

The references to landscape setting in the Heritage Topic Paper predominantly referred to
defined landscapes, very similar to those previously assessed by the Council and included in
Figure 3. Notwithstanding this, the Council have identified two questions for the new

assessment to consider:

e 3.1 Does the land need to remain permanently open to aid the understanding of the
historical relationship of the city to its hinterland, particularly as perceived from open
approaches?

e 3.2 Does the land need to remain permanently open to aid the understanding or
significance for the situation of a designated landscape, park or garden?

These questions are considered very generic, are subjective assessments and provide no
guidance for assessment to be made. Question 3.2 is linked to heritage assets and the
previous assessment, however question 3.1 is so open ended it essentially allows the decision
maker to determine any land is necessary simply because it is on the edge of York. This is
particularly true of the land at new Lane Huntington and Metcalfe Lane, Osbaldwick both of

which are reference later in these representations.

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

The Framework is clear that Green Belt boundaries can be amended and in many locations are
amended, similarly when setting boundaries for the first time it acknowledges the need to
have regard to sustainable patterns of development. The Green Belt is not as simple as
drawing a boundary around the existing built up area, if it were there would be no need for
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assessment. Paragraph 8.31 notes the definition of sprawl as being the spreading out in a
large or untidy way, therefore it is clear that expansion, rounding off or infill is not and should
not be considered sprawl.

The Council consider in Paragraph 8.32 that it is possible to argue all Green Belt prevents the
unrestricted sprawl. This is simply not true and cannot be the case otherwise by definition
the boundaries would never change. The Councils analysis does however try to rectify this by
considering the site specifics, mainly through consideration of the openness of the site and
considering the level of development on each side.

It is noted that these assessments are more likely to be relevant to the inner boundary and
this approach is broadly supported. Outside of the main built up area it is noted that the
towns and villages are not considered main built upon area of the city and as per paragraph
8.34 the development of land adjacent to those settlements is less likely to impact on urban

sprawl.

Purpose 3 — Safequarding the countryside from encroachment

Again it would be inappropriate to apply this as a simple approach to all countryside land as
it would mean all greenfield land immediately results in being located in the Green Belt. The
reference to countryside uses, access and functionality are considered an appropriate

assessment.

Section 9 — Consistency with the Local Plan Strategy and Site Selection

This section purports to identify how the boundaries have been selected, including the
identification of allocated sites. The main flaw with this statement is that the Councils sole

approach to setting the Green Belt boundaries appears to be the allocation of sites.

In many authorities this is the case as they are amending boundaries and need to show
exceptional circumstances, however in York the boundaries are being set for the first time.
The Councils previous approach was unsound and continuing to consider the Gren belt as all
land not required for development is contrary to national policy and unsound. The approach
can be seen in the conclusions that the Council come to.

In terms of the inner boundary, the Council have effectively drawn this around the existing
built up area, with limited assessment of those sites and whether the land is necessary to be
in the Green Belt (New Lane Huntington, Metcalfe Lane, Osbaldwick). The outer boundary has
been taken to the full extent of the administrative boundary, in some locations where
neighbouring authorities have defined the boundary this has extended even further. An
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example of this being Wheldrake, where in the neighbouring authority land to the south of
Wheldrake is not Green Belt but in the York boundary it is.

Finally in terms of inset settlements, this again appears to set boundaries focussed on the
level of homes needed, rather than appropriate boundaries (Elvington being an example form

our previous representations).

Section 10 — Enduring Boundaries and Safequarding

A key consideration for the Green Belt boundary is to ensure that it endures beyond the plan
period. The Council in paragraph 7.29 consider that five years is an appropriate timescale and
rather than safeguarding land have chosen to allocate land for a further five years beyond the
plan period (2038).

In terms off this timescale, it is not considered long enough. At present the plan is almost
five years behind adoption from its start date of 2017. The date of adoption is considered
some way off and 2038 is likely to be a date within 15 years of adoption, rather than years
15-20.

Further to this, given the Councils track record of plan making to only provide for five years
beyond the plan is considered inappropriate. As per comments in these representations on
the trajectory it is considered that a number of sites are needed to ensure delivery in the plan
period. Equally given the concerns over delivery, the impacts that this could have on a five
year supply and delivery of homes safeguarded land would provide the flexibility needed.

As drafted if no safeguarded land is allocated there is no ability to react if housing delivery is
insufficient. Nearly all local authorities in the surrounding area have allocated safeguarded
land in their plans and York should do the same.

Applying the new methodology

Our Client has a number of sites that are allocated in the plan, however there are four main
concerns that are considered unsound and objections are raised as a result of the current
consultation. These are considered as follows:

e New Lane Huntington, Inner Boundary 30-31 (EX_CYC_59d);

e Land at Manor Heath, Copmanthorpe (EX_CYC_59f);

e ST7 — Metcalfe Lane (EX_CYC_59g); and

e ST14 — West of Wiggington Road (EX_CYC_59g).

New Lane Huntington
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New Lane Huntington is a discreet and well contained field surrounded on three sides by
existing residential development and the new football stadium. The site has been subject to
a recent planning application and has no outstanding technical matters, including no objections
from the Councils landscape officer of Historic England in relation to the impact on heritage

assets.

The Council previously sought to allocate the site, reference ST11 and a long history of
evidence shows it as having no impact upon the purposes of the Green Belt, including the
Councils previous TP1 and appendices. TP1 assessed the site as Boundaries 30-31 and
concluded that whilst there was no impact upon any purposes of the Green Belt from a site
visit it was considered redevelopment of the site could have an adverse impact on a listed
building and SAM. As shown by the recent planning application, the Councils original evidence
suggesting appropriate mitigation has bene demonstrated.

TP1 confirms at paragraph 9.18 that each site was subject to a site specific Heritage Impact
Assessment to assess overall impact on the purposes of Green belt and harm to the historic
setting of the city. Given the weight the Council are giving to the Heritage Impact Assessment
in showing how analysis was carried out, this work provides an independent historical evidence
base, which should not be altered. In this respect Appendix 2, confirms the following:

A2.4 Land at New Lane, Huntington (ST11)
A2.4.1 ST11 was previously considered at preferred options stage. Following
further consideration of the site it was considered that the site performed a
significant role in preserving the character and setting of Huntington, keeping an
important gap between the existing residential area of Huntington and the
commercial area of Monks Cross. Further, the area has a lack of green space, and
the site has local amenity value as well as providing a green wedge into the City.
The site also contains a Scheduled Ancient Monument (Roman Camp) which
should be preserved along with Huntington Grange and the cemetery which would
need room for future expansion. ST11 was therefore deleted at Preferred Sites
stage and removed as a potential allocation.
It is clear that none of these comments related to the purposes of the Green Belt or to the
questions now being asked. Further to this, the previous boundary assessment in the
appendices to TP1 also confirmed, that the site made no contribution to the purposes of the
Green Blet. Notwithstanding this, the revised assessment in EX_CYC_59d has disregarded
both of the previous independent assessment and altered the findings to demonstrate non

compliance with three purposes of the Green Belt.
In terms of the new assessment we object as follows:

Compactness — The site is surrounded entirely on three sides, including by a new football
stadium to the east. The specific question relates to wider views of the countryside or a
compact city. Standing in or adjacent to the site provides visibility of neighbouring houses, a
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large football stadium or a road and can in no rational way be described as making up part of
the wider countryside setting of York.

The second question relates to ensuring distinct districts and settlements can be maintained.
The assessment states that this is an important site separating the residential development
from the retail/commercial development at Monks Cross. Again this is simply incorrect. The
north of the site is adjacent to a small residential estate immediately abutting commercial
development, itself adjacent to further housing. The commercial and retail development is
intrinsically linked to the residential development. A simple search of properties within the
retail park and even the new park and ride all show them with an address of Huntington.

It is therefore completely irrational to state that the infill of a gap in Huntington to join two
parts of the same settlement, all proven by postal addresses would harm the distinctive district

of Huntington.

Landmark Monuments — The assessment makes reference to views of the Minster, which
have only been noted in this assessment of the site. The heritage appraisal submitted with
the application raises no issues with the Minster and Historic England raise no objections to
development of the site. In terms of long distance views these have all been removed by the
development of a new stadium, with no concerns by the Council over its impact on the minster.

Similarly the public views from the footpaths in the area all remain intact.

The assessment also references Monk Stray and views of the Minster form that location, which
is to the south of the road and outside the assessment area, which is misleading. This again
is a prime example of the Council misunderstanding setting a Green belt boundary for the first
time. IF the land is not designated as Green Belt it can simply be white land. Unfortunately
it appears that an overarching objection to building on a site has resulted in an inappropriate
assessment of Green Belt purposes.

Landscape and setting — The Councils assessment is considered significantly flawed. The
Councils landscape officer has no objections to the development of the site, references to
camps and ridge and furrow fields do not warrant Green belt designation and comments on it
being historically undeveloped land are somewhat redundant with the recent completion fo a
football stadium enclosing a third side of the land.

Urban Sprawl — the Councils own assessment at paragraph 4.2 confirms that the land does
not have an increased risk of sprawl and at paragraph 4.3 of the assessment confirms that the
site is constrained on three sides by these boundaries, which serve to contain and enclose the
land which would prevent sprawl.
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Question 4.3 of the Councils methodology states, ‘Is the land unconstrained by built
development or strong boundaries on more than one side, and therefore not enclose din a way
which would prevent sprawl.” This site is surrounded on three sides, as note in the Councils
assessment at which point the only answer to this question is no. Notwithstanding this the
report inexplicably concludes that it is sufficient size that sprawl could take place within it,
subsequently being considered to have an impact upon the purpose of Green Belt. Again this
implies that rather than a fair and objective analysis of the site, the evidence is drafted to
support the previous findings, which were clearly inappropriate as per the Inspectors previous
letter.

Encroachment - Finally the site is now also considered to have an adverse impact on
encroachment, contrary to the previous evidence. In response to question one it is confirmed
that the land is characterised by a lack of urbanising influences, despite its full enclosure and
recent football stadium development immediately adjacent to it. Whilst the land is a field, this
applies equally to every field in the city. Its context is an infill site surrounded by large
development. In response to the second question the Council state that despite being
surrounded on three sides it has very few urbanising influences. Similarly when assessing its
open views the assessment states that the land contributes to the character of the wider

countryside.

The site was previously allocated and deleted at the request of the local ward member at a
committee meeting. All evidence up to that point supported allocation and the site not meeting
any purposes of the Green Belt, resulting in the draft allocation.

Following that the Councils assessment listed the impact on heritage assets on site as being
reason for the land to be in the Green Belt, an approach clearly dismissed by the Inspector in
the June 2020 letter. Despite this, the Council have now deemed that the site contributes to
three purposes of the Green Belt, including conclusions that are contrary to their own heritage
Impact Assessment, consultation responses from landscape officers and Historic England on a
current planning application and in one instance (question 4.3) simply ignoring the answer to
the question.

Whilst the Council may not want the site to be allocated, that does not mean it should be
included in the Green Belt. This site should be assessed the same as all others and the
methodology applied fairly. As drafted Our Client objects to the assessment and the Green
belt boundary in this area is clearly unsound.

Land at Manor Heath, Copmanthorpe (EX CYC 59f)

Land at Manor Heath Copmanthorpe was equally previously allocated and subsequently
removed. The site was shown to have no contribution to any purposes of the Green Belt. Our
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previous objections to this site remain and given our comments on the need for more homes,
this is a suitable site that can deliver homes.

Metcalfe Lane (Site ST7) (EX CYC 59q)

Our Client forms part of a consortium to deliver this site including TW Fields and Taylor
Wimpey. Through discussions with that consortium it is considered that the evidence basis
and plan as drafted in relation to the site are unsound and an alternative boundary should be
provided. Our client objects to the current boundaries as they are considered unsound. The
representations prepared on behalf of the Consortium are included at Appendix A for reference.

Of specific relevance at this time is the area of land between the site and the existing urban
area that is to remain as Green Belt. This land makes no contribution to the purposes of Green

Belt and as such should either be white land or included in the allocation.

In light of the concerns over the level of homes that can be delivered in the plan period, this

site could be increased to make up the shortfall.

West of Wiggington Road (Site ST14) (EX CYC 59q)

As per our previous representations, which we continue to rely upon, the land West of
Wiggington Road is supported, however objections are raised to the soundness of the
allocation boundary. As per previous representations, the site can deliver more homes and

the boundary should be enlarged to meet the shortfall in the plan.
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

UPDATED SHLAA AND HOUSING TRAJECTORY

The Council have published the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Housing

Supply and Trajectory Update (April 2021) (EX/CYC/56) to address the inspectors’ requests

for further information.

The Council have accounted for net housing completions and new consents since 2017 in order

to inform assumptions for the build out rates of strategic allocations in terms of when they

can be delivered over the plan period (paragraph 1.3).

To summarise:

Housing Completions - In terms of housing completions, the Council conclude that
2,305 net dwellings have been completed between 2017 and 2020, including 104
dwellings through communal establishments and student accommodation (paragraph
2.4).

Housing Requirement - The objectively assessed need of 790 dwellings per annum
(dpa) and an overall requirement of 822 dpa (paragraph 3.6). This equates to 13,152
dwellings over the plan period (paragraph 3.7)

Future Housing Supply - Based on the draft housing allocations currently proposed
within the emerging Local Plan, Table 3 identifies a capacity for a total of 11,202
dwellings during the plan period to 2033 through housing and strategic allocations,
with a further 3,202 homes due to be completed beyond the plan period to 2038
(paragraph 4.3). This represents a shortfall of 1,950 dwellings (13,152 — 11,202).

Unimplemented Housing Consents - 8,201 dwellings have consent but have not
been implemented (paragraph 4.3). Of the unimplemented consents Table 3.1 below
sets out the types of housing covered within this figure (paragraph 4.4). The Council
acknowledges that the figures include double counted housing (1,912, 294 and 783 —
in bold below) (paragraph 4.5). Therefore 2,989 of the dwellings are from
unimplemented permissions.

Table 3.1: Breakdown of Unimplemented Consents

Type of Site No. of Dwellings

Non-allocated sites 1,912

Allocated sites in the Local Plan with full / outline | 5,388

consent

Resolution to grant planning permission subject to the | 901

execution of a S106 agreement (includes 294 on non-allocated

sites and 607 on allocated sites)

Communal Establishments and University Managed | 783
Student Accommodated
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3.8

[ TOTAL | 8,201 |

Windfall Allowance

A revised figure for windfall housing has been calculated at 182 dpa. The previous windfall
figure was 152 dpa (according to the now superseded Annex 4. City of York Local Plan Windfall
Allowance Technical Paper 2016).

A high windfall allowance is generally a result of a lack of deliverable housing sites being
identified in an up-to-date local plan. York has not had an up-to-date plan for decades, and
inevitably this has resulted in a high level of windfall housing delivery. This does not mean a
high windfall allowance should continue to be relied upon to deliver housing. Whilst windfall
housing can make a contribution to a local authority’s housing supply, there should not be an
over reliance on this type of housing. The NPPF requires there to be ‘compelling evidence’ to
justify an allowance for windfall sites (paragraph 70). The fact that York has been unable to
demonstrate a 5YHLS in recent years shows that continuing to rely on windfall housing is not
an effective housing delivery solution and therefore does not contribute to effective plan
making in accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF.

The Council’s previous reliance on windfall housing has likely relied upon the conversion of
existing buildings (including office to residential developments) and small infill plots. Due to
the reliance on these types of sites over the past few years whilst York has not had an up-to-
date development plan, the supply of windfall housing sites is likely to have reduced and
cannot be sustained over the plan period to 2033. As such it is likely there will be a shortfall
of appropriate windfall sites. This approach also does not provide enough certainty in terms
of delivering housing as strategic housing sites which can deliver a larger volume of housing
with added community benefits such as open space, biodiversity enhancements and funding

towards local infrastructure.

It is therefore clear from York’s low level of housing supply in recent years that the housing
delivery strategy instead needs to focus on delivering allocated housing sites, rather than
continuing to rely on windfall housing sites.

Non-Implementation Rate

We acknowledge the Council’s position on the non-implementation rate set out in paragraph
6.2:
Whilst there are a significant number of extant planning applications at 1st April

2020, it is reasonable to assume that a proportion of them will not progress to
full completion. It is apparent that when considering the use of a non-
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implementation rate, a balance is required to ensure the most appropriate figure
is applied, where demonstrated necessary.

Housing Under Delivery

The Council’s under delivery of housing is set out between paragraphs 6.6 - 6.10. The Council’s
intention is to address the housing shortfall in recent years over the course of the plan period
using the Liverpool method, as opposed to seeking to address the housing backlog in the first
five years of the plan.

Our client objects to this approach. Due to the acute housing shortage situation within York,
which is worsened by affordability issues within the city, there is a need to address the shortfall
within the first 5 years of the plan.

The Council calculates that it needs to deliver an additional 479 dwellings across the plan
period to address the previous shortfall (paragraph 6.14). Spreading the shortfall over the
remaining plan period (13 years) results in the need for an additional 37 dpa (479 / 13 = 37).

However, if the Council instead chose to address the housing shortage within the first five
years of the plan period, this would result in a requirement of 96 dpa (479 / 5 = 96).

This can be achieved by allocating more housing sites or increasing the capacity of the existing
sites that have been identified. Sites that were previously identified in the 2013 version of the
Local Plan could be reinstated within the emerging Local Plan to provide the additional housing
in the first five years of the plan period:

e ST11 - New Lane, Huntington for 300 dwellings (the 2013 draft allocation was for 411
dwellings however the site capacity has since been deemed to include 300 dwellings).

e ST12 — Manor Heath, Copmanthorpe for 250 dwellings (as per 2013 draft allocation).

Housing Buffer

We agree with the proposed 20% buffer to the housing trajectory (paragraph 6.19). 6 years’
worth of housing in first 5 years results in a requirement for an additional 822 dwellings.

Housing Trajectory

The Council’s updated housing trajectory using 2020/21 as the baseline is shown graphically
in Figures 1, 2 and 3. Looking at these figures, it is clear that some of the housing is not
deliverable in the timescales shown, which will result in an undersupply of both market and
affordable homes in the plan period. On this basis the trajectory demonstrates that the plan
is unsound and Our Client objects.
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The problems of housing delivery in York are well documented, particularly the lack of
affordable homes and the impact that this has had. The Local plan is a key element to
reversing this and Our Client supports its progression, however it has to be done in a suitable
end evidenced way to ensure that sufficient homes are delivered. The trajectory is a prime
example of this as it shows the level of homes form each category and when they will be
delivered. This in turn shows how many homes will be delivered each year, within the plan
period and beyond.

The trajectory should not be used as a generic list of sites attributed to dates to show how
homes could be delivered, it should be evidenced and justified. If the document is wrong then
the whole basis of the plan is flawed in its level of homes, allocations and delivery.

The lead in times on many of the sites are clearly over estimated and not deliverable, in turn
resulting in homes being pushed out of the plan period. This is particularly the case given the
trajectory extends beyond the plan period of 2033 up to 2038 already.

Figure 1 shows the trajectory and the level of homes form each category, windfall, consented
sites, allocations etc. Figure 2 shows the general level of homes for each category and Figure
3 shows the individual sites. Figure 3 is the most relevant as it shows how the Council have
come to these conclusions.

As an immediate concern, the Council sets out that between 2021 to 2024 the cumulative level
of completions will increase by 4357 from 3005 homes to 7362 homes. Included in this will
be over 1000 homes from allocated sites under 5 hectares and over 2000 homes form allocated
sites over 5 hectares.

Our Clients have a number of allocations ad are committed to bringing them forward as quickly
as possible, however this is limited due to the progress of the plan. Applications have been
submitted for some of the draft allocations including our client’s Sites H29 (Land at Moor Lane,
Copmanthorpe) and H31 (Eastfield Lane, Dunnington), however they are yet to be determined.

The application in Copmanthorpe was submitted in March 2019 (Council reference:
19/00602/FULM) and the application in Dunnington was in September 2020 (Council reference:
20/01626/FULM). The applications have both been pending determination for 16 and 10
months respectively. Following this, the sites will require s106 obligations to be agreed,
conditions discharged and site preparation before delivering homes. Delivering 35 homes in
2022/23 is therefore ambitious despite our client’s best efforts.

Whilst this does not affect the plan as a whole as the homes will be delivered in the early
parts of the plan, it does highlight the inappropriate lead in times provided, which when applied
to larger sites does have an impact on overall delivery.
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As a further example, Site ST9, Land North of Haxby is allocated for 735 dwellings and is
shown as delivering housing from 2022/23 (initially 35 dpa). Whilst our client is fully committed
to delivering housing on this site, an outline application has not yet been submitted for the
site due to uncertainties relating to the local plan.

To deliver in accordance with the trajectory, our client would need to start construction by
April 2022 (based on delivering 35 dwellings over one). Even if an application was submitted
now, it is unlikely that 35 dwellings could be completed by March 2023 due to the need to
submit and gain approval for an outline application, finalise and secure a s106 agreement with
the Council, wait for the 6 week judicial review period, discharge any pre-commencement
outline planning conditions and obtain permission for reserved matters consent. Table 3.2
shows the necessary timetable to meet the Councils trajectory and a more realistic timetable.

Table 3.2: Housing Trajectory Timescales Comparison with Planning Application

Stages

Planning Stage Council’s Trajectory Actual Predicted
Timescales Timescales

Submit and obtain approval for outline | July 2021 - October | December 2021 -

permission 2021 September 2022

Finalise and secure a s106 agreement November 2021 January 2023

6-week judicial review period December 2021 — | January — February
January 2022 2023

Discharge pre-commencement outline | February — March 2022 | March — May 2023
planning conditions
Submit and obtain approval for reserved | February — May 2022 March — June 2023
matters permission

The trajectory shows 70 dpa being delivered on the site, which is possible, however moving
the start date back two years as a minimum removes 140 homes from the Local Plan.

This issue is increased further with York central, which is anticipated to deliver 43 homes this
year despite building not starting. Of greater concern however is Site ST15, a new settlement
of 3339 homes, which the Council anticipate starting on site in 2023. We have no objections
to that site or its inclusion, however no planning application has bene lodged. It is not
appropriate to consider it suitable to suggest that an outline planning application, subject to
EIA can be prepared submitted and approved ahead of the plan adoption, followed by approval
of Reserved Matters, discharge of conditions, site preparation all in the next 22 months.

For every year moved on in the trajectory 280 homes are removed from the delivery in the
plan. Based on a sensible five year period form now to delivering the first home 980 homes
should be removed form the trajectory. Again this doesn’t mean the site is unsound as large
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sites like this should contribute in the next plan period, however it shows the lack of delivery

now.

Our concerns on the level of homes to be provided annually form sites remain and some of
the larger sites are unlikely to deliver 280 homes per annum. However from a sensible
approach to the lead in times it is clear that the level of homes needed in the plan period will
not be delivered.

Summary

The suggested windfall allowance figure of 183 dpa should be reduced. It is not an effective
strategy to continue to rely on this type of housing nor will this provide a reliable source of
housing supply. This strategy is therefore not sound and does not accord with the requirements
of paragraph 35.

The housing trajectory as currently shown is likely to result in a shortfall of housing. There
are two potential means of addressing this:

e Increase the size of existing allocations, for example by adding homes to the existing
allocation towards the end of the plan period; and / or

e Reinstate previously deleted housing allocations including Sites ST11 and ST12. This
would ensure there is an even balance of sites to deliver housing.
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UPDATED HOUSING NEED

The Council have published the Housing Need Update (06 October 2020) (EX/CYC/43) to
address requests for further information from the inspectors.

The Housing Need Update (2020) concludes that the Council can continue to support an
Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 790 dpa plus an additional 32 dwellings to meet the
shortfall identified. This results in an overall requirement of 822 dpa.

Based upon this housing requirement, York’s needs to deliver 13,152 dwellings in the plan

period.

We previously raised concerns regarding how the housing need figure has been calculated and
the reliance on household projections that are not considered sound. Our previous concerns
relating to the soundness of the Council’s approach to calculating housing need remain, even
with the updated figures set out in the Housing Need Update (2020).

Whilst we do not want to repeat these points it is noted that the assessment of the Standard
Method figure for calculating housing need is incorrect. We note this is as a result of the
report being superseded by Government announcement, however for clarity the Standard
method requirement is 1,013 homes not the 743 homes listed in the updated note.

Whilst the Council were not relying on this figure it was used to try and show the number they
are promoting is in line with the Standard Method. In reality it remains significantly below

that level.
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UPDATED AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED

The Council have published Affordable Housing Note (EX/CYC/36) to address requests for

further information from the inspectors.

There is an acute need for affordable housing within York and there has been a persistent
under delivery of housing in recent years, which has contributed to the lack of affordable
housing. The failure to deliver enough housing is contrary to the national planning policy
imperative to ‘boost significantly the supply’ to meet the current objectively assessed needs

for market and affordable housing.

The lack of open housing market and delivery of homes had had an even greater social impact
on the affordability of homes in York, both in terms of the price of a house in relation to

income and also the shortfall of affordable homes for those most in need.
Draft Policy H10 sets out the required proportion of affordable housing as follows:

e Brownfield sites — 15 dwellings will provide 20% affordable homes on-site; and
e Greenfield sites — 15 dwellings will provide 30% affordable homes on-site.

However, it is clear that the Council are not going to deliver the amount of affordable housing
that is required by Policy H10. Further to this the windfall contribution equates to
approximately 1.5% affordable homes and the inclusion of student accommodation provides
no affordable homes. Without a specific approach delivery will continue to fall below levels

required.

The Council set out that a total of 3,539 affordable homes will be provided with an average
of 221 affordable dpa from these sources up to 2032/33. The Council’s proposed delivery of
affordable housing is summarised in Table 5.1 below, based on a baseline date from 2017 to
2022.

Table 5.1: Council’s Proposed Distribution of Affordable Housing

Council’s Of which will Affordable %

Trajectory — be affordable

No. of Homes
Housing Sites (H Sites) 11,067 2,534 22.9%
Strategic Sites (ST Sites) 1,452 429 29.55%
Affordable Housing from extant 3,578 380 10.62%
Consent at 01 April 2017
Council owned sites 600 70 11.66%
Affordable Housing from 12
Approvals granted since 01
April 2017
Older Persons Programme 83
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5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

Windfall Housing 120 31 25.83%
TOTAL 3,539

3,539 affordable homes over the plan period equates to 221 affordable dpa over 16 years.
This represents a deficiency of 352 affordable dpa based on the affordable housing needs set
out within the SHMA (or approximately 5,632 dwellings in total).

Our client has concerns regarding the delivery of 20% affordable housing from brownfield
sites due to viability issues. It is unlikely that brownfield sites can consistently deliver 20%
affordable housing on site. This is in light of extant permissions which are only delivering on
average 10.62% affordable housing (paragraph 22). If this is applied to the brownfield
allocations, the actual delivery levels will be lower.

SHMA Affordable Housing Need

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (2016) sets out a need for 573 affordable
homes per annum (paragraph 40). The Council estimates a delivery of 221 affordable dpa,
providing around 38% of the affordable housing need requirement (paragraph 44).

In considering this the Council do note that the Framework requires an uplift but not
necessarily to fully meet the needs. Whilst this may be the case and other authorities have
successfully argued the point, regard must be had to local circumstances. Our previous
evidence demonstrates the huge shortfall and also the significant impact this has had on
affordability. The Councils reduced housing targets as a result of using the old Framework
and if submitted now would be subject to the Standard Method.

The Council’s assessment at paragraph 44 severely underestimates the impact that the lack of
affordable housing is having on York. To cite the fact that national guidance requires a
‘consideration” of uplift but does not ‘automatically require a mechanistic increase’ to the
overall housing requirement to achieve all affordable housing needs ignores the severe
affordable housing crisis in York.

There is such a deficiency of affordable housing in York that the Council’s strategy is not
suitable. The Council needs to make an adjustment to provide enough affordable housing and

to make up for the shortfall in recent years.

The updated market signals show that affordability is a worsening issue in York
and therefore in accordance with the PPG an uplift to the demographic
projections is appropriate and considering the evidence, GL Hearn proposes a
159% uplift. When applied to the demographic starting point (484 dpa) this 15%
uplift would result in an OAN of 557 dpa which is some way short of both the
adjusted demographic growth (679) the economic led need (790). GL Hearn
conclude that the OAN should remain at 790 to achieve both improvements to
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5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

household formation and economic growth which represents a 63% uplift on the
demographic starting point.
The Councils argument at paragraph 43 is that based on applying a 15% uplift to the
demographic starting point, this would be a lower level than the homes currently planned for.
This is incorrect, the Standard method would actually require 1,013 homes per annum. Using
the Councils figure of 30% affordable on greenfield sites, this would result in approximately
100 more affordable homes per annum.

The council sets out that it is seeking to provide significant uplift to the provision of affordable
homes secured through the application of policy H10 and the provision of rural exception sites
through the application of policy GB4. It is clear however that the Council are not generally
supportive of rural exception schemes. An application submitted by Karbon Homes for 60
affordable dwellings on a site that is considered to be within the Green Belt by the Council
was recommended for refusal and then refused at Committee on 11 September 2020 (Council
reference: 20/00752/FULM).

The Council also notes that the figures do not account for affordable housing contributions
that will be received by the Council or housing from further source of supply through Housing
Associations and Govt led schemes. Again, these are unlikely to make up the shortfall.

Summary

The lack of affordable housing in York is significant and the impact on affordability has risen
far higher than national and regional averages. The lack of a Local Plan, lack of delivery of
new homes and lack of market driven affordable homes is a clear result of this.

The affordable housing paper shows that in the last four years approved planning permissions
have contributed 12 affordable homes (table 4), at an average of three a year. The problem
is worsening and the Council are avoiding the simplest way to reduce the problem.

The plan as drafted notes that it will only meet 38% of need, resulting in 6 out of every 10
people in need not being assisted. The Council note that rural exception sites and other
mechanisms will help deliver, however this is in no way considered to be sufficient.

The plan reduces its requirement by 182 homes per annum due to an increase in windfall, with
only 1.5% of those homes being affordable, as opposed to 30% if allocated sites. Simply
allowing windfall as a bonus and allocating an extra 182 homes per annum would result in an

increase of 50 affordable homes per year or 750 over the plan period.

Similarly increasing the housing requirement to similar to the Standard Method would result
in a further 100 affordable homes per annum. The sites are available and have been consulted
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upon. The solutions to increase affordable homes are relatively straight forward and without

an increase to the level of homes provided the plan is considered unsound.
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Assessment of Sites Over 35 Hectares

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

ASSESSMENT OF SITES OVER 35 HECTARES

Following the Stage 1 examination hearings the Council were required to undertake the
following in terms of assessing the audit trail of sites submitted and assessed between 35-100
hectares:

e To check site selection to ensure that all sites between 35-100ha have been assessed

appropriately as part of the process.

e CYC to set out clarification note to present site audit trail building on that already
provided within Annex K to the Sustainability Appraisal.

In response to this, the Council have published Audit Trail of Sites Submitted and Assessment
Between 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) (EX/CYC/37) to address requests for further information
from the inspectors.

Previously the Council were assessing sites over 100ha as ‘self sustaining’ sites that could
provide a minimum of 3,000 dwellings that would have the capacity to provide local services
including a primary school, local shops and services, open space and sustainable transport
(paragraph 2.17). The identification of these self sustaining sites over 100ha was referred to
as the ‘secondary sieve’ of sites.

As the preparation of the Local Plan progress, this secondary sieve was refined to 35 ha as
set out within the SHLAA (2018). This change reflected the updated evidence base that was
made available to the Council including information that set out that sites of 35ha or more
could also be capable of delivering the necessary infrastructure to be self sustaining and as
such sustainable. This included best practice examples and national publications such as
Locally-Led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities (2016) which indicated that the size of a stand-
alone “self-sustaining” garden village could be from around 1.500 to 10,000 dwellings.

The Council’s SHLAA (2018) sets out sites over 35 ha are anticipated to be capable of providing
facilities and transport connections (paragraph 2.3.14). Annex 2 of the SHLAA sets out a flow
diagram demonstrating the process and scoring mechanism for assessing sites.

The additional assessment work undertaken by the Council in the Audit Trail (June 2021) is
noted. The Council’s approach is therefore considered to be sound and clarifies the previous

discrepancy.
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7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

SUMMARY

As per our previous representations, our client still has concerns regarding the Council’s
approach to establishing the area’s housing requirements (EX/CYC/36, EX/CYC/43a,
EX/CYC/56).

The Council’s emerging trajectory also shows a housing shortfall over the plan period. As a
result, either more sites need to be allocated, or more housing needs to be allocated sites
which have already been identified as allocations. For example, the number of dwellings
proposed under draft allocation ST7 (Metcalfe Lane, Osbaldwick) and draft allocation ST14
(Land North of Clifton Moor) should be increased.

In terms of the updates to the Green Belt assessment evidence base (EX/CYC/59, EX/CYC/59d),
we note the updates referenced to the Council’s methodology. Whilst we have no significant
concerns regarding the methodology overall, it is clear that the methodology has not been
applied correctly to some sites including our client’s land at New Lane Huntington (ST11) and
Metcalfe Lane, Osbaldwick (ST7). Representations relating to Land at Metcalfe Lane have been
prepared on behalf of the developer consortium responsible for promoting the site which is
included at Appendix A for reference.

Therefore as currently drafted, the plan is unsound as some of the draft policies and evidence
base fails to meet the tests of soundness outlined in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. Our client
therefore considers certain elements to be ineffective and deems the emerging Local Plan

unsound.

We trust that our Clients comments will be duly considered and that we are able to discuss
our objections and concerns further during future consultants and Examinations in Public.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

INTRODUCTION

This response has been prepared on behalf a consortium of developers and landowners with
collective land interests in the proposed ST7 Allocation. The consortium comprises the following

three companies represented by the following consultants.

Barratt David Wilson Homes (Barton Willmore)
Taylor Wimpey (Johnson Mowat)

TW Fields (PB Planning)

The three parties mentioned above over the period of 2018 and 2019 have made various
representations to the Local Plan regarding the proposed allocation of ST7. Those submissions
have been individual representations and more often than not, not fully aligned with one
another. Both Taylor Wimpey and Barratt David Wilson Homes have consistently objected on
the grounds of ST7 as currently drafted being too small and may not be capable of delivering
the quantum of development expected by the Council, whilst still delivering high quality design
and garden village feel. However, in more recent times the three named parties above have
become more co-ordinated, with the aim of delivering ST7. The parties continue to disagree

with the Council’s proposed allocation as currently drafted.

The primary objections remain as follows:

The site access roads are too long and no doubt costly. Extending the limit of
development in the allocation to reduce the access roads would improve
deliverability.

The developers do not accept the land between the allocation and the edge of
the main urban area needs to be Green Belt and collectively request the Council
entertain a slightly expanded ST7 (expanded westwards) to marginally reduce
the gap whilst maintaining a degree of separation.

Whilst the developers are prepared to support the garden village concept in its
current shape and form, however the dwellings likely to be delivered are unlikely
to be able to sustain the community facilities sought by the Council which then
may undermine the principal of the garden village. In short, the allocation needs
to be slightly larger.

To assist the Inspectors and the Council the three developers have agreed this joint submission

and have jointly appointed experts including architects, landscape architects and heritage

3
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consultants. Work of the Landscape Consultant and Heritage Consultant is appended to this
submission. In addition, via a separate consortium, Taylor Wimpey have commissioned
Lichfields to provide a critique of the Council's House Needs Update evidence. All of these

technical documents are referenced in the following submission and are appended.

1.5 The developers have now agreed a joint response to this evidence base update and are
collectively working with the architect to bring forward a more robust boundary for ST7 which
respects the gap, its landscape qualities, heritage qualities and ecological qualities. That work
will be presented at the Stage 2 Examination.

1.6 In the following submission we reference the Lichfields housing critique but are not repeating it
in full in this response. This will no doubt be a matter for Lichfields to address themselves at

the Examination.

1.7 All three ST7 parties through this joint response wish to maintain their right to speak individually
on the ST7 allocation at the Local Plan Examination. That said, with now a higher degree of co-
ordination, those parties will seek to liaise to reduce any repetition. Assuming the Council are
open to dialogue regarding an alternative boundary, the ST7 Consortium look forward to
constructing a Statement of Common Ground with the Council for the Stage 2 Examination

Hearings.
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2.1

2.2

23

24

25

26

HOUSING NEEDS UPDATE

Proposed Modifications PM50, PM53, PM54, PM63a and PM63B

We continue to object to the Council’s approach to identifying Local Housing Need and their
continued use of the 2018 projections despite the PPG requiring the continued use of the 2014

based household projections.

The September 2020 Housing Needs Update proposes no further changes to the housing
requirement and concludes that the housing need in the City has not changed materially since
the last assessment in January 2019, hence the continuation of the 790 dwellings per annum
requirement (plus 32 dpa to meet the shortfall between 2012 and 2017).

In alignment with HBF comments on the Housing Needs Update and modifications relating to
the annual net housing provision in Policy SS1 it is recommended that the housing requirement
is increased to reflect the most up to date Standard Method. The HNA includes the 2020
Standard Method calculation at 1,026 dpa.

It should be noted that since the September 2020 Housing Needs Update the Affordability Ratio
has been updated and for the year 2020 the median house price to median earnings ratio for
2020 is 8.04 (slightly lower than the 2019 ratio of 8.2). The standard methodology, using the
present 10 year period (2021 — 2031) results in a housing need of 1,013 per annum. This is
slightly lower than the 2020 calculation included in the HNA Update at 1,026 dpa, but is
nevertheless similar and is significantly higher than the G L Hearn HNA of 790 dpa. Clearly the

direction of travel remains above 1,000 dwellings per annum.

The implications of fixing a housing requirement via the Local Plan that is lower than justified
has significant implications for York, and will lead to the worsening of an already severe
affordability situation. It is likely that the affordability ratio in York will continue to remain high,
particularly if there is pent up demand as a result of a restricted housing requirement. Based
on the direction of travel, it is likely that the housing requirement will be increased in future
reviews, therefore continuing to restrict the housing requirement now will make it increasingly

difficult to deliver a potentially significant increase in housing requirement via future reviews.

Appended to this submission at Appendix 1 is a statement that has been prepared by Lichfields
on behalf of three different participants including Taylor Wimpey. The Lichfields statement

analyses the Council’s updated evidence on housing needs that establishes the scale of need
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and demand for market / affordable housing in the City. This includes comments on the

following documents.

- EX/CYC/32: CYC Annual housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow
Reconciliation Return 2019;

- EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note final February 2020;

- EX/CYC/38: Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby District Council
Housing Market Area April 2020;

- EX/CYC/43a: Housing Needs Update September 2020;

- EX/CYC/56: SHLAA Update April 2021;

EX/CYC/58: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021.

2.7 The Lichfields critique concludes that the Local Plan housing requirement fails to meet the full
OAHN, which is considered to be significantly higher than the Council has estimated. To

summarise the findings,

- Lichfields consider that a greater market signals uplift of at least 25% should be
applied;

- Given the significant affordable housing need identified Lichfields considers a further
10% uplift would be appropriate to address affordable housing need and should be
applied to the OAHN;

- Lichfields propose an additional 92 dpa for student growth targets;

- Concerns are highlighted regarding the Council’s calculation of past housing

delivery.

- As a result, Lichfields calculate the OAHN requirement at 1,010 dpa which is not
dissimilar to the 1,013 dpa Standard Method figure.

- Factoring in shortfall of housing delivery results in a Lichfields Local Plan

requirement of 1,111 dpa.

2.8 In conclusion the Lichfields analysis states:
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“The evidence provided by the council is not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing
requirement over the first five years of the Plan will be achieved. When a more realistic
OAHN of 1,010 dpa is factored into the calculation, as well as reasonable adjustments
relating to windfalls and the Sedgefield approach to backlog, it is clear that the Council
cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. This could fall to as low as 3 years

even before a detailed interrogation of the deliverability of sites is undertaken.”

29 Should it be determined through the Examination process that the housing requirements of the
Local Plan are required to be increased, ST7 could be expanded to contribute to meeting this

need.
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3. HRA 2020

3.1 The Council’'s updated Habitat Regulations Assessment (REF. EX/CYC/45 HRA 2020)
identifies that the Osbaldwick site is situated approximately 4.8km from the most convenient

access point to Strensall Common.

3.2 The HRA states that the development of the site would have a 1.6% increase in visitor pressures
to Strensall Common, in combination with Site Ref. H46 and Site Ref. ST17.

3.3 In response the HRA identifies that the policy text for the site should be amended to ensure that
the impacts identified in the HRA as a result of recreational pressure on Strensall Common are
mitigated. Accordingly, the Council have proposed a modification to include the following

additional criteria within Policy SS9 of the Local Plan: -

PM58

xi. Provide a detailed site wide recreation and open space strategy and

demonstrate its application in site masterplanning. This must include: -

. Creation of a new open space (as shown on policies map as allocation OS7)
to protect the setting of the Millennium Way that runs through the site.
Millennium Way is a historic footpath which follows Bad Bargain Lane and is
a footpath linking York’s strays and should be kept open. A 50m green buffer
has been included along the route of the Millennium Way that runs through the
site to provide protection to this Public Right of Way and a suitable setting for
the new development.

. Open space provision that satisfies policies Gl2a and GI6

3.4 We have no objection to the amended policy wording for the site, as there are a number of
specific measures that the site would deliver that will reduce the need and desire for future

residents to visit Strensall Common to a negligible level including: -
e A minimum of 10.72ha of public open space, green corridors and recreational facilities
as part of the development proposals.

e The retention and enhancement of existing hedgerows and trees located within and
surrounding the site. Appropriate accessibility into these areas will be provided.
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e The provision of substantial levels of new landscape planting within and surrounding
the site. Appropriate accessibility into these areas will be provided.

o New walking and cycling routes will be provided to connect the site to the wider York
footpath and cycle network. The HRA identifies these as Bad Bargain Lane a public
bridleway that connects south via a Public Right of Way (PRoW) to the Sustrans Route
66 (Foss Island dismantled railway) and onwards west to St Nicholas Fields Local
Nature Reserve a few hundred metres away. All comprise part of the Millennium Way,
a 37 kilometre walking route linking the historic open strays of York.

e The setting of Millennium Way will be preserved and enhanced through a series of
green corridors proposed within the development masterplan. Including a large
strategic greenspace located in the central area of the site in accordance with CYC’s
proposals.

e The walking and cycling routes in and around the site would be in excess of 5km in
length and therefore remove any day to day need or desire to visit Strensall Common
for general recreation purposes (including dog walking).

3.5 Furthermore, any strategic issues, such as the disposal of wastewater are effectively screened
out through adhering to the requirements of Local Plan Policy GI2 (vii). In particular, the
Drainage Strategy for the development proposals will ensure that the water quality of the site
and surrounding area is not negatively affected through the provision of three phase Sustainable
Urban Drainage Systems and the removal of silt and chemical inputs. A Construction
Environment Management Plan will also be produced to demonstrate that construction run-off

will be attenuated to prevent silt or diffuse pollutants entering the wider catchment area.

3.6 The distance of the Osbaldwick site from Strensall Common; the provision of a substantial
quantity of high quality on-site publicly accessible open space; and the provision of sustainable
urban drainage systems will ensure that the development has a negligible impact on Strensall

Common, which is no greater than any other part of the City.

3.7 The above measures would of course be provided to meet the requirements of Policy GI6,
Policy Gl2a and Policy SS9 of the Local Plan.
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4.2

43

4.4

4.5

GREEN BELT ADDENDUM

Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021

EX/CYC/59 TP1 Addendum

EX/CYC/59a  TP1 Addendum Annex 1

EX/CYC/59¢  TP1 Addendum Annex 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 S5-6
EX/CYC/59g TP1 Addendum Annex 5 Freestanding Sites

The ST7 Developer Consortium have appointed SLR to undertake a review of the Council’s
updated evidence base regarding how the York Green Belt boundaries have been drawn and

justified, specifically in relation to landscape. The full report is contained at Appendix 2.

SLR state that the methodology described in the TP1 Addendum is not a standard approach to
appraising against the NPPF Green Belt purposes. A number of issues are raised with the
Council's methodology and resultant approach to defining Green Belt boundaries. In particular
relation to the land west of ST7, the assessment does not define parcels of land and so is
unable to quantify how much land extending from the suburban edge should be kept open to
safeguard against sprawl, encroachment etc. The assessment does not appear to take account
of the proposed freestanding settlement (ST7) which would be located directly to the east of
these boundaries and therefore no judgements have been made as to how much land should
be kept open between the existing suburban edge and the proposed new settlement to ensure

functionality of them and against the NPPF purposes of the Green Belt.

The Council’s assessment does not provide any justification for retaining land between the

suburban edge and ST7 within the Green Belt.

An alternative approach to defining land in between the suburban edge and ST7 in the Green
Belt is proposed by SLR. It is considered that a more appropriate and sensible alternative
approach would be to designate the land as a Strategic or Local Gap to ensure that a sense of
separation between the edge of York and the proposed freestanding settlement ST7 remains.
A Strategic or Local Gap policy does not preclude development but would enable the extent of
proposed development within the proposed freestanding settlement ST7 to be tested against
established criteria to ensure that a physical and perceptual sense of separation between areas

of settlement remains.

It is recommended that further analysis is undertaken to understand the openness of land
between the suburban edge and the proposed freestanding settlement (ST7). The TP1
Addendum update only assesses boundaries.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

5.6

5.7

HERITAGE CONSIDERATIONS

Pegasus have been appointed by the ST7 Developer Consortium to review the Council’s
methodology as set out in the TP1 Addendum in relation to matters of heritage and the defining
of Green Belt boundaries with respect to the draft ST7 allocation. The full Heritage Report is

contained at Appendix 3

Pegasus highlight a number of concerns with the Council’s revised TP1 Addendum. There are
criticisms regarding the continued complexity of the Addendum information. The outcomes of
the methodology are not substantively different to that presented in the 2019 TP1 Addendum
documentation and the effect of the 2021 TP1 Addendum revisions has made no material

difference to the outcome of the Green Belt boundaries, as put forward in 2019.

There are criticisms of how the Council’'s methodology regarding the 5 criteria relates to the
bearing of purpose 4 of Green Belt (‘to preserve the setting and special character of historic
towns’). For example, in relation to the Landmark Monuments criteria it is noted that not all
views of the Minster will contribute in the same way to the understanding and significance of
the historic core, with not every single view of the Minster being significant or worthy of

protection or contributing towards the understanding of the historic core.

In particular relation to question 2 of the Landmark Monuments criteria — Does the land need to
be kept permanently open to contribute to the understanding and significance of a building,
landmark or monument? Pegasus point out that this question has no bearing on Purpose 4 of
Green Belt and refer to the purpose of Green Belt not being to protect individual buildings,

landmarks or monuments.

Queries are raised regarding the methodology which seems to consider the entire built-up area
of York as being the historic town, including all areas of modern development, industrial,
commercial, retail etc that encircle the historic core. Whilst it is not in doubt that the historic core
of York could be identified as having interest commensurate with a heritage asset, this cannot

be said to cover the entire built-up area of York.

It is not considered that the methodology is robust in identifying Green Belt boundaries that

would serve the function of purpose 4 of Green Belt.

In relation to the proposed Green Belt west of Site ST7 it is noted that the inner boundary at
this location is all bordered by modern residential housing estates, with no appreciation of any
element of the historic core of York from within this wedge of land, nor is there an appreciation
of Osbaldwick from within this wedge.
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5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

In response to the Council’s consideration that the historic field boundaries and patterns provide
the setting of the historic settlements by providing evidence of the historic surroundings,
Pegasus remark that the remainder of a small area of strip fields in an area abutted by modern
development all along its western boundary, whilst providing an indication of former
surroundings, does not provide the setting of the settlement. The area is not an area within

which the historic settlement can be understood or experienced.

Land west of ST7 is not identified as an area contributing to the special character and setting
of York in Figure 3 of the TP1 Addendum (EX/CYC/59). Every one of the boundaries adjacent
to the inner boundary relevant to the land west of ST7 is located directly abutting modern
development. It is maintained that this area of land does not contribute to the historic character
due to the separation between the historic core of York and the wedge of land formed by
extensive modern development, including very recently constructed development within
Osbaldwick.

It is not agreed that the land in between the existing urban edge and ST7 will preserve the
perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The thin strip of land will have no relation to
the historic core, nor will it preserve the idea of a compact city preserved in a rural hinterland,
as the land will be encompassed on all sides by modern development. The land will not serve

purpose 4 of Green Belt.

In relation to long-distance views of the Minster, it is noted in the Council’s documentation that
it is likely the Minster would still be visible. It is maintained that the proposed development of
ST7 will maintain the assessed key east - west views of the Minster. There are no key views

from within the land west of ST7 towards the Minster.

The setting of the Osbaldwick Conservation Area is already protected through the normal

planning mechanisms and it is not necessary for the Green Belt to cover this area.

It is concluded that there is inadequate justification for the inclusion of the area of land west of
Site ST7 within the Green Belt. The justification for the boundaries is weak. It has not taken into
account the context of the area which would be a thin wedge of land between two areas of
modern development, thus not preserving the understanding of the compact, historic city within
a rural hinterland. The area would be surrounded by development on all sides. The Council's
own evidence has not shown that this area serves the purpose of Green Belt purpose 4 and it

is considered that this area does not demonstrate the essential characteristics of Green Belt.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Whilst the ST7 Developer Consortium remain supportive of the identification of Osbaldwick ST7
site as a new Garden Village within the emerging City of York Local Plan, they remain

concerned with the size of the current site allocation boundary.

Whilst the site could deliver 845 homes within the plan period within CYC’s proposed site
allocation boundary, the consortium remain of the view that the current boundary should be
expanded in order to enhance the community and green infrastructure that the site can deliver
in respect of the policy aspirations required by Policy SS9 of the Local Plan. Particularly in
relation to design and density; increased areas of public recreation and open space; internal
and external areas of landscaping; and the viable delivery of the required infrastructure through

ensuring that the critical mass for the site is achieved.

In relation to housing need, the Lichfields critique of the Council's Housing Need Update
concludes that the Local Plan housing requirement (790 dpa) fails to meet the full OAHN.
Lichfields calculate the OAHN at 1,010 dpa and a housing requirement of 1,111 dpa which
factors in shortfall of housing delivery. Should it be determined through the Examination process
that the housing requirements of the Local Plan are required to be increased, the Osbaldwick

site could be expanded to contribute to meeting this need.

One member of the consortium (TW Fields) previously presented three potential development
options to the Council to provide a new Garden Village of either 845 homes; 975 homes; or
1,225 homes alongside the delivery of significant community infrastructure. All of these options
retain a gap between the existing urban edge and the ST7 allocation in line with the Council’s

Garden Village approach.

The net developable residential area of each of the proposed options are similar in size to the
current allocation site area identified within the Local Plan. The westward expansion of the site
required to deliver each of the proposed options would not require a significant amount of further
land when considered against the wider extent of the proposed boundaries of the York Green
Belt.

The previously proposed option to deliver 975 homes within a site area of 44ha was endorsed
by the Council’s Officers in their report to the Council’s Local Plan Working Group on the 10"
July 2017. The reasoning behind the recommendation was as follows: -

13

City of York New Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation
ST7 Developer Consortium

June 2021



6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

“This reflects developers/landowners concerns raised regarding the
viability/deliverability of the site, the related ability to deliver the planning principles
including provision of educational and community facilities and concerns over the
provision of site access to the south of the site. Officers consider that this boundary
amendment could improve the viability of the site and ensure that the planning
principles can be delivered.”

This option was also put forward by the Council’s Officers as a potential change to the Local
Plan ahead of consultation in respect of the Publication Draft Local Plan at CYC’s Local Plan
Working Group on the 23™ January 2018.

Whilst the recommendations of Officers were not approved on either occasion, there remains
a strong case for the expansion of the site to deliver each of the aspirations of Policy SS9 of
the Local Plan and to ensure that the development is viable and achieves the necessary critical

mass.

The potential expansion of the site will be discussed further as part of the Phase 2 hearing
sessions; however, for ease the following plans are again enclosed at Appendix 4, providing

further details of each of the proposed options: -

e 845 Home Garden Village Masterplan
e 975 Home Garden Village Masterplan
e 1,225 Home Garden Village Masterplan

The previously submitted assessment of the three proposed development options against the
site-specific policy parameters identified within Local Plan Policy SS9 is enclosed at Appendix
5.

SLR have assessed the Council’s TP1 Green Belt Addendum documentation in specific relation
to landscape. The methodology does not define parcels of land and is therefore unable to
quantify how much land extending from the suburban edge should be kept open. The Council’s
assessment does not provide any justification for retaining land between the suburban edge
and ST7 within the Green Belt. Further analysis is recommended to understand the openness
of land west of ST7. TP1 currently only assesses boundaries. It is suggested that a more
appropriate and sensible alternative approach would be to designated land west of ST7 as a
Strategic or Local Gap. A Strategic or Local Gap policy does not preclude development but

would enable the extent of proposed development within the proposed freestanding settlement
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ST7 to be tested against established criteria to ensure that a physical and perceptual sense of

separation between areas of settlement remains.

6.12 Inrelation to heritage considerations, it is concluded that there is inadequate justification for the
inclusion of the area of land west of ST7 within the Green Belt. The land does not demonstrate
essential characteristics of Green Belt and it is noted that there are existing planning policy
controls that would ensure the green wedge (albeit reduced) would largely remain free from

development, further rendering the inclusion in Green Belt as redundant and contrary to policy.

6.13  An increase in the size of the ST7 allocation is justified and would ensure the delivery of the
Local Plan’s site-specific policy parameters for the site, alongside the proportionate uplift in
socio-economic benefits to the City. This would of course include an uplift in the delivery of

much needed affordable housing.
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From: I

Sent: 07 July 2021 23:48

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation Response 2021
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

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.

Hello,

Please find attached my response to the above, can you please provide confirmation that it has been
received?

Regards

Andy

Ik _Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation ...
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From: L

Sent: 22 June 2021 15:31

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation
Attachments: 22.06.21 York CC - LP Main Mods May-Jun 21.pdf; 22.06.21 York CC - LP Main

Mods Asset Map ST1 May-Jun 21.pdf; 22.06.21 York CC - LP Main Mods Asset Map
ST9 May-Jun 21.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

We write to you with regards to the current consultation as detailed above in respect of our client, National Grid.

Please find attached our letter of representation. Please do not hesitate to contact me via ||| | [ GcNGNGGEEGEGE i Yo

require any further information or clarification.

Kind regards
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22 June 2021

City of York Council
localplan@york.gov.uk
via email only

Dear Sir / Madam

City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation
May - June 2021

Representations on behalf of National Grid

National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to local planning authority
Development Plan Document consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to
submit the following representation with regard to the current consultation on the above
document.

About National Grid

National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the electricity transmission
system in England and Wales. The energy is then distributed to the electricity distribution
network operators, so it can reach homes and businesses.

National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas transmission system
across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the UK's four gas
distribution networks where pressure is reduced for public use.

National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid's core regulated businesses. NGV
develop, operate and invest in energy projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate
the development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK, Europe and the United
States.

Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets:
Following a review of the above Development Plan Document, we have identified that one or

more proposed development sites are crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets.

Details of the sites affecting National Grid assets are provided below.



Electricity Transmission

Development Plan Document Asset Description

Site Reference

ST9 - North of Haxby YR ROUTE TWR (001 - 040): 400Kv Overhead Transmission Line
route: NORTON - OSBALDWICK 1

Site ST1 - British Sugar / Manor XCP ROUTE: 275Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: MONK

School FRYSTON - POPPLETON 1

A plan showing details of the site locations and details of National Grid's assets is attached
to this letter. Please note that this plan is illustrative only.

Please also see attached information outlining further guidance on development close to
National Grid assets.

Further Advice

National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks.
If we can be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your
policy development, please do not hesitate to contact us.

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate
future infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation,
alteration and review of plans and strategies which may affect their assets. Please remember to
consult National Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that
could affect National Grid's assets. We would be grateful if you could check that our details as
shown below are included on your consultation database:

If you require any further information in respect of this letter, then please contact us.

Yours faithfully,



For and on behalf of Avison Young



Guidance on development near National Grid assets

National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks
and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets.

Electricity assets
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it

is National Grid policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there
may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the
proposal is of regional or national importance.

National Grid's ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation
of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can
minimise the impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines
can be downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must
not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is
important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed.
National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the
height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific site.

National Grid's statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets

Gas assets

High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and
National Grid's approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ.
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.

National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/
temporary buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.
Additionally, written permission will be required before any works commence within the
National Grid's 12.2m building proximity distance, and a deed of consent is required for any
crossing of the easement.

National Grid's ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets

How to contact National Grid

If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if
National Grid's transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please
contact:
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e National Grid's Plant Protection team: plantprotection@nationalgrid.com

Cadent Plant Protection Team
Block 1

Brick Kiln Street

Hinckley

LE10 ONA

0800 688 588

or visit the website: https://www.beforeyoudig.cadentgas.com/login.aspx
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From: I

Sent: 07 July 2021 21:19

To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc:
Subject: DIO Response to York Local Plan Additional Consultation July 2021

Attachments: Response Form DIO PM Key Diagram.pdf; Response Form DIO PMs GB
Boundaries.pdf; Response Form DIO PMs Housing Need.pdf; Response Form DIO
PMs on HRA.pdf

Importance: High
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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,

Please find within the following link representations from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation to the current
consultation on the New Local Plan Proposed Modifications.

This includes completed response forms (which are also attached) and DIO’s supporting representations.
| would be grateful if you could confirm receipt.

If you have any issues accessing the documents or have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards,
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COUNCIL

City of York Local Plan oprice UsE o
Proposed Modifications

Consultation Response Form
25 May - 7 July 2021

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

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 A carefully before completing the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2.

Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information

When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) — reference 25809563.

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your
consent. You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255.

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan
examination'. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and
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. We will protect
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is
necessary.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



' Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town YORK
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this §
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.

COUNCIL

You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.

Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of
the Plan?. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we
will seek your consent prior to the new processing.

Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy

If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA.

1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the N
privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set
out in the privacy notice

2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about N
similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning
and supplementary planning documents.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012.

Part A - Personal Detalls

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

3. Personal Details 4. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Guidance note h

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

® By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

You can also complete the form online at:
www.vork.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.

What can | make comments on?

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number
of evidence base documents as set out below. 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.

e City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only

e York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]

CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)

[EX/CYC/32]

Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]

Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]

Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]

Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]

Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]

SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]

CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59]
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a]

o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b]
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d]
and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59¢]

Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]

Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59d]

Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]

Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59iland Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59]

¢ City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]

¢ Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]

O O O O

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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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.

You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this
form).

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 B 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?

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.

Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C -Your Representation YORK

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

5. To which Proposed M