SID 101

From: Sheila Bright

Sent: 16 March 2018 16:57
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: Support Local Plan
Dear Sir,

| am writing in response to the consultation of Yorks Local Plan.
| fully support the plan.

In particular | want to see that full protection is given to the greenbelt around York
and the prevention of urban sprawl into this area.

Although | support the maximum figure of 867 homes per year | remain concerned
that York's infrastructure will not be able to sustain this high amount of
development, in particular Yorks Hospital, Doctor Services and importantly the
strain this may put of Yorks currently oversubscribe ring road the A1237, particularly
if there are any further developments close to or adjacent to the ring road.

Yours faithfully,

Sheila Bright
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SID 102

From: David Headlam

Sent: 28 March 2018 07:08

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: Elvington Parish Council; ClIr. S. Mercer; Julian Sturdy MP

Subject: CYC Local Plan Publication Draft response

Attachments: Local Plan Publication response - March 2018.docx; Local Plan relocated "Whinthorpe'
map.pdf

Hi.

Please find attached the response of Elvington Parish Council to the Publication Draft of CYC's Local Plan.
I would be grateful if both documents are forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate.

You will note that the Chairman of the Parish Council wishes to speak at the forthcoming Inquiry.

Regards.

David Headlam
Clerk to Elvington Parish Council
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RESPONSE BY ELVINGTON PARISH COUNCIL TO CYC LOCAL PLAN
PUBLICATION DRAFT

INTRODUCTION.

During the formation of CYC’s Local Plan, the Parish Council has held three public ‘Drop In’ sessions
in order to assess public opinion.

The Parish Council does NOT oppose new residential (or industrial) developments — but the Parish
Council has never been consulted about what the village actually needs. We consider that
methodology is simply wrong and therefore makes the Local Plan unsound.

Looking at each site:

H39. Extension to Beckside.

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

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

H26. Dauby Lane.

Nearly all residents at our consultations want to link the two residential areas of the village.
Approximately a third of homes are currently to the west of the school. H26 is a way of satisfying
that need as well as increasing the housing stock. However H26 should contain a better mix of
housing type, especially larger houses to meet another clearly identified local need. We consider a
total of around 60 residences suitable for this site. CYC officers are yet again ignoring the wishes of
the local community in continuing to impose H39 rather than H26 contrary to the views of residents
and the Parish Council. Why do officers think they know our village better than the residents and
the Parish Council?

SP1. The Stables. Travelling Showpersons Site.

The previous Planning Inspector’s report was very clear. CYC should abide by that Planning
Inspector’s analysis and decision.

ST15. Whinthorpe/The Airfield.

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



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

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

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

As it stands, the Parish Council cannot support the proposal. It would support ST15 if it was on the
originally proposed site alongside the A64 and adjacent to the proposed new junction.

E9. Elvington Industrial Estate.

The Parish Council supports this site being included in the Local Plan — but points out that it is not a
‘brownfield’ site as described but is a grassy paddock.

ST26. Airfield Industrial Estate.

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

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

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

Conclusion.

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

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

David Headlam, Parish Clerk
March 2018.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 13:06

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104796
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 13:06:05

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104796, on
28/03/2018 at 13:06:05) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Dr
Forename: David
Surname: Fraser

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: York Civic Trust

1
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Address (building name/number and street): N

Address (area): N

Address (town): Il

Postcode: N

Email address: I
Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Yes, | consider the document to be legally compliant
Yes, | consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not justified,not effective

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

York Civic Trust is committed to seeking a sustainable and long-term solution to York’s existing
traffic congestion problem, believing that the city’s Local Plan is the best way to implement it. An
understanding of the city’s unique transport issues, using tangible, evidence-based assessment is
critical in this undertaking. However, in its current draft form the Local Plan is not sound. It needs
to be based on proportionate evidence in order to be considered justified. It is unsound for the
following reasons:

1.) The full range of policy objectives of concern to transport need to be addressed

In order to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, the transport
policy statements in the draft Local Plan need to be justified throughout on the basis of a full set of
policy objectives, which in turn should reflect those in the Strategic Environmental Assessment.
Transport policies should contribute to economic vitality, public health, safety, protection of the
natural environment, reduction of severance, and improved access for the transport
disadvantaged. All of these objectives can be found somewhere in the Plan (for example, 1.2,
1.13-21,1.66, 1.67, 2.14, 3.1, 12.2-3, 14.16, 15.22-27 and Table 15.2), but they are not
consistently presented as a justification for the transport policies. In order to be effective, the Local
Plan needs to be deliverable over its period and assessment against these aforementioned
objectives is only realistic if each is specified in terms of outcome indicators and targets. At
present, the Local Plan (Table 15.2) contains no outcome indicators to reflect any of the transport
policy objectives other than, indirectly, air quality. The only indicators offered are output ones such
as progress in delivery of road schemes. Such an approach falls very far short of accepted good
practice as cited in the Local Transport Guidance, 2009; Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan
Guidance, 2014; EC Guidance on Monitoring and Evaluation, 2016.

2.) Reliance on incomplete or out of date documentation

In order to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, the transport
policy statements in the draft Local Plan need to be justified throughout on the basis of existing
and accessible documentation. Frequent reference to future transport-related documentation
makes it impossible to judge the potential effectiveness, and hence soundness, of the Local Plan.
York Civic Trust, however, remains committed to working with City of York Council through the
use of their most up to date documentation.

2a.) Transport policies

The transport policies in the draft Local Plan are based throughout on the 2010 Local Transport
Plan (LTP3). This is out of date and inappropriate to the vision set out in the Local Plan, and has
failed to achieve its planned reduction in congestion. LTP3 specified implementation over the
period 2011-16, but only set the broad context for policy beyond 2016. It was incomplete in its
coverage of transport policy measures, and since its publication there has been an increase in the
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range of technologies and policy measures available. The Local Plan (and in due course LTP4)
need to reflect the potential of all of these measures. In particular it should ensure that
development facilitates the use of shared and connected vehicles, smart travel, low emission
vehicles, new light rail technology, district delivery points, and freight management more
generally.

Policies T2, T4, T5 and T8 [Other references: 14.16, 14.18, 14.36-38, 14.40, 14.41, 14.57] provide
statements separately on public transport, highways, walking and cycling and demand
management (although it is noted that no similar policies are offered on freight and servicing). All
of these policies specify measures to be adopted and, in the first three cases, a timetable. In the
absence of an up to date LTP, these measures are inevitably incomplete, but they also fail to
include many of the measures specified in the current 2005 Development Control Policies. This in
turn gives the impression that the omitted measures are no longer deemed appropriate, yet there
has been no publicly available analysis to justify this. Moreover, the categorisation of measures by
time period of implementation is often inappropriate.

2b.) Demand Management

Policy T8 [others: 14.53-9, 15.15-19] covering demand management offers a wholly inadequate
approach, particularly when set against the prediction of a 55% increase in congestion as a result
of the planned new development. It principally considers parking standards, but limits these to
long stay parking, and is therefore a significant backward step from the current Development
Control Local Plan (2005) which has a comprehensive approach covering all city centre parking
(public off street, private non-residential and on street). The standards proposed are not specified;
instead reference is made to a York Parking Strategy review, which we understand has yet to be
published. As the Development Control Policies (para 6.58) demonstrate, public parking provision
is dwarfed by private non-residential parking in and close to the city centre. Thus any reliance for
demand management on the control of long stay public off-street space is doomed to failure.

2c.) Design Standards

Design standards and policy thresholds are referred to throughout the Local Plan, but are never
specified; instead they are to be set out in the relevant Supplementary Planning Document, which
is not yet available. Examples include minimum frequencies for public transport, safe walking and
cycling distances, parking standards, and requirements to provide a Transport Assessment or
Travel Plan. As a result it is impossible to judge the potential effectiveness, and hence soundness,
of the Local Plan. The 2005 Development Control Policies specify a number of such standards
and no explanation is given for their omission from the draft Local Plan.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Paragraphs 2.16, 14.1-14.3, 14.18
Table 15.2; (and others referred to in passing); Policies T2, T4, T5, T8

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.



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

1.) The full range of policy objectives of concern to transport need to be addressed

Para 2.16 needs to be redrafted to reflect the wider objectives of economic vitality, accessibility,
public health and equity. Subsequent references to transport policies need to demonstrate that all
of these objectives are being effectively addressed in the most cost-effective way. Achievable
outcome targets need to be set for each of these objectives, and the Plan needs to be monitored
against them. All such targets need to be added to Table 15.2.

2.) Reliance on incomplete documentation

2a.) Transport policies

The Local Plan should acknowledge that LTP3 is now out of date with a LTP4 in preparation, and
in the absence of an up to date Local Transport Plan, reference to specific measures and their
timing in Policies T2, T4 and T5 would be better omitted and replaced by a commitment to
determine an appropriate set of measures and timeframe in the forthcoming LTP4. As an
alternative the text in the current Development Control Policies should be used. A new policy on
freight and servicing should be added.

2b.) Demand Strategy

Policy T8 needs to be completely rewritten, based on a critical assessment of the need for
demand management to contribute to the wider objectives of the transport policy, and a series of
recommendations on the application of each of the potentially available demand management
measures. As a contribution to this, and in advance of the preparation of LTP4, the statement on
parking policy within the current Development Control Policies 2005 should be incorporated into
the Local Plan.

2c.) Design Standards

The Supplementary Planning Document needs to be published in time for its implications to be
fully assessed in advance of the Examination in Public. Failing that, the standards specified in the
Development Control Policies, 2005 should be incorporated into the Local Plan.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 13:17

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104797
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 13:17:04

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104797, on
28/03/2018 at 13:17:04) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Dr
Forename: David
Surname: Fraser

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: York Civic Trust

1
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Address (building name/number and street): N

Address (area): N

Address (town): Il

Postcode: N

Email address: I
Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Yes, | consider the document to be legally compliant
Yes, | consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not justified

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

York Civic Trust is committed to seeking a sustainable and long-term solution to York’s existing
traffic congestion problem, believing that the city’s Local Plan is the best way to implement it.
Recognition of the most environmentally friendly and wellbeing-enhancing measures is critical to
resolving this problem. York Civic Trust upholds sustainable transport measures first. These
include the provision of effective and accessible solutions for pedestrians, cyclists and the use of
public transport provision, rather than reliance on other road usage, notably cars.

However, in its current draft form the Local Plan is not sound as it does not adhere to the strategic
structure of a hierarchy of transport users as adopted in the LTP3. Nor does it acknowledge
previously planned public transport provision, including for pedestrians and cyclists. By not
complying with previous transport provision and strategic structure, or justification given for its
exclusion, the Local Plan is not justified, as it is not the most appropriate strategy.

1. Failure to adhere to the council’s hierarchy of transport users

York Civic Trust is committed to upholding sustainable transport measures first, including the
provision of effective and accessible solutions for pedestrians, cyclists and the use of public
transport provision, rather than reliance on other road usage. However, in its current draft form the
Local Plan is not sound, as it does not adhere to the strategic structure of a hierarchy of transport
users as adopted in the LTP3. This hierarchy places provision for pedestrians, cyclists and public
transport users, in that order, above provision for commercial vehicle traffic and private cars.

York Civic Trust strongly endorses that hierarchy, and recommend that it forms the basis for the
emerging LTP4, and for the Local Plan. However, the draft Local Plan only makes one passing
reference to this hierarchy in para 14.18. While some policies on new developments (SS9, 10, 12,
13, 22) propose a target of 15% of journeys by public transport, no evidence is offered to justify
that target; nor is any target offered for walking and cycling. To reinforce this sense of limited
aspirations, there is a clear emphasis in the investment programme in Policy T4 that solutions will
where possible be based on increases in capacity for private cars and commercial vehicles.

2. Lack of acknowledgment of planned public transport provision, including pedestrians and
cyclists

York Civic Trust is concerned by the absence of new public transport schemes that the City of
York Council (and other partners) have been planning in recent years. We are committed to the
expansion and accessibility of the city’s public transport network in order to help meet the city’s
sustainable and environmental development. In its current draft from, the Local Plan fails to refer
to (amongst others - there is also a wider set of schemes listed in the Development Control
Policies, 2005):

« the planned high frequency bus services through York Central

+ additional stations at the Hospital, Strensall and Poppleton Business Park
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* a high frequency tram-train service for these stations and Haxby

» provision for bus priority, including additional infrastructure to support it (such as the Clarence
Street / Lord Mayor’s Walk Junction, Stonebow)

« priority bus access in both directions to all enhanced junctions on the A1237

* a new rail route for the Harrogate line to access York Station

» park and ride sites at Clifton Moor and on the Wetherby Road.

In terms of cycling and walking policies [T5], the list of strategic cycle and pedestrian
improvements is incomplete and fails to address key inadequacies in the connectivity and capacity
of the current networks. It offers no overall strategy to deliver a comprehensive high quality cycling
or walking network that would achieve a significant modal shift to walking and cycling, and hence
relief of congestion. In its current draft from, the Local Plan fails to refer to (amongst others - there
is also a wider set of schemes listed in the Development Control Policies, 2005):

« extension of the upgraded route across Scarborough Bridge to serve Bootham and the Hospital
« additional infrastructure to overcome severance caused by railway lines and watercourses,
including new bridges between Poppleton Rd and York Central and between British Sugar and
Poppleton Business Park, and North Street and Coney Street

» measures to protect the existing cycle and walking networks

« further development of orbital routes

* priority provision for pedestrians and cyclists at junctions to reflect the hierarchy of users

* provision for enhanced cycle parking in major activity areas.

* There is also a wider set of schemes listed in the Development Control Policies, 2005.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Paragraph 14.18; Policies T2, T4,
15, T8

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

1.) Failure to adhere to the council’s hierarchy of transport users

The hierarchy should provide the basis for the definition of sustainable development and
sustainable communities in Policies DP2 and DP3. All transport policy measures should be
selected and implemented following the hierarchy of users on which LTP3 is based, reflecting the
principles of sustainable travel. This approach should determine the measures to be included
under Policies T2, T4, T5 and T8, and the prioritisation in investment between these three
transport policies. Based on the resulting strategy, a much more challenging target should be set
for the proportion of journeys by sustainable modes.

2.) Lack of acknowledgment of planned public transport provision, including pedestrians and
cyclists
4



Policies T2 and T5 should ideally be expanded to reflect the full list of schemes to be proposed in
LTP4. Failing that it needs to be redrafted to include the schemes listed above and those
contained in the Development Control Policies, 2005.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 13:25

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104798
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 13:24:33

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104798, on
28/03/2018 at 13:24:33) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Dr
Forename: David
Surname: Fraser

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: York Civic Trust
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Address (building name/number and street): N

Address (area): N

Address (town): Il

Postcode: N

Email address NN
Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Yes, | consider the document to be legally compliant
Yes, | consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not positively prepared

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

York Civic Trust is proud that the city is a special place owing to its outstanding and rich heritage.
The conservation of the city’s heritage is therefore of the utmost importance if we are to keep York
a unique place to live in and to invite people to visit; York is special, so let’s keep it special.

York Civic Trust believes the city’s Local Plan should avoid being a check-list exercise, and be a
manifesto that is unique to the city as one of the country’s foremost historic centres offering
tangible evidence of its past and development.

York Civic Trust understands the plan should offer a very positive strategy for the historic
environment. There is much in the draft Local Plan’s policies on the historic environment that we
welcome. We particularly approve of the explicit call for ‘good place-making’ as the ‘key driver of
this plan’ [8.1]; the need for good design [8.2]; the requirement for detailed proposals, including
conservation area appraisals, for major development sites affecting conservation areas [8.24];
extensions to be subsidiary to an original building and stylistically in keeping but not ‘a confused
pale imitation of the original’ [8.51 / 8.53], and the presumption against internally illuminated
signage in conservation areas and listed buildings [8.59].

However, in its current draft form the Local Plan is not sound. As specified by the National
Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 126), ‘Local planning authorities should set out in their
Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment,
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. In doing so, they
should recognize that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a
manner appropriate to their significance’. The draft Local Plan is unsound as it is insufficiently
robust or positively prepared in the conservation of our historic environment.

York Civic Trust believes that the Local Plan should ensure developments do not harm the historic
environment.

In key sections on Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and the significance of non-designated
heritage assets (Policies D4; D5; D7), too much weight is given in favour of development rather
than protection of the city’s historic environment, leading to a proclivity to harm.

For example:

* Policy D4.iii: ‘Development proposals within or affecting the setting of a conservation area will be
supported where they: ... iii.) are accompanied by an appropriate evidence based assessment of
the conservation area’s special qualities, proportionate to the size and impact of the development
and sufficient to ensure that impacts of the proposals are clearly understood’;

* Policy D5: ‘Proposals affecting a Listed Building or its setting will be supported where they...’;

* Policy D7: ‘Development proposals will be encouraged and supported where they are designed
to sustain and enhance, the significance of York’s historic environment, including non-designated
heritage assets’.

This is an insufficiently positive strategy for the conservation of York’s historic environment,
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questioning the soundness of the Local Plan. This is particularly problematic in D7, where there is
a noted absence of commitment from City of York Council to protect the city’s non-designated
heritage assets.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Paragraphs 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5;
Policies D4, D5, D7

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

The leading principles [8.1 — 8.5] should be rephrased to more explicitly stress a sound
commitment to conserve and enhance the outstanding built heritage of the city. This could be
better achieved by making reference to the value of the Central Historic Core Conservation Area
to the culture and economy of the city, as well as Village Design Statements [in 8.3]; by noting the
wealth of Designated Assets.

Policies D4, D5 and D7 should be rephrased in order to be more prescriptive about not causing
harm. The NPPF paragraphs 133 should act as suitable guidance on such rephrasing towards
protection and opposing substantial (NPPF, para.133) and less than substantial harm (NPPF,
para.134) of designated assets (NPPF, para. 133-34, 136, and non-designated assets (NPPF,
para. 135-36).

In the absence of a revised Local Heritage List Supplementary Planning Document (referred to in
para 8.38) for the 2018 draft Local Plan, which would otherwise need to be published in advance
of the Examination in Public for its implications on Policies D4, D5, D7 to be fully assessed, the
use of the standards specified in the Consultation Draft Local Heritage List Supplementary
Planning Document (June 2013; notably para 4.5) would offer a more positive strategy to protect
non-heritage assets in Policy D7.

In addition, for reasons of shoring up the soundness of the document, in Policy D5.ii, ‘...help
secure a sustainable future for a building at risk...” should be rephrased as: ...help secure a
sustainable future for ALL LISTED BUILDINGS, ESPECIALLY ANY building at risk...’

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

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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



York Civic Trust has experience and knowledge of the City’s historic assets and has used these to
improve the city for seventy years. We believe we have a unique role to play in the interpretation
and application of national policy in this particular place.

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 13:30

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104800
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 13:30:11

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104800, on
28/03/2018 at 13:30:11) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Dr
Forename: David
Surname: Fraser

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: York Civic Trust
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Address (building name/number and street): N

Address (area): N

Address (town): Il

Postcode: N

Email address: I
Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Yes, | consider the document to be legally compliant
Yes, | consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not effective,not consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

In order for the Local Plan to be sound, it needs to be effective in its delivery, as well as consistent
with national policy, notably the government’s planning guidance in the National Planning Policy
Framework (2012) of which paragraph 158 states that a Local Plan must ‘contain a clear strategy
for enhancing the natural, built, and historic environment, and supporting Nature Improvement
Areas where they have been identified’. Failing such criteria would make the draft Local Plan
unsound and if inconsistent with national policy, possibly having no legal basis.

In its current draft form the Local Plan has inconsistencies and omissions with regard to its
provision for the historic environment that make it unsound.

Under the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order
2015, notice of applications for listed building consent and of the decisions taken by local planning
authorities on those applications must be given to Historic England and the six National amenity
Societies as part of their statutory role in the planning process.

For legal purposes, and in order to be considered sound, the draft Local Plan needs to be
accurate and consistent. Whereas advice is given [8.40] on the need for Historic England’s
consultation on development affecting Historic Parks and Gardens, there is no inclusion of Historic
England’s role in similar proposals affecting Listed Buildings [Policy D5].

Elsewhere, Historic England is either omitted or incorrectly associated as English Heritage in the
‘delivery’ sections of Polices D1, D4, D5, D8, D9, D10, and para.8.24, as is The Gardens Trust in
Policy D8. Indeed, the soundness of the draft Local Plan is questioned by several confused
mentions of English Heritage instead of Historic England [D1; 8.24; D8; D10]. Since 1 April 2015,
Historic England and English Heritage have been separate bodies with very different cultural and
statutory roles in the planning process and the protection of national heritage assets.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Paragraphs 8.24, 8.40; Policies D1,
D4, D5, D8, D9, D10

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
3



representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Policy D5 should be redrafted to include reference to Historic England and The National Amenity
Societies as statutory consultees for development proposals affecting the alteration or demolition
of Listed Buildings of any grade.

Furthermore, Paragraph 8.40 should be corrected to refer to The Gardens Trust rather than The
Garden History Society which it is no longer called.

The ‘Delivery’ parts of Policies D4; D5; D9 should be redrafted to include reference to Historic
England as one of the key partners; likewise, The Gardens Trust to be included in the ‘Delivery’
part of Policy D8. Policies D1; D8; D10, and para 8.24 are to be corrected by making reference to
Historic England rather than English Heritage.

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

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

York Civic Trust has experience and knowledge of the City’s historic assets and has used these to
improve the city for seventy years. We believe we have a unique role to play in the interpretation
and application of national policy in this particular place.

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 13:36

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104801
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 13:35:50

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104801, on
28/03/2018 at 13:35:50) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Dr
Forename: David
Surname: Fraser

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: York Civic Trust
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Address (building name/number and street): N

Address (area): N

Address (town): Il

Postcode: N

Email address: I
Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Yes, | consider the document to be legally compliant
Yes, | consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not positively prepared,not consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

The Spatial Strategy (Section3) and its associated allocations for housing land, with its supporting
evidence, has been prepared to meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy
Framework, having drawn upon previous consultations, and having been prepared using a robust
evidence base. York Civic Trust does not wish to comment in detail on the nature and extent of
the spatial allocations, since we believe that the overall policy advantages of achieving an
adopted plan are so very great for the common good. We therefore support the spatial strategy
components of the Local Plan.

Although we support the document and urge that it be approved in its entirety, we have a
reservation to bring to the attention of the Council (and this is elaborated in our observations
elsewhere of Transport and Communications): the creation of satellite settlements only contribute
to the well-being of the City if they are connected, in every sense, to the city centre, and that they
are sustainable in their own right.

The process of bringing forward such developments should mandate the creation of transport and
economic links for the benefit of York as a whole. This would be in compliance with the National
Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 17), which establishes the ambitions for ‘sustainable
development’ as anywhere that ‘makes fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling
and focus significant development in locations which are or can be sustainable’.

York Civic Trust is therefore concerned about the sustainable viability of the proposed housing
allocation at two sites, believing these to be unsound as, in their current form, they are
inconsistent with national policy, in as much as they do not constitute ‘sustainable development’ in
terms of paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework or are sufficiently positively
prepared as a strategy to meet infrastructure requirements.

The two sites are:

1. (Land West of) Wigginton Road (SS12 / ST14) is only sound if it is subject to sustainable
transport links being provided to shopping and employment services and bus service terminus.
York Civic Trust is concerned that the A1237 Outer Ring Road will separate this site from such
services and that infrastructure requirements connecting the two are not sufficiently positively
prepared.

2. (Land West of) Elvington Lane, on the former airfield site (SS13 / ST15) is independent from the
city centre (7 miles away); a mile from the village of Elvington (pop. 1,700), and three miles from
the nearest high frequency public transport corridor, as shown in Figure 5.3 of the Local Plan. The
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principle transport link is a recommended to be a new access road to the A64, but the proposed
settlement allocation is too low to fund this link and the necessary sustainable transport
infrastructure and essential services other than a primary school.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Figure 5.3; Policies SS12, SS13;
Sites ST14, ST15

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

York Civic Trust believes that all of York’s proposed residential developments in the green belt
should have access to a range of services and be well connected by transport.

The local plan should account for such connections. For the (Land West of) Wigginton Road site

(S§S12/ ST14), this might be resolved through the provision of an overbridge for a direct footpath

and cycleway to Clifton Moor and a busway constructed between the new housing and the Clifton
moor junction on the A1237 Outer Ring Road.

A genuinely sustainable settlement at the Elvington airfield site (SS13 / ST15) will need to be in
the order of 12,000 or more houses. This will enable the sustainable provision of key
infrastructure, such as a secondary school and public transport links to be provided. The allocation
for this site should be increased accordingly.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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City of York Local Plan OFFIGE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018
Consultation response form
21 February — 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mrs
First Name Ann
Last Name Andrews

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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note £ YORK

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
¢ Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e Inall libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation YORK

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map

HiNEN

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes|[ | No [ K

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

Yes| | No [ ]

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

This plan does not meet a sustainability plan because it does not meet any of the criteria laid
down in the report, it does not ensure that a development will not introduce risk to the health of
current and future residents or create problems with property and it’s surrounding environment;
and it does not consider measures to combat emissions of Nitrogen Dioxide, Particulate, Carbon
Dioxide and other greenhouse gases from both transport and other sources; the plan does not
adhere to the area been protected from environmental problems including flood risk, poor air
quality and transport congestion to adjacent properties. It will increase congestion and this
demand cannot be met by increasing highway capacity as there is no scope for the roads
infrastructure to have their capacity increased.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes [ ] NoX [ ]

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared [X Justified X No ]

Effective X No D Consistent with X D
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref. ST9

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

| have plagiarized some of the recommendations in the Local Plan, none of the following suggestions
have been adhered or given any consideration too and York Council just seem hell bent on ruining or
historic city and in particular the surrounding area. It makes no sense to have the following sites —

735 Haxby st9

1,348 wiggington Rd st14
968 st8 monks cross

863 st 17 nestle site

500 St35 Strensall barracks

all located to the North of the city, the A1237 which serves these areas is already beyond its capacity and
making a change to roundabouts will not make any difference to travel times / pollution / congestion etc.
There are a number of areas within York where the national health based air quality objectives are being
exceeded. The main source of air pollution in York is traffic. And according to the predicted jobs creation
figures (650 new jobs per annum) against the property development figures ( 867 new dwellings per
annum ) there will not be enough jobs in the local area so people will have to commute just adding to the
congestion and pollution, they are stating the volume of traffic on the highway network overall could
increase by approximately 20% (an extra 7000 vehicle trips in each peak) by the end of the local plan
period. The corresponding predicted increase in travel time across the network is approximately 30% and
the increase in network delay is approximately 55%.

ST9 proposed site is to the north of Haxby and the traffic will have to come through the town to reach the
A1237 this area is one of the worst congested areas already, our schools are to capacity or local doctors
surgery cannot cope with demand, our drainage system is at capacity, there are no jobs in the immediate
vicinity, houses will be too expensive for people working in the leisure / service industries to afford as

these type of jobs are the only real jobs available in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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6. (1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

%,

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

The numbers and siting of the Developments need to be reviewed. Residents have not been listened to
throughout this consultation, facts were not presented accurately, feedback was asked following local
consultations this what received.

The Plan has to take into account how they are proposing to tackle air pollution, noise pollution, the creation of
well-paid jobs, they need to consider peoples quality of life and how this can be affected by all of the above.

Local problems such as drainage / traffic sustainable transport / cycle routes that are safe to use and not just a
line at the side of the pothole ridden roads.

It is neither healthy nor safe to cycle from Haxby to York Centre due to no adequate cycle lanes and the fumes
from the large amount of traffic leaving the village.

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(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 D
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation X

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal =~ #*% o

Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.?

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

el

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

* Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



If you want decent liveable wages you would have to commute to one of the
larger cities like Leeds / Sheffield.

Parking is an issue in the village, greenspace is not adequate for the
population.

Hospitals cannot cope anymore there is no room to expand the current
Hospital site.

They have already identified a safety and visibility issue at the Village and
Usher Lane/Station Road junction which cannot be improved as there are
properties shadowing all sides of the road, if they go ahead with the scheme it
is suggested that vehicles should seek to minimise the amount of trips using
the Usher Lane/Station Road junction due to existing capacity and safety
issues.

An alternative site should be sought.
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From: David McKeever
Sent: 19 March 2018 15:13
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: York City local plan

| have evaluated the local plan hat the council published and is has my, and my wifes, full support.
We would like to know why the Council and the Planning Department are dithering over putting the plan into place,
and operation.

David and Elizabeth McKeever
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RECEIVED] >Ib 106

27 MAR 2018

BY: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ

Name: — e — Local Plar, City of York Council,
Address - West Offices, Station Rise,
' York, YO1 6GA

Dear City of York Council,

] am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Local Plan Publication
Draft 2018.

As a resident of York, | believe it is essential that we submit a plan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time, guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York’s natural beauity.

Overall, 1 judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmantal Assessment to be ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the curignt draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York: x

e The plan gives good protection of York’s Greenbelt, protecting our unique City.

o Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses for the pegple of York.

o From delivering roughly 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York,

| am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
sustainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City's special character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and ultimately, decide on
the future of York itself.

Date: o%r/ﬁ/jo/g



ddtdrjc
Text Box
SID 106


SID 107

i y Of r oca a OFFICE USE ONLY:
ica io 2 8 P -
OS aio res o se or
2 er ary ril2 8

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

Toh r to consider them, the Planning
Insp to compiete and return. We ask
that way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Pubii submit your comments also
means that you can register yo mination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefu y hefore comp eting the
form. P ease ensure you sign the form on page 6.
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

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

- ersonal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title
First Name P4 EYTH
Last Name L
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

prese T nsmust erece n pr upunt min t
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please retarr the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

By email to:

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at
or you can complete the form online at www.vork.aov.uk/consuitations

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
tachnical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector to
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses shouid
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for
each representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. it will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council's website at or use our online consultation form via

. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.qg. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
Online via our website lan.
City of York Council West Offices
¢ |n all libraries in York.

Representations must be received by nesday 4 April 2018, up untilm night.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft \zf
Policies Map !
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

[egally 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

4. (1) Do you consider ment is Legally compliant?
No |:|
4.(2) Do you consider that th ument complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No

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

& A, @ﬂ_ab\}@

What does ‘Sound’ mean? .

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of 4it 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. 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.

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the ent is Sound?
Yes No []

If yes, go to question 5.{4). If no, go to quastion 5.(2)
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (ick all that apply)

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of

the document do they relate? -
{Complete any that apply) jf S als 9/ — ad
Paragraph S: i Policy Site Ref
no. P\ _— Ref.

Vi

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

) (jM_kMMu%/’
s WL et @ Mo e

Rotf  n o S i
e il AT ORTECT A

2
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there

will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

@ Cjﬁ/d WWWW%’%’%/”% %vj
Ol L2, pes %M /g;_q/,

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

g Sl ey S

~

7 neze Oliceatonns /‘? Aorn e

1

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



How we will use your Personal
nformation

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what perscnal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commetcial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are aiready held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Insp  rate to with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain es of pl aration under the Regulations. ®

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit

relatin Local PI only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal n of the
Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office {(ICO)

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

Signature Date

29 2 &

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

: Regulation 19 Tewn and Country Planning {Local Planning} England) Regulations 2012

3 Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Do you consider the City of York Draft Local
Plan Publication SOUND

Yes |:| No

There will be a Public Enquiry about the Local Plan. You are allowed to speak at the
Enquiry. Please let us know if you wish to speak.

[_] No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing session at the examination

Yes I wish to appear at the examination
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

P ease read the guidance notes and Part C carefu y before comp et ng the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

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

- Personal Details

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

Title Mr
First Name Tim
Last Name Vicary

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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made
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Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment
has np
requi  ent isal
outi ep and
at

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes No

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

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

I have no opinion about these two points. My comments on the following page (and attached letter) are
about how sound and appropriate the draft plan is.

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 o explore and investigate the plan
| Pl icy 's four “tests of ’ listed below. The scope of the
wil the raised by resp ved and other matters the
fo t.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

as velopment and infrastructure irements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
au here it is reasonable to do so consis!ent with achieving sustainable development.

J —the plan should be the appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
a s, based on proportionat ence.

ve — the plan uld be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
ry strategic pr  ies

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes [] No

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).

5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared Justified ]

Effective Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3}) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

{Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy  |SS13 Site Ref, | Facd Wov= ok
ho. Ref. ﬁlm‘zs'rv.\ Loas

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

The draft plan for $513 ‘Land West of Elvington Lane’ makes no provision at all to protect the amenity
value of existing properties in this rural landscape from the considerable impact of which the building of
garden village of 3,339 dwellings must necessarily have. The impact in terms of noise and light pollution is
certain to be severe. This is a quiet rural area, dark at night, where stars can clearly be seen. The
background noise levels are exceptionally low, as witnessed in evidence given by the independent noise
expert Mr Stigwood in the week-long planning enquiry before HM Planning Inspector lan Currie in 2009.
As resuit of that enquiry the western end of the airfield is subject to detailed noise restrictions (see
attached letter) which should be preserved as much as possible. We are disappointed to see that Section
5513 of the draft plan makes no specific reference to any measures to protect the amenity value of
existing residents, or of Wheldrake Woods, south of Elvington airfield. This is in clear contrast to Policy
$521 ‘Land South of Business Park, Elvington’ where paragraph iii promises to ‘Provide appropriate
landscaping/screening to assist in mitigation against the erosion of the existing semi-rural setting of the
airfield.” We request that a similar provision be added to $513 ‘Land West of Elvington Lane’, preferably in
the form of a bund five to ten metres high which could be planted and made attractive with trees and
hedging. This would at least mitigate the effect of noise and light pollution, and screen the existing rural
landscape from the impact of construction work which is likely to continue for several decades. Such a
screening and mitigating measures would be in accordance with Policy GB1 ‘Managing Appropriate
Development in the Green Belt’ paragraph 10.4 in the section on the Green Belt which reads: ‘When
granting permission for residential development in the Green Belt, conditions will normaily be attached ...
to ensure that the visual openness of the countryside is protected from obtrusive domestic development.”

Secondly, the map showing the ‘garden village’ shows no details whatsoever of the necessary transport
link to the A64 which would have to be constructed before construction work begins; nor does the map or
the draft plan make any reference to the much more detailed map produced by the developers Oakgate
Partnership. See attached letter for further comments.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made,



6.(1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard

to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
rmatio ssary repres esug ted cation,
not no bea tytom resen  ons on the
representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

As explained above, ‘Provide appropriate landscaping/screening to assist in mitigation against the erosion of the
existing semi-rural setting of the airfield.’

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal

Information
We will only us you give us on this ce with the Data
Protection Act egislation) to inform rocess.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobo iy has access to it who shouldn't,

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the | Plan s copies of representations made in response to this u n
including your onal i ion must be made available for public inspection and is
on the Council’'s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be
lable for ins  ionin full. all represen s must also be provided to the Planning
ectorate as  of the su f the City of Local Plan.’

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
he Local Plan. If you have pr res ed as part of the consul  on on the York
Plan (previously Local Deve Fra ork prior to 2012), your  ails are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to Local PI only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formalado nofthe

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO)

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

Signatury Date 26 {V)Ncl\ ETRY

! section 20(3} Plar
England) Regulations 2U1Z2
% Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012
* Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

6 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning)

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Blackwoods Farm
Wheldrake

York

YO19 6BG

Comments on proposed ‘garden village’ on Elvington airfield, City of York
Local Plan.

Firstly, we would acknowledge that the City of York does require further new

house building to enable young people to buy a property or to rent at a rate
affordable in the York, low wage economy.

However, we feel that the new garden
village as outlined in the current plan is unsuitable for the following reasons:

1. It proposes building houses on the western end of Elvington airfield, an
area which has long been designated a ‘quiet area’ and is subject to both
planning and noise restrictions which have been established after
numerous court cases and sustained monitoring activity over many years
by officers of City of York Council.

2. In addition to noise and light pollution, the current plan is likely to have a
serious negative effect on the amenity value of wildlife areas within the
Green Belt, such as Wheldrake Woods, which are regularly visited and
enjoyed by local residents, particularly from the village of Wheldrake.

3. The building of such a large number of houses would have major
transport implications in an area where the two major roads into and out
of York are already frequently jammed at peak periods.

4. The current plan is inferior in many ways to the new plan drawn up by
Oakgate Partnership, a plan which we understand, unlike the current plan,
does have the approval of CYC Planning Department.

We would like to develop these four points below.

1. The western end of Elvington airfield. The current plan envisages
building a block of hundreds of houses on the western end of Elvington
airfield. This area is within the Green Belt and was formerly designated a
‘quiet area’ by Selby District Council. Over the past two decades it has

1



been the subject of numerous protests by local residents and City of York
Council on the one hand, and Elvington Park, the owners of the airfield,
on the other, on the subject of noise pollution, principally caused by
motorbike racing on the airfield. The aim of these protests was to
preserve the amenity value of the area as a quiet area. During the week-
long planning appeal before HM planning inspector Ian Currie in 2009,
independent noise analysts commissioned by City of York Council gave
evidence that the background noise level in this rural area (when no
motor activity taking place), was one of the lowest they had measured
anywhere. The result of the Inspector’s report was to uphold City of York
Council’s planning enforcement notice which imposed strict limits on
motor sport and other noise pollution.

Separately, but in parallel with the planning enquiry, City of York
Council’s environmental protection officers undettook regular monitoring
of noise on the airfield which resulted in a noise abatement notice being
served in 2009, upheld in the High Court in 2011, and a successful
prosecution of Elvington Park Ltd in 2013 when they were ordered to
pay a fine of £9,000 and CYC’s legal costs of £20,000.

As aresult of this determined activity by CYC’s officers the
amenity value of this quiet rural location has largely been preserved. As
local residents and witnesses to both the planning enquiry and the court
cases, we are grateful for the diligent and resolute efforts of council
officers in achieving this result.

. The amenity value of the area. Sadly, the current plan to build
hundreds of houses at the western end of Elvington airfield seems likely
to undo these efforts and to alter the quiet rural nature of the area for ever.
Elvington airfield is within the Green Belt and the fundamental aim of
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl. But if planning permission
is eventually given for this "garden village" in the form illustrated in the
current Local Plan, with houses starting at “Snactry Wood”, it will be an
urban environment set down in the middle of Green Belt. There will
inevitably be considerable noise pollution over many years during
construction, as well as light pollution from street lighting which will
destroy the dark nights.

The new "village", as mapped out in the current Local Plan, would
not only back closely onto our property but would overlook Wheldrake

2



Woods, currently a daily source of peaceful, wooded country space for
people living locally and many Yorkshire residents from further afield.
This amenity set in peaceful countryside is almost unique in the York
area and should not be lightly compromised by views of an imposing
bustling small town.

We would hope that this plan does not go ahead in its present form,
but if it does, we would request as a minimum that the planners insist that
from the outset the development be screened along its southern border by
an earth bund that exceeds the height of all the proposed buildings. This
bund could be planted with wild flowers and trees and in itself become a
pleasant feature of the new development. Thus the view from Wheldrake
Woods and from residents' homes would remain one of a natural
environment, and the noise and light pollution from the development
might to some extent be mitigated.

» Transport. The plan to build so many houses in a rural area will clearly
have major implications for transport. Most new residents will probably
work elsewhere, and thus require access to York or Leeds. There are
currently two commuter routes from Wheldrake towards York, one
meeting the A64 at Grimston Bar, the other via the A19 to the Fulford
Interchange near the Designer Outlet. Both routes are already very busy,
with long queues at morning and evening rush hours. An additional 4,000
car owners would make this intolerable.

Clearly, therefore, either these roads would have to be significantly
widened, or a new route and junction to the A64 would have to be built
before construction of the new houses was begun. Even this, however,
would not necessarily solve the problem. A traffic survey would show
that there are already significant queues not only on the slip roads but on
the A64 itself at both Grimston Bar and the Fulford Interchange during
morning rush hour. A new junction on the A64 between these two would
probably suffer the same congestion.

It is also vital that even in the earliest stages of development access to
the site by construction traffic is designated in a way that protects the
local villages of Heslington, Wheldrake and Elvington. These villages are
not in a position to accept heavy construction traffic. We know that if it
gets contractors more quickly to their destination, they will happily
disregard signs asking them not to proceed through small villages. This

3



construction period is expected to continue over 20 years and if not
handled properly could ruin life for residents of the nearby villages. The
only acceptable access and exit for construction traffic would be directly
from the A64 via a new junction.

. The latest plan drawn up by Oakgate Partnership. We understand the
developers, Oakgate Partnership, have recently drawn up a detailed
development plan which has been approved by CYC Planning Officers,
but unfortunately rejected by City of York Councillors. This plan differs
from the current City of York Local Plan and appears to at least mitigate
some of the problems arising from the Local Plan, which I listed above.

The recent Oakgate plan, which indicates housing starting at The
OId Firestation and continuing to the eastern end of Elvington Airfield,
avoids the environmental problem of building at the western end of the
airfield. In the Oakgate plan, the western half of the Airfield, historically
designated a ‘quiet area’, would not be built on, but would instead be
preserved as a large, ecological Wildlife Area, providing an amenity area
for both old and new residents and managed by Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.

Our house overlooks this proposed Wildlife Area and we are
particularly well blessed with bird species both on and surrounding the
Airfield. These include buzzards, red legged partridge, barn owls, little
owls, kestrels, herons, lapwings, curlew and
oyster catchers, as well as more common farmland species. A goldcrest
was even spotted here last year. Animals living here include fallow deer,
hares, badgers and foxes. The ancient grassland on the Airfield is vital for
ground nesting curlew and skylark, the latter being an endangered bird
species.

The current City of York Council “Langwith Development Plan”
would build houses between Snactry W ood and Langwith Farm. This
would severely restrict and reduce habitat for animals and birds who now
live on the Airfield's grassland at the western end. The proposal put
forward by Oakgate Partnership, by contrast, would preserve a valuable
wildlife corridor stretching from Wheldrake Wood (Black Wood) across
farmland to Snactry Wood and Halifax's Wood and across the Airfield to
Langwith Farm. Thus York residents — both existing residents and those
in the proposed new village — would have a much larger, properly



managed, accessible wildlife area on their doorstep with all the benefits
that brings to the public and to local schools and organisations.

We would respectfully ask that the Council and the Planning Inspector
consider these comments when the time comes.

Yours suwere_lji__ﬁj ;
. A ,I - = am_ "IC_'L'.-}.'
Tim and Sue Vicary \g//’
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FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ
Name: Local Plan, City of York Council,
Address West Offices, Station Rise,
York, YO1 6GA

Dear City of York Council,

| am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Local Plan Publication
Draft 2018.

As a resident of York, | believe it is essential that we submit a plan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time, guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York's natural beauty.

Overall, | judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment to be ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the current draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York: '

e The plan gives good protection of York’s Greenbelt, protecting aur unigue City.

o Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses far the people of York.

e From delivering roughty 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York.

| am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
sustainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City’s spécial character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and ultimately, decide on
the future of York itself.

Date: R_é ‘ 3 | S
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. AKEMORE : FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ
Name: C_Krr Local Plan, City of York Council,
Addres . West Offices, Station Rise,

. York, YO1 6GA

Dear City of York Council,

| am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Local Plan Publication
Draft 2018.

As a resident of York, | believe it is essential that we submit a plan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time; guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York’s natural beauty.

Overall, | judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment to be ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the current draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York: :

e The plan gives good protection of York's Greenbelt, protecting our unique City.

o Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses for the people of York.

e From delivering roughly 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York.

| am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
sustainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City’s special character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and yiltimately, decide on
the future of York itself.

Date:

277 -03 -2 0\
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29 MAR 2016 SID 111

BY:

Name: QS ) € A0 PCH T
Address

FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ
Local Plan; City of York Council,
West Offices, Station Rise,
York, YO1 6GA

Dear City of York Council,

I am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Lacal Plan Publication
Draft 2018.

As a resident of York, | believe it is essential that we submit a plan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time, guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York's natural beauty.

Overall, | judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment to bg ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the current draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York:

e The plan gives good protection of York's Greenbelt, protecting our unique City.

e Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses for the people of York.

e From delivering roughly 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York.

| am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
susfainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City’s special character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and yltimately, decide on
the future of York itself.

Date;

&7 03 /S



ddtdrjc
Text Box
SID 111


RECEIVED

29 MAR 2018 SID 112

BY:

Name: MR swp MRS ATSES.

Address

FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ

& Local Plan, City of York Council,
Wast Offices, Station Rise,

York, YO1 6GA

Dear City of York Councit,

I am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Local Plan Publication
Draft 2018.

As a resident of York, 1 believe it is essential that we submit @ ptan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time, guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York's natural beauty.

Overall, | judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessiient to be ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the current draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York:

o The plan gives good protection of York’s Greenbelt, protecting our unique City.

e Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses for the people of York.

e From delivering roughly 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York.

I am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
sustainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City’s special character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and ultimately, decide on
the future of York itself.

Date; 266 Mach 2014
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

the inspector to consider them, the Planning

form for you to complete and return. We ask
r response i the inspector will
Jsing the fo omments also

means that you can register your interest in speaking at the
P ease read the gu dance notes and Part C carefu y before comp eting the
form P ease ensure you sign the form on page 6

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

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

ersona etais

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mrs
First Name Susan
Last Name Rippon
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

pres m e ay up m n
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made
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Guidance note YORK

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council's website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, it would be very helpful for that group to send a single represeniation 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish councilfaction group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use histher own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
¢ Online via our website www.york.qov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e Inall libraries in York.

'Rrepresentations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map |:|
[]

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

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

4, (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes[ ] No []

4.(2) Do you consider that |t_—l'l‘e document com lies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No

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

Only partially! The local plan in long-overdue and meek with its development proposals.

Most of the proposals relate in Inner York, with the settlements to the south-west of the city being largely
ignored. Whilst they might be in the Green Belt or a conservation area, they still have development
opportunities within the village envelopes and the scope for these should be recognized and action
facilitated by the local plan. | feel concerned that the very few remaining amenities and services that we
have in Askham Richard, Askham Bryan, Rufforth etc will not have sufficient residents to sustain them in
the future, if we are not mindful of the need to develop commensurately with the needs of individual
communities. Planning policy should be about encouraging the “critical mass” in development, that
supports viability of a community. In my view, Bilbrough, in neighbouring, Selby District has begun to
address this aim.
un 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. 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.

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

Justifled — 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 natlonal policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [ ] No

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

{Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy HW 7 Healthy Places Site Ref.
no. Ref.  and generally across

whole plan area

5.{4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

Clean air and its fundamental impact on every resident’s health is largely overlooked. The HIA evidence
documents talk about air quality, but suitable policies and actions do not seem to have been embraced
anywhere in the plan. Yet, clean air is so obviously essential and fundamental to public health and the
poor quality that we have suffered in York and surrounds is primarily attributable to land-use {vehicle,
industrial, agricultural, garden and domestic).

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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subseqguent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

In the outer York villages, there is an urgent need for the planning authority to work with Government
and public health partners to assess the current lack of clean air zones and whether they, or similar
controls, should be imposed on communities, in order to improve air quality for all, especially children

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



7.{1}. If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

;I'he}:'e is virtually nothing relating to my community in outer York in the local plan, so | don't feel able to contribute
urther.

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease o be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.?

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) httns://ico.ora.uk/for-the-public/

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

Signature Date (QZ g( W 201 E—'

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England)} Regulations 2012

3 Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {(Local Planning} England} Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector 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 gu dance notes and Part C careful y before completing the
form. Please ensure you s gn the form on page 6.

Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish 1o make.
Any additional sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, piease write clearly in blue or

black ink. 3 ee ‘QE SESTATvor-7S
Personal Details @ (&) ATTRCHED

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (it applicable)
Title MR
First Name
Last Name M .E)EQQ d
Organisation
(where relevant}
Representing

(if applicable)
Address — ling 1
Address — line 2
Address — line 3
Address — line 4
Address —line 5
Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must he received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Pleass tick one)
City of York Local Plan Pubfication Draft
Policies Map

100 B

Sustainahility Appraisal/Sfrategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory.
regqulations; 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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes |Z| No |___|

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

Yes [y} No [}

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

e GQunest.: WKL MAVE - B Svilien)
ASPE,C/TS‘ | | O:MPMMT
P " | Th

.'\" . *

id is context  ithin i

What makes a Local P an “sound”? - el

the an
and

Justified — the plén should  the most appropriate strategy, when conéidered against the reagonable
alternatives, based on proportlonate evndence . .

Effective - the plan should be clehverable over |ts penod and based on effective ]oant workmg on Cross-
boundary strategic prlomtles , s g L -
Consistent with national pohcy - the plan should-enable the delivery of susta:nable deveiopment in
accordance with the policies in the Framework

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes [] No [X
If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)

Positively prepared Justified X

Effective Consistent with
national policy

9.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply)

Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Pisase tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map

i

Sustainability AppraisaliSfrategic Environmental Assessment

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

4. (_1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes |Z| No D

4.(2) Do you consider e document complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
No

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)
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Justified - the plan shouid be the most appropriate strategy, When considered against the redsonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound? ?
Yes [ ] No [

If'yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared ] Justified ¢l

Effective [] Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3) if you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Cormnplete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref. g7 -rT ’_)

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question,
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft lz
Policies Map ;

Sustainability Appraisalfétrategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legaily compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and tegal 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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
O Yes [} No []

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

Yos [¥] : No {]
4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)
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What makes a Local P an “sound”"
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tand  astructure
authorities where itis reasonable to. do so and consr

J _ plan should the a prrate strategy, wheri consudered agamst’the reaSonable
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Y
Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and, b,ased on eﬁectlve ]omt workmg on Cross-
boundary strategic priorities R

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainabie development in
accordance with the policies in the Frameswork

Representations must be recéived by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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3.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [ | No

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick al that apply)

Positively prepared ] Justified

Effective [] Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?
(Complete any that apply)

Paragraph Policy ~ Site Ref. —
no. Ref. 1 £ l 9

$.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



6.(1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make YORK
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard

to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpfutif you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage. :

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
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7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

7.(2). f you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:
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Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight,
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commerclal purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the LOCaI Plan process cOp1es of representatrons made in‘respénge to this consultation

8 b publ nandp ished
a d ora andwill
must o be provided to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the submission of the Cit ocal P e e

Storing your information-and contacting you in the ‘ iure:

¥

d yin action
rt on ork
wo  riorto 2012), yourdet a y held
es dbythe Councilasit st itted
to the Planning Insp rate to co with the law.1The Council’ 1t also notify those on the
database at certain es of plan aration under the Regulati

Retention of Information

We will only  p your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we wili delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit

relatin Local P only cease to he made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal n of the
Your rights :

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the information Commissioners Office (ICO)

If-you e any questions Pri Notice, , f lai t
howy information has or long we A e er
‘Feedback Team at or on.

Signature

e MAges 24,2508

! Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsdry Purchase Act 2004 Reéulations 17,'2}'2, 35% 36 Town and Cotintry Planning (Locat Planning}
England} Regulations 2012

Regulat:on 13 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England} Reguiations 2012

Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: art A Personal Details, a B Your
Representation and a C How we will use your Personal Information

Toh ent your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Insp has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it onse i the il
consider comments at the Public the fo om

means that you can register your interest in spe at the

P ease read t e gu dance notes and Part C carefu y before comp et ng the
form. ease ensure you s gn the form on page 6

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

- ersona etais

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

1 Persona Deta s 2 Agent’s Deta s (if applicable)
Title MES
First Name LoulSe
Last Name SELRA
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 received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation YORK

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft [
Policies Map ]
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment E/

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

4. (1) Do you consider the |dgum«ent is Legally compliant?

Yeos No D
4.(2) Do you consider that the document conﬂlies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No

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

ALL  Paes OF THe (LOCkSS Hpvk  BEen P\)@uJHn%/
m\o) ﬂ-asyew'z's l\(o“fl(;fﬁ of CHANGES M/-))E To

AHe oA PLAN,

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [] No B/

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to mest:  all that apply)
Positively prepared &}~ Justified

Effective Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?
{Complete any that apply)

~f . .
Paragraph Potic Policy Site Ref.
no. BY-1) Ref SS9 §23

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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6. (1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make YORK
"the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to

soundness.

COUNECIL

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. 1t
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

poense  sée  4TTACHE) RETTEL . PARA GaPH 239
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7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(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 [3/ Yes, | wish to appear at the r_‘l
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
Inspector by way of written representations.

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal

Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't,

City of York Council doss not pass personal data to third parties for marksting, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.®

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO} https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

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

% Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

® Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.,



Mrs Louise Serra

25 March 2018

Local Plan

City of York Council
West Offices

Station Rise

York

YOI 6GA

Dear Sirs

I wish to object strongly to the proposed developiment on the green belt land identified
as ST9 and H54 to the north of Haxby and as a resident of Lowfield Drive I will be
directly affected by this

I appreciate there is an acute housing shortage and that all areas need to take their fair
share of new development but given the limited services that exist in Haxby at the
moment and seemingly no guarantee of new services going in to support this new
housing, Haxby and Wigginton have increased by more than a third over the years
and have taken a huge amount of development compared to neighbouring villages.

Why aren't Poppleton and the surrounding area not being considered for any
development in view of the fact that they already have a train station and a new Park
and Ride? Surely this would be a more viable option.

Before any green belt land is considered for development , all Brownfield sites should
be utilised first. The impact on wildlife , in particular the crested newt and barn owls
would be massive as their habitat is badly encroached on already.

Lowfield Drive area has been recognised as a flood plain by the Environment Agency
and we have real problems here already when there is heavy rain, The water table is
naturally high and combined with heavy clay soil, surface water drainage is a problem.

In view of the fact that more than 784 houses are proposed, this would have a huge
impact on the infrastructure of the village. There is no room for expansion of the



existing shopping facilitics and parking is very restricted now. Haxby and Wigginton
Health Centre is already under pressure and has no room for further expansion.

The primary and senior schools are full and at least 600 new places would need to be
created 50 new schools would need to be built. Does the City of York Council also
have the necessary funding for this?

With regards to traffic it can take up to forty minutes to get out of Haxby in rush hour
and the subsequent impact on the Outer ring road will be exacerbated by the increase
in cars and air pollution. Does the City of York Council have the funding to expand
and make the Quter ring road dual carriageway as this would be necessary with all the
proposed sites to the north of York, otherwise it will turn into a car park!

I sincerely hope my objections will be taken into account when the City of York
Council implement the final draft of the York Local Plan and urge them to rethink
this scheme. The residents value the community of these villages and do not wish to
become an overspill of York.

Yours faithfully

Mrs Louise Serra
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Clty of York Local P an OFFICE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018 b
Consultation response form

21 February — 4 Apri 2018

79 MAR 208

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the ctor will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your com also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

art A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (it applicable)
Title MRS
First Name AND A
Last Name ERve S

Organisation
{where relevant)

Representing
(if applicable)

Address --line 1
Address — ling 2
Address -- line 3
Address —line 4
Address —line 5
Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Reprasentations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance n te

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
* To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
By email to:

Electronic copies of this form are available to download at
or you can complete the form online at

What can | make comments on?

You m pre  ation any part oft  publication draft of the L Plan, Policies or
Sust  bi pra Com ts may also  er to the justification and ence in the su ing
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.,

Do I have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspeactor to
consider and providing responses in a congistent 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’s website at or use our online consultation form via

. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consuitation documents
Online via our website
City of York Council West Offices
¢ |n all libraries in York.

Representations must be r  eived by 4 April2 8, until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation YORK

. cCoumol
{Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want to raise) : ]

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft lzr
Policies Map [
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment D

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legally_ compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulatlong; 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.ukMlocalplan

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes M Mo |:|

4.(2) Do you consider that the document complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yesd No [ ]

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)
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What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’, The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four 'tests of soundness’ listed below. The scope of the
Public Examination will be s&f by the key issues raised by responses received and other matters the
Inspector considers to be relevant.

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes | No [ ]

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If ne, go to question 5.(2).
5.{2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: ik all that apply)
Positively prepared [ ] Justified ]

Effective [] Consistent with ]
hational policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part ot
the document do they relate?
{Complete any thal apply)

Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.{4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful it you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text,

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and suppotting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

N A

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box onty)

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing Yes, | wish 1o appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

viA

Please note: the Inspector will determine the most approptiate procedure to _adqpt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination,

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



rt C - ow we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already heid
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations.

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.?

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO}

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

t saction 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning}
England) Regulations 2012

: Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

: Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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City of Yor oca la OFFICE USE ONLY:
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o su tationres o se for

21 e r ary- r 2018

79 MAR 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning

st co you I k
it es n th ill
ic ati rmt

means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C careful y before comp eting the
form. P ease ensure you sign the form on page 6
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

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

- Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title
First Name E Vit
Last Name CoN e S
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 4 April 2018, up until m  night
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please re e completed form y 4 Apr 18, Im ht
o To: POST RTEG-TYY Plan, Ci Yo cil,
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
By email to:

Electronic copies of this form are available to download
or you can complete the form online at

What can | make comments on?

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes se. Thisis be further changes to the
con and providing nses in a consistent fo

Additional response forms can be collected from the

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a ¢ to P
m  ed, it would be ve pful for group 1o se ep h W,
ra  thanfor alarge n rofindi  als to send re s

points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreede.g.viaap hocounci  iongroup
meeting; signing a petition etc. The repr tations should still be submit  onthiss  ard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in A of this form the group you are representing.

Do I need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage you consider there is a need to present your representation at a
hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that ts do ve any

weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Insp use t own d fon in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination, All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
Online via our website
City of York Council West Offices
In all libraries in York.

ons mu receive e nes upun m n t
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made



Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

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

4, (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes{ A~ No []

4.(2) Do you consider that t ment com lies with the Duty to Cooperate?
No

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

o Sm?POrt O.Y the QVO?O‘ao.d. l—o
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What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other matters the
Inspector considers fo be relevant.

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

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

Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on propottionate 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 Framewaork

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes No

If yos, go to question 5.(4). tf no, go to question 5,(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate? '
{Complete any that apply)

Paragraph Policy Site Ref
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach addi I information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
refarenced to this q on.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly alf the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(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 ‘2/ Yes, | wish to appear at the
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal
Information

We will oniy us onal you give us on this co ce with the Data
Protection Act any egislation) to inform Pl rocess.

We only ask for what personal information is ne sessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

As part of the | Pla s copies of representations made in response to this consultation
including your onal ion must be made available for public i n and published
on the Council’s website; they cannot be treated as confidential or ano and will be
lable forins  ion in full. all representations must also be provided to the Planning
ectorate as of the su f the City of York Local Plan.!

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be sto d y in connection
nd rt on the York
work prior to 2012), your details a y held
e stored by the Council as it must itted
1The Council must also notify those on the
r the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as r
t
1
de available 6 weeks after the date of the

Your rights
To fi about your rights under the Protection Act ation),
you to the Information Commis rs Office (ICO)

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

ianat Date
o

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

? Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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From: Smith, lan

Sent: 28 March 2018 12:04

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft
Attachments: e PubDft28mar18.pdf; g3 SA 28mar18.pdf
Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft and the
associated Sustainability Appraisal. Please find attached our comments on those documents. Copies of
these letters are in the post for your records.

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

Regards

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)
Planning Group

Historic England

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

We help people understand, enjoy and value the historic environment, and protect it for the future. Historic England is
a public body, and we champion everyone’s heritage, across England.
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram  Sign up to our newsletter

Help us create a list of the 100 places which tell England's remarkable story and its impact on the world. A History of
England in 100 Places sponsored by Ecclesiastical.

We have moved! Our new London office is at 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA.

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless specifically stated. If
you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor
act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available.



Freepost RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ, Our Ref: HD/P5343/02

City of York Council, Your Ref:

West Offices,

Station Rise

YORK YO16GA Telephone: ]

28 March 2018
Dear Sir or Madam,
City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Publication Draft of the Local Plan.

General Comments

Over the past few years, as part of the background work on the emerging City of York Local
Plan, the Council has undertaken a great deal of work to identify the various elements which
contribute to the special character and setting of the historic City. This work has helped to
provide a framework against which to consider not only the appropriateness of the
development strategy for the future growth of the City, but also the individual sites where
that growth might be accommodated.

We welcome the intention to limit the amount of growth which is proposed around the
periphery of the built-up area of the City. Such a strategy will help to safeguard a number of
key elements which have been identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character and setting of the historic City. These include its compact nature, the views
towards the City from the ring road and the relationship of the City to its surrounding
settlements. However, whilst we welcome much of the content of the Plan, nevertheless, we
do have a number of significant concerns about certain aspects of the proposed Spatial
Strategy:-

York Central - The amount of development required on the edge of the City and in its
surrounding settlements is very much predicated, in part, on being able to deliver a
sizeable proportion of the plan’s new housing requirements within the York Central site.
Whilst we whole-heartedly support the principle of the redevelopment of this large
brownfield site and in maximising its development potential, we are extremely
concerned about the potential impact which the quantum of development being
proposed might have upon the city’s heritage. There has been nothing provided as part
of the Evidence Base to demonstrate that this site is capable of accommodating 2,500



dwellings and 100,000sq m of office floorspace in a manner which would not result in a
form of development whose scale, massing, design and impact upon the city’s
infrastructure (particularly the road network in and around the historic core) would not
have a considerable adverse impact upon the centre of the City.

Consequently, there needs to be a lot more work done to demonstrate that the volume
of development being suggested (and the resultant heights and massing of the
buildings) will not harm the setting of the heritage assets in its vicinity or those elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as contributing to the special character and setting
of York. It will also be necessary to show how the amount of traffic generated by this
scale of development (in conjunction with the other proposed developments in and
around this sector of the City) will not result in increased congestion and worsening air
quality - particularly given the fact that the light rail link originally proposed for this
development is no longer a requirement.

The new free-standing settlements - As part of the strategy for accommodating York’s
assessed development needs, we consider that there is considerable merit in the
potential offered by these new settlements. Whilst such an approach clearly affects the
openness of the Green Belt in those locations (and, as a consequence, will result in harm
to certain elements which contribute to the special character and setting of the historic
City), nevertheless, the degree of harm is likely to be far less than would be caused
should the housing in those settlements be located, instead, on the edge of the existing
built-up area of the City or in its surrounding settlements. As such, a strategy in which
part of York’s development needs are met in new free-standing settlements beyond the
ring road would help to safeguard the size and compact nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-standing historic city set within a rural hinterland, key
views towards York from the ring road, and the relationship of the main built-up area of
York to its surrounding settlements.

The size of these settlements and their location, as currently indicated, appears to have
taken into account of the relationship which York has with its existing surrounding
villages - an element which has been identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as being part
of the character of the City. It is also apparent that they have been designed to ensure
that they do not threaten the individual identity or rural setting of their neighbouring
villages, the green wedges that penetrate into the urban area, and important views from
the ring road. We would have significant concerns were the size of either of these
settlements to increase (either in this or subsequent Plan periods) beyond the
boundaries currently shown.

However, nowhere in the Local Plan does it clearly articulate the precise reasons why
such a development strategy has been selected or the benefits that new settlements



would deliver in terms of safeguarding those elements which contribute to the special
historic character and setting of York.

The University - We have particular concerns about the area identified for the future
expansion of the University and consider that further consideration needs to be had to
how the growth of this important institution might delivered in a manner which best
safeguards the elements which contribute to the setting of this important historic City.

Other Strategic Sites - In terms of other aspects of the Plan, despite reduction in their size
and/or alterations to their configuration, several of the sites do not appear to have taken
account of the elements which the Council has identified as contributing to York’s
special character. We have set out below, where we consider amendments need to be
made to address their shortcomings.

Detailed comments on the Plan

We have the following specific comments to make regarding the Policies and proposals of the
Publication Draft:-

Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Changes
Unsound
- Proposals Map | Unsound It is not sufficient simply to indicate | The Proposals Map
- Conservation the general location of a should show the
Areas Conservation Area by means of a precise boundaries of
star. In order to assist those using each of the City’s
the Plan know exactly where the Conservation Areas.
Plan’s Policies relating to
Conservation Areas apply, the
Proposals Map should show the
precise boundaries of each of York’s
Conservation Areas.
- Proposals Map | Unsound The depiction of archaeological (a) The Proposals

- Areas of sites on the Proposals Map is Map should show the
Archaeological extremely confusing. The Key precise boundaries of
Importance indicates that the stars are the each of the

locations of “Areas of archaeological | Scheduled

Importance”. However, what is
depicted on the Proposals Map by
the staris unclear as these neither
denote the extent of the ‘Area of

Monuments insofar
as the scale of the
maps allow. Where it
is not possible to




Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Changes

Archaeological Importance’ nor the
locations of the numerous
Scheduled Monuments around the
City.

The central part of the City is
designated as an ‘Area of
Archaeological Importance’ under
the Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas Act, 1979.
Since Paragraph 8.31 specifically
refers to this area, its boundaries
should be shown on the Proposals
Map.

Furthermore, in order to assist
those using the Plan know precisely
where the Plan’s Policies relating to
Scheduled Monuments apply (and,
particularly, for the Policy dealing
specifically with the City Walls
(Policy D10) which has a spatial
extent), the Proposals Map should
show the precise boundaries of
each of the Scheduled Monuments
in the Plan area. Where because of
the scale of the map itis not
possible to show the precise extent
of a Monument, a symbol should
identify their location.

show the precise
extent, a symbol
should identify the
location of that
Scheduled
Monument.

(b) The Proposals
Map should show the
extent of the ‘Area of
Archaeological
Importance’

Paragraph 1.32

Sound

We support the acknowledgement
of the importance of the historic
environment and the City’s heritage
assets to the tourism economy of
the York.

Paragraph 1.38

Sound

We support the recognition of the
important role which heritage and
cultural tourism plays in
underpinning a multi-layer retail
offerin the City.




Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Changes

Paragraph 1.41
etseq

Sound

This section provides a good
summary of the important
contribution that York’s historic
environment makes to the tourist
industry and the key role which this
sector plays the economic well-
being of the City.

11

Paragraph 1.49
line 8

Factual
correction

The York Green Belt has a number of
purposes of which safeguarding the
special character and setting of the
historic City is only one of them.

It would be preferable, therefore, to
make it clear that the role it plays in
safeguarding York’s special
character and setting is the
“primary” purpose of this particular
Green Belt. It would also be better if
it actually used the terminology of
the NPPF and saved RSS Policy

Paragraph 1.49 line 8
amend to read:-

“Although the York
Green Belt performs a
number of purposes to
some extent, its
primary purpose is to
safequard the special
character and setting
of the historic city.”

11

Paragraph 1.51
etseq

Sound

This section sets out an excellent
summary of the rich wealth of
heritage assets in the City, why York
is such a unique place, and the
reasons just why itis imperative that
the Local Plan sets out a robust
strategy which will ensure that the
future growth of the City is delivered
in a way which safeguards this
incredible historic environment.

12

Paragraph 1.54

Sound

This Paragraph provides a good
summary of the green infrastructure
of York and the inter-relationship
between these open areas and the
elements which contribute to the
special character of the historic city.

16

Vision

Unsound

Other than the mention of York on
the first line, the Vision is not
particularly place-specific nor does
it articulate the special qualities and

Amend the beginning
of the Vision as
follows:-




Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Changes
Unsound
distinctiveness of the historic city. “York aspires to be a
York’s character is its main selling- | City whose special
point. Itis the reason why it getsso | qualities and
many visitors each year, what distinctiveness are
attracts businesses to investin this | recognised
part of Yorkshire, and why people worldwide, where its
choose to live and work in the City. | unigue legacy of
Consequently, the starting point for | historic assets are
the Vision should be to ensure that | preserved and
whatever happens in York, does so enhanced, and where
in @ manner which not only the full potential that
safeguards, but also strengthens, its historic buildings,
the city’s unique character. spaces and
archaeology can
contribute to the
economic and social
welfare of the
community is realised.
The Local Plan ... etc”.
16 Section 2 Unsound Given the international importance | Move Paragraphs 2.8
of York’s historic environment, the to 2.11 to below the
need for the plan to ensure that this | box containing the
resource is appropriately managed | Vision.
should be at the forefront of the
plan. Whilst it is understandable
why the desire for economic growth
has been given prominence,
nevertheless, York’s historic
environment plays such a key role in
the economic well-being of the City
(as setoutin Paragraphs 1.32,1.38
and 1.41), in the quality of life
enjoyed by its communities, and in
making York such an attractive
distinct place, that the vision and
approach to managing the City’s
heritage assets should be at the
forefront of the plan.
17 Paragraph 2.3 | Sound We support the intentions for York -

City centre as set outin the this




Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Changes

Paragraph particularly the bullet-
points which relate to:-
ensuring development
contributes to the creation of a
world class, high-quality,
accessible public realm;
improving the tourism, cultural
and leisure offer by ensuring a
flexible approach to the use of
land;
ensuring development sustains,
enhances and adds values to
York’s culture;
protecting and enhancing its
unique historic and cultural
assets;

18

Main headingin
bold before
Paragraph 2.8

Unsound

The Government’s Core planning
Principles for both the natural and
historic environment are not just
that they should be “protected” but
rather that they should be
‘conserved and enhanced”. As the
glossary to the NPPF makes clear,
conservation is not the same as
preservation. Consequently, it
would be more appropriate if this
Section heading was amended to
more- closely reflect that used in
national planning guidance. It
would also be consistent with the
wording used in Policy DP2 Criterion
il.

Main heading in bold
before Paragraph 2.8
amend to read:-

“Conserving and
enhancing the
environment”

18

Sub-heading
before
Paragraph 2.8

Unsound

This Section deals wholly with
York’s historic environment.
Moreover, it also deals with several
non-built elements - such as
Museum Gardens, the Strays and
the Green Belt. Therefore, the
heading needs to be amended
accordingly

Sub-heading before
Paragraph 2.8 amend
to read:-

“The historic
environment”
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Unsound
18 Paragraph 2.8 | Sound We support the vision and -
et seq outcomes that are set out in these
Paragraphs for York’s historic
environment.
20 Policy DP1, Unsound Whilst it is well recognised that the | (a) Policy DP1 move
Criterion vi historic environment of York is Criterion vito the

“outstanding”, this it is not
necessarily the case forits natural
environment. In view of the fact that
the natural environment is already
adequately addressed in Criterion
vii, it would be far simpler (and
more accurate) if Criterion vi simply
dealt with the historic environment.

In addition, the reason why York’s
historic environment should be
conserved is only partially because
of its contribution it makes to the
economic welfare of this part of
Yorkshire. The historic environment
also makes a significant
contribution to the quality of life
enjoyed by the City’s communities
and in making York such an
attractive, distinctive place. These
elements should also be recognised
within this Policy.

Finally, York’s historic environment
plays such a key role in the
economic well-being of the City, in
the quality of life enjoyed by its
communities, and in making York
such an attractive, distinctive place,
that the conservation and
enhancement of the City’s heritage
assets should be the starting point
for any Development Strategy for
this City.

beginning of the list
of Criteria

(b) Amend Policy DP1
Criterion vi to read:-

“The City of York’s
outstanding historic
environment will be
conserved and, where
appropriate,
enhanced recognising
its important
contribution to the
economic well fare of
area, to the quality of
life enjoyed by the
City’s communities
and in making York
such an attractive,
distinctive place”




Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Changes

20

Policy DP1,
Criterion viii

Sound

We support this Criterion. The
definition of a Green Belt around
the city which will help safeguard its
special historic character and
setting is a key element of the
Development Strategy for York.

22

Policy DP2,
Criterion iii

Sound

We support this Criterion especially
the first bullet-point. National policy
guidance makes it clear that
protecting and enhancing the
historic environment is a key
element of the environmental leg of
sustainable development.

24

Policy DP3

Sound

We support this Policy which should
help ensure that new development
not only conserves those elements
which contribute to the character of
the City but also enhances is
distinctive character. We
particularly endorse the
requirement that new development
should:-
respect and enhance the
historic character, green spaces
and landscape of York;
deliver high-quality design and
appropriate density, layout and
scale whilst ensuring
appropriate building materials
are used;
create a high-quality, locally-
distinctive place which relates
well to the surrounding area
and its historic character, and
exploits opportunities for
creating new and enhancing
existing key views;

26

Section 3 -
Spatial Strategy

Unsound

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider

Add a section which
explains the reasons
why the Plan is
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that there is considerable merit in
the potential offered by the
proposed new settlements. Whilst
such an approach clearly affects the
openness of the Green Belt in those
locations (and, as a consequence,
will result in harm to certain
elements which contribute to the
special character and setting of the
historic City), nevertheless, the
degree of harm is likely to be far less
than would be caused should the
housing in those settlements be
located, instead, on the edge of the
existing built-up area of the City or
in its surrounding settlements.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road would help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

The size of these settlements and
their location, as currently
indicated, appears to have taken
into account of the relationship
which York has with its existing
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper as being part
of the character of the City. It is also

proposing to develop
the two new
settlements and the
justification for their
form and size.

-10-
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apparent that they have been
designed to ensure that they do not
threaten the individual identity or
rural setting of their neighbouring
villages, the green wedges that
penetrate into the urban area, and
important views from the ring road.
We would have significant concerns
were the size of either of these
settlements to increase (eitherin
this or subsequent Plan periods)
beyond the boundaries currently
shown.

However, nowhere in the Local Plan
does it clearly articulate the precise
reasons why such a development
strategy has been selected, why the
settlements are located where they
are, or why they are the size
proposed nor does it set out the
benefits that such a strategy is likely
to deliver in terms of safeguarding
those elements which contribute to
the special historic character and
setting of York..

26

Policy SS1,
second
Paragraph

Unsound

In order to achieve sustainable
growth in terms of York’s
environmental assets, it is
important that not only the
locations of growth safeguard these
assets, but also the scale of growth
proposed in each area.

Policy SS1, second
Paragraph amend to
read:-

“The location and
scale of development
through the plan ...
etc”

27

Paragraph 3.5

Unsound

Whilst we would broadly concur
that the areas identified on Figure
3.1 are the main ones which help to
safeguard elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic city, one

Paragraph 3.5line 11
amend to read:-

“..areillustrated in
Figure 3.1. However,
many areas of the

-11-
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of the aspects which it fails to
adequately depict is the
contribution made by the wider
rural landscape.

As illustrated, Figure 3.1 could be
interpreted as implying that no land
beyond the Ring Road needs to be
kept open in order to safeguard the
rural setting of the historic City. This
is clearly not the case. The rural
setting of York is not restricted
solely to land lying within the Ring
Road and that the special character
of York could be harmed by
development which went beyond it.

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

open countryside
beyond the ring road
also makes an
important
contribution to the
wider rural setting of
the historic city”

31

Policy SS2, first
Paragraph

Unsound

This Policy needs to more closely
reflect the requirements set out in
SI2013 No. 117, i.e. that the purpose
of the York Green Belt is to
safeguard the special character and
setting of the historic city. At present
there is no reference to the historic
element.

Whilst the Development Strategy of
the Plan is influenced by the need to
define a Green Belt which
safeguards the special character
and setting of the historic city, the
primary purpose of the Green Belt is
not to deliver the Local Plan

Policy SS2, first
Paragraph amend to
read:-

“The primary purpose
of the Green Belt is to
safeguard the special
character and setting
of the historic city of
York. New building in
the Green Belt ... etc”

-12 -
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Unsound

Strategy. This element should be
deleted

31 Policy SS2, Unsound Paragraph 79 of the NPPF sates that | The end-date by

third Paragraph “the essential characteristics of which the Green Belt
Green Belts are their openness and boundaries may need
their permanence”. A Green Belt to be reviewed needs
which might need to be amended to be amended in
only five years after the end-date of | order to give the York
this Local Plan does not appear to Green Belt the degree
have the degree of “permanence” of permanence
expected by national planning envisaged by
guidance. Paragraph 79 of the
NPPF.
32 Policy SS3 Sound We support the proposals for the -

City Centre particularly:-

- Therequirement that the
economic and social aspirations
for the City Centre will be
achieved in a manner which
conserves and enhances its
special qualities and
distinctiveness
Theintention that the streets,
places and spaces of the city
centre will be revitalised
The requirement to prioritise
pedestrian and cycle movement
and improve linkages between
key places such as the railway
station, York Central and the
National Railway Museum, the
Minster, Castle Gateway,
Hungate and the universities
The intention for the Council to
work with the Minster
authorities to future plan for its
development to better reveal
the significances of the Minster’s
special character and
appearance.

-13-
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32

Policy SS3, final
Paragraph

Sound

We support the development
principles which will be taken into
account when considering
proposals within the City Centre as
set out on page 33, especially
Criteria i to iv, vii, viii and xi.
Together these principles should
help to safeguard and enhance
those elements which contribute to
the special character of this part of
York.

35

Policy SS4 Site
ST5 (York
Central),
proposed
amounts of
development

Unsound

The amount of development
required on the edge of the City and
in its surrounding settlements is
very much predicated, in part, on
being able to deliver a sizeable
proportion of the plan’s new
housing requirements within the
York Central site. Whilst we whole-
heartedly support the principle of
the redevelopment of this large
brownfield site and in maximising
its development potential, we are
extremely concerned about the
potential impact which the
quantum of development being
proposed might have upon the
city’s heritage. There has been
nothing provided as part of the
Evidence Base to demonstrate that
this site is capable of
accommodating 2,500 dwellings
and 100,000sg m of office
floorspace in a manner which would
not result in a form of development
whose scale, massing, design and
impact upon the city’s infrastructure
(particularly the road network in
and around the historic core) would
not have a considerable adverse

The Evidence Base
needs to
demonstrate that the
volume of
development being
suggested (and the
resultant heights and
massing of the
buildings) will not
harm the setting of
the heritage assets in
its vicinity or those
elements identified in
the Heritage Topic
Paper as contributing
to the special
character and setting
of York. It will also be
necessary to show
how the amount of
traffic generated by
this scale of
development (in
conjunction with the
other proposed
developments in and
around this sector of
the City) will not
resultin increased

-14-
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impact upon the centre of the City.

Consequently, the Evidence Base
needs to demonstrate that the
volume of development being
suggested (and the resultant
heights and massing of the
buildings) will not harm the setting
of the heritage assets in its vicinity
or those elements identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character
and setting of York. It will also be
necessary to show how the amount
of traffic generated by this scale of
development (in conjunction with
the other proposed developments
in and around this sector of the City)
will not result in increased
congestion and worsening air
quality - particularly given the fact
that the light rail link originally
proposed for this developmentis no
longer a requirement.

congestion and
worsening air quality
- particularly given
the fact that the light
rail link originally
proposed for this
developmentis no
longer a requirement.

35

Policy SS4 -
Site ST5 (York
Central),
development
principles

Sound

We support the requirement that
development within the York
Central site will be permitted where
it will comply with the following
development principles:-
Enhance the quality of the
cultural area around the
National Railway Museum
through high-quality public
realm and improved
connectivity to the wider city.
Create a distinctive new place of
outstanding quality and design
which complements the existing
historic urban fabric of the city,
respects those elements which

-15-
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contribute to its distinctive
historic character, and
assimilates into its setting and
surrounding communities.
Conserve and enhance the
special character and/or
appearance of the adjacent
Central Historic Core
Conservation Area and St Paul’s
Square/ Holgate Road
Conservation Area.

Maximise the benefits of job
creation and sustainable
economic growth.

However, whilst supporting the
development principles for this
area, we have significant concerns
whether or not the amount of
development is achievable in a
manner consistent with
conservation of those elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of York.

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
General
introductory
Paragraphs

Sound

Subject to the amendments set out
below, we broadly support this
Policy which will assist in realising
the potential of this important part
of the City, especially:-

Theintention that this

regeneration will:-

0 Radically enhance the
setting of Clifford’s Tower
and the Eye of York to
recognise and interpret their
importance to York’s unique
history.

0 Integrate the area with the
broader city centre.

0 Improve pedestrian and

-16-
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cycle flow throughout the
area and in to the wider city.

That the development will be

delivered through:-

0 Removing the Castle Car
Park to create new public
spaces and a high-quality
development opportunity.

0 The addition of a new
landmark River Foss
pedestrian cycle bridge.

0 Where possible, the opening
up of both frontages of the
River Foss with riverside
walkways on one or both
banks.

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound Ass worded Criteria ix and xvii would | Amend Criterion ix
Site ST20 both support the provision of a new | accordingly.
Criterion ix and car park in this area. We would
XVii suggest that the car park proposed

by Criterion ix is deleted. Instead the
Castle Mills site should be identified
as a potential residential
development opportunity.

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound This Criterion would benefit froma | Criterion xi amend to
Site ST20 slight amendment to improve its read:-

Criterion xi clarity.
“... historic assets and
their setting”

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound This Criterion would benefit froma | Criterion xvii amend
Site ST20 slight amendment to improve its to read:-

Criterion xvi clarity.
“.. sightlines to, from
and across the Castle
Gateway”

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound The redevelopment of this area offer | Amend accordingly
Site ST20 Castle huge potential to improve the

and the Eye of
York

access to the museums and the
curation and display of their
collections. However, none of this is

S17-
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recognised within the Policy

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
King’s Staith/
Coppergate

Sound

We support the development
principles for King’s Staith/
Coppergate particularly the
requirements that they should:-
Improve the physical fabric,
permeability and appearance of
the Coppergate Centre to
present an appropriate and
well-designed aspect when
viewed from Clifford’s Tower
Improve the permeability of
Coppergate as a key gateway
into the area for pedestrians
and cyclists.
Improve the Castlegate
streetscape by reducing vehicle
dominance and creating a
pedestrian friendly
environment.

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
Castle and Eye
of York

Sound

We support the development
principles for Castle and Eye of York
particularly the requirements that
they should:-

- Create a public realm scheme
for the Castle and Eye of York
which celebrates the
significance of historic assets
and the setting of the historic
Castle and prison.

Consider the opportunity to
provide a new building to
improve the southern aspect of
the Coppergate Centre and
service yard and enhance the
setting of Clifford’s Tower and
the Eye of York.

Provide a new landmark bridge
for pedestrians and cyclists
across the River Foss linking the

-18-
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Castle and Eye of York with
Piccadilly

Improve Tower Street to make it
easier and safer to move
between the Eye of York, Tower
Gardens and St George’s Field,
by reducing vehicle dominance
and creating a more pedestrian-
friendly environment.

Consider important sightlines
across the Castle Gateway area..

44

Policy SS7, Site
ST2 (Civil
Service Sports
Gound, Millfield
Lane), Criterion
viii

Sound

Although the Millfield Road frontage
of this site has existing development
to the north and south, the frontage
alongside the A59 is undeveloped.
This open area contributes to the
setting and approach to the City
from the north-west.

The development of the southern
part of this site, therefore, would
harm elements which contribute to
the special character and setting of
the City. Consequently we welcome
the requirement in this Criterion
that development should be set
back from the A59 frontage and
retain the mature trees in order to
preserve the perception of
Openness.

45

Policy SS8 -
Site ST4 (Land
adjacent to Hull
Road), General

Unsound

Whilst there is no objection to the
principle of allocating this site for
development, the future of this site
needs to be considered in the
context of the likely future needs of
the University and the impact which
development on Site ST27 might
have upon the elements which
contribute to York’s special
character and setting. If Site ST27 is

Consideration should
be given to the use of
this site as an
allocation to meet
the future needs of
the University and
thereby enable a
reduction in Site ST27
to a scale less likely to
harm the special

-19-
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developed to the extent that is
shown on the Proposals Map,
notwithstanding the caveats set out
in the Planning Principles, it could
bring development very close to the
Ring Road. Even without the
development of the proposed new
settlement to the west of Elvington
Lane (Site ST15), the development
of Site ST27 will fundamentally
change the relationship which the
southern edge of the built-up area
of York has with the countryside to
its south. It will also alter people’s
perceptions when travelling along
this route about the setting of the
City within an area of open
countryside.

It would be preferable, therefore, if
Site ST4 was allocated, instead, to
help meet the future needs of the
University and the southern extent
of the Campus moved further back
from the A64.

character and setting
of the City.

45

Policy SS8 -
Site ST4 (Land
adjacent to Hull
Road), Criterion
iv

Sound

This site sites on the terminal
moraine and, therefore, depending
upon the extent of the site that is
built upon, development could be
visible both from Hull Road and
across the University Campus to the
south. Therefore we welcome the
inclusion of the development
principle relating to the need to
protect important views and that
the site is designed appropriately in
relation to its gradient

46

Policy SS9 -
Site ST7 (Land
East of Metcalfe

Unsound

Whilst there may well be potential
to accommodate some of York’s
development needs on the eastern

The eastern edge of
Site ST7 needs to be
pulled away from the

-20-
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Lane)

side of the City, as currently
proposed, this allocation will harm

a number of key elements identified
in the Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character
and setting of York.

Firstly, this site is prominent in views
from thering road. The
development of this area would
reduce the gap between the A64
and the edge of the built-up area
from 1.3km, at its narrowest point,
to just 575 metres. This would result
in not only a large encroachment
into the open countryside to the
east of the City but also cause
considerable harm to views towards
the eastern edge of the City from the
ring road - key element identified in
the Heritage Topic Paper.

This allocation will, in effect create a
new free-standing settlement within
the ring road under 160 metres from
edge of the existing built-up area.
The Heritage Topic Paper identifies
the relationship which York has to
its surrounding settlements as being
one of the elements which
contribute to its special character
and setting. A new settlement this
close to the City would appear out
of keeping with the current pattern
of development around York and
harm this element of York’s
character.

In order to reduce the impact which
this allocation would have upon a

ring road. The most
appropriate
approach might be
for some limited
development on the
eastern edge of the
main built-up area of
the City but this must
be of a scale which
does not harm the
scale or compact
nature of the City

-21-
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number of key elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic City
(especially views of the City from the
A64) development needs to be
pulled away from the ring road. The
most appropriate approach might
be for some limited development
on the eastern edge of the main
built-up area of the City but this
must be of a scale which does not
harm the scale or compact nature of
the City

48

Policy SS10 -
Site ST8 (Land
to the North of
Monks Cross)

Unsound

Whilst there may well be potential
to accommodate some of York’s
development needs on the eastern
side of Huntington, as currently
depicted, this allocationh seems
likely to harm several elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of York.

Firstly, the development of this site
would substantially reduce the gap
between the edge of the built-up
area and the Ring Road and, as
such, would adversely affectits rural
setting of the City in this location.

Secondly, it would start to enclose
the western edge of the green
wedge that is centred on Monk
Stray. These wedges have been
identified as one of the defining
features of the special character of
York.

Thirdly, the open areas either side of
Monk’s Cross Link Road with the
remnants of its historic field

In order to reduce the
impact upon the
setting of the City
from the A1237 and
to retain the pattern
of historic fields,
development should
be pulled away from
the northern Ring
Road and Monk’s
Cross Link Road.

-22 -
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patterns contribute to the character
of this area.

Whilst it is appreciated why the
Strategic Greenspace has been
created alongside the western
boundary of this site, this has
pushed the development towards
the ring road and the edge of the
green wedge. It also looks likely to
create a development poorly linked
to and integrated with the
neighbouring residential areas.

In order to reduce the impact upon
the setting of the City from the
A1237 and to retain the pattern of
historic fields, development should
be pulled away from the northern
Ring Road and Monk’s Cross Link
Road.

52

Policy SS12 -
Site ST14 (Land
West of
Wiggington
Road)

Sound

Subject to the changes set out
below, we support the principle of
accommodating a proportion of the
City’s development needs in a new
settlement of this size in this
location.

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider
that there is considerable merit in
the potential offered by this new
settlement. Whilst such an
approach would, clearly, affect the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location (and, as a consequence,
result in harm certain to elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of the historic
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City), nevertheless, the degree of
harmis likely to be far less than
would be caused should the
housing in this settlement (and the
one at ST15) be located, instead, on
the edge of the existing built-up
area of the City or within the
surrounding villages.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road might help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

Itis evident that the size of this
settlement and its location relative
to Clifton Moor, Skelton and Haxby
has been designed to reflect the
relationship which York has with its
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified as being
part of the character of the City. Itis
also clear that consideration has
also been given to the need to
safeguard the setting of the Skelton
village and prevent the threat of
coalescence orvisual intrusion on
the green wedge.

Given the above, Historic England
would oppose any increase in the
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size of this settlement over and
above that currently proposed
because of the harm that this would
cause to numerous elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of York.
52 Policy SS12 - Unsound Itis essential that the infrastructure | Policy SS12 - Site
Site ST14 (Land necessary to deliver this scale of ST14 (Land West of
West of development in this location can be | Wiggington Road),
Wiggington achieved in a manner which does Criterion viamend to
Road), Criterion not harm other elements which read:-
Vi contribute to the special character
and setting of York. This needs to be | “”.. proposals map).
better reflected within this Criterion. | The design and layout
of the road should
minimise the impact
upon the openness of
the Green Belt and
demonstrate how it
would safeguard
those elements which
contribute to the
special character and
setting of the historic
City”
54 Policy SS13 - Sound Subject to the changes set out -

Site ST15 (Land
to the west of
Elvington Lane)

below, we support the principle of
accommodating a proportion of the
City’s development needs in a new
settlement of this size in this
location.

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider
that there is considerable meritin
the potential offered by this new
settlement. Whilst such an
approach would, clearly, affect the
openness of the Green Belt in this
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location (and, as a consequence,
result in harm certain to elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of the historic
City), nevertheless, the degree of
harmis likely to be far less than
would be caused should the
housing in this settlement (and the
one at ST15) be located, instead, on
the edge of the existing built-up
area of the City or within the
surrounding villages.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road might help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

It is evident that the size of this
settlement and its location has
been designed to reflect the
relationship which York has with its
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified as being
part of the character of the City. Itis
also clear that consideration has
also been had to the need to
increase in the separation of the
settlement from the ring road and
to produce a form of development
which sits more comfortably into
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the rural landscape, maintain the
impression of York being a
settlement sitting within an
extensive rural hinterland, and
maintained the important views of
the open countryside from the A64
travelling south-westwards.
Given the above, Historic England
would oppose any increase in the
size of this settlement over and
above that currently proposed
because of the harm that this would
cause to numerous elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of York.
54 Policy SS13 - Unsound It is essential that the infrastructure | Policy SS13 - Site
Site ST15 (Land necessary to deliver this scale of ST15 (Land to the
to the west of development in this location can be | west of Elvington
Elvington achieved in a manner which does Lane), Criterion xii
Lane), Criterion not harm other elements which amend to read:-
Xii contribute to the special character
and setting of York. This needs to be | “”.. is limited. The
better reflected within this Criterion. | design and layout of
these roads should
minimise the impact
upon the openness of
the Green Belt and
demonstrate how they
safeguard those
elements which
contribute to the
special character and
setting of the historic
City”
57 Policy SS14 - Sound This site adjoins the boundary of the | -
Site ST16 Racecourse and Terry’s Factory
(Terry’s Conservation Area. The Head Office
Extension Site 1 Building and Time Office Block are
(Terry’s Car Grade Il Listed Buildings.
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Park))

We support the following key
principles for this site’s
development:-

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase
1) - (Terry’s Clock Tower) the
requirement that development:-

(0]

Achieves high quality urban
design which respects the
character and fabric of the
wider Terry’s factory site
and buildings of
architectural merit.
Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and the
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase

2) -

(Terry’s Car Park) the

requirement that development:-

o

o

Delivers development with
high-quality urban design,
given the site’s association
with the wider Terry’s
factory site and the site’s
location as an entry point to
the city, to contribute to the
architectural merit of the
city.

Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and The
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas.
Is of a low height and
complements existing views
to the factory building and
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clock tower from the Ings,
Bishopthorpe Road and the
Racecourse.

o0 Constrains development to
the boundary of the car
park including any open
Space requirements.

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase

3) - (Land to the rear of Terry’s

Factory) the requirement that

development:-

0 Retains and enhances the
formal gardens area
adjacent to the site.

0 Achieves high-quality urban
design which respects the
character and fabric of the
wider Terry’s factory site
and buildings of
architectural merit.

0 Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and the
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas.

0 Complements existing views
to the factory and clock
tower.

These measures will help to ensure
that the development of this site
takes place in a manner which
reflects its sensitive location.
59 Policy SS15 - Sound The buildings on the eastern side of | -
Site ST17 this site lie within The

(Nestle South)

Nestle/Rowntree Factory

Conservation Area. The Joseph
Rowntree Memorial Library on
Haxby Road is a Grade Il Listed
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Building.

We support the Planning Principles
that are set out for this site
especially the requirement that
development :-
Achieves high-quality urban
design which recognises the
distinctive character of this part
of the city and respects the
character and fabric of the
factory buildings of distinction
including those on the Haxby
Road Frontage including the
library.
Conserves and enhance the
special character and/or
appearance of the
Nestle/Rowntree Factory
Conservation Area.
Retains the mature trees along
Haxby Road frontage and
protects the setting of the site.

These measures will help to ensure
that the development of this site
takes place in a manner which
reflects its sensitive location.

60

Policy SS16 -
Site ST31 (Land
to the south of
Tadcaster
Road,
Copmanthorpe)

Unsound

The development of this site could
harm a number of elements which
contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this site is perceived as being
very much a part of the swathe of
open countryside to the south of the
ring road. Although the railway runs
to the south of Site ST31, the
perception is of a rail line running
through open countryside rather

Delete Site ST31
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than an area which has been
severed from the surrounding
landscape by the railway.

Secondly, the relationship of the
historic City of York to the
surrounding villages is one of the
elements identified as contributing
to the special character of York.
This relationship relates to not
simply the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements. The new
Park and Ride site at Askham Bar
has effectively extended the
southern edge of the built-up area
of the City to within 350 metres of
the A64. As a result, this has
narrowed the gap between what
might now be regarded as the
southern edge of York and the
northern edge of Copmanthorpe.
This Allocation would bring
Copmanthorpe 175 metres closer to
the edge of the City and would
reduce the gap between York and
the village to less thanlkm. This
would harm a key element of the
special character and setting of the
City identified in the Heritage Topic
Paper.

62

Policy SS18 -
Site ST33
(Station Yard,
Wheldrake)

Sound

A small portion of this site adjoins
the boundary of the Wheldrake
Conservation Area. Therefore we
welcome the requirement for
development to conserve and
enhance the special character and/
or appearance of the Conservation
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Area.

This will help to ensure that the
development of this site takes place
in @ manner safeguards the
character of this area.

63

Policy SS19 -
Site ST35
(Queen
Elizabeth
Barracks),
Criteria v. and
Vi,

Sound

Queen Elizabeth Barracks retains a
coherent group early twentieth
century buildings and structures.
This military camp has close
associations with Imphal Barracks
and, therefore, is a part of the long
military associations of the City.

The starting point for the
consideration of how this site might
contribute toward meeting the
housing needs of the Local Plan
area must be an assessment of the
significance of this area and
whether or not any of the buildings
would warrant retention and reuse
(if not as buildings on the National
List for England at least as local
non-designated heritage assets).

In addition, a key characteristic of
this site are is its open spaces and,
indeed, it is a site in which the open
spaces dominate. The
redevelopment of this area should
also consider how the pattern of
development of the barracks might
be reflected in the design and
layout of any new development.

Therefore we support the
development requirements set out
in these two Criteria.

67

Policy SS20 -

Unsound

Imphal Barracks represents a well-
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Site ST36 preserved example of a purpose-
(Imphal built Victorian Regimental Depot
Barracks), laid out under the Cardwell

Criteriaiii. iv., v.

and vii.

Reforms. Itis clear from the First
Edition OS Map just how intact the
infantry barracks built between1877
to 1880 are today.

The Keep is a Grade Il Listed
Building and the eastern part of the
site adjacent to Fulford Road lies
within the Fulford Road
Conservation Area.

The barracks are of considerable
historic interest and are an
important element of the social
history of the City. Of key
importance is the relationship of
buildings to open spaces and,
particular, the parade round.

The starting point for any
development of this site must be a
better understanding of significance
of this site and its buildings.
Although many of the buildings
have been altered in the hundred or
so years since their construction,
nevertheless, it may well be the case
that several of the buildings are of
national importance.

Notwithstanding this, the barracks
is of considerable architectural and
historic interest

Therefore we support the
development requirements set out
in these Criteria.
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68

Paragraph 3.90

Sound

We welcome the intention to should
undertake a review of Imphal
Barracks to ascertain whether it is of
sufficient architectural or historic
interest that it should be included
within the Fulford Road
Conservation Area.

Imphal Barracks represents a well-
preserved example of a purpose-
built Victorian Regimental Depot
laid out under the Cardwell
Reforms. Itis clear from the First
Edition OS Map just how intact the
infantry barracks built between1877
to 1880 are today.

The barracks are of considerable
historic interest and are an
important element of the social
history of the City. Of key
importance is the relationship of
buildings to open spaces and,
particular, the parade round.

We welcome the intention (as is set
outin Paragraph 3.90) that the
Council intend to review the
boundaries of the Fulford
Conservation Area to ascertain
whether any of the barracks should
beincluded in it.

71

Policy SS22 -
Site ST27
(University of
York Expansion
Site)

Unsound

Notwithstanding the caveats within
the Planning Principles regarding
the limits on the development
footprint of any new development
and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site
and the A64”, this proposal could
harm two elements which

The future expansion
of the University
should be restricted
to within the Campus
Fast and
consideration should
be given to the
expansion of the
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contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in
views from the A64. The expansion
of the University to the extent of the
area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring
Road. This will fundamentally
change the relationship which the
southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also
alter people’s perceptions when
travelling along this route about the
setting of the City within an area of
open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain
that the requirement for an
“appropriately landscaped buffer”
between the site and the A64, will
not, itself, further harm the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this
part of the City have simply resulted
in earth bunding an alien features in
the flat landscape to the south of
the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the
university towards the ring road
could also harm the relationship
which the historic city of York has to
the surrounding villages - another
element identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character of York. This
relationship relates to not simply
the distance between the

university in a
northerly direction
onto Site ST4 instead.
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settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements.

The expansion of the University
would effectively reduce the gap
between the edge of the built up
area of the City and this proposed
new settlement west of Elvington
Lane (Site ST15) to 1.6km.

73

Policy SS23 -
Site ST19
(Northminster
Business Park)

Unsound

In order to retain the separation
between the Business Park and
nearby villages, the southern extent
of this area should not extend any
further south than the existing car
park to the south of Redwood
House.

Without this reduction, the
development of this area would
threaten the separation of
Northminster Business Park from
the village of Knapton which would
be just 250 metres from the
southern boundary of this area.

Amend the extent of
Site ST19 so that the
southern extent of
this area extends no
further south than the
existing car park to
the south of
Redwood House.

74

Policy SS24 -
Site ST37
(Whitehall
Grange)

Unsound

This site forms part of the green
wedge that extends into the north of
City which is centred on Bootham
Stray. Although there are a handful
of buildings on this particular site, it
is clearly perceived as a part of this
open area. The loss of this site and
its subsequent development would
result in the considerable narrowing
of this wedge and harm one of the
key elements identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper and on Figure
3.1 of the Local Plan as contributing
to the special character and setting

Deleted Site ST37
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of York.

76

Policy EC1

Unsound

For the reasons set out above, we
do not consider that the following
allocations as currently identified
are sound:-
ST5 (York Central)
ST19 (Northminster
Business Park)
ST27 (University of York)
ST37 (Whitehall Grange,
Wiggington Road)

Amend these sites as
detailed above.

76

Policy EC1, site
E16 (Poppleton
Garden Centre)

Unsound

Whilst we have no objection to the
redevelopment of that part of the
site which is currently occupied by
buildings, employment
development should not be allowed
in the undeveloped including the
Poppleton Garden Centre Car Park
and the undeveloped area to the
south of the existing buildings.

The development of that open area
would considerably reduce the gap
between the Ring Road and what, in
effect, would become the southern
edge of the village of Poppleton. As
such, it would harm a number of
elements identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper Update as contributing
to the special character and setting
of the City.

With the development of Site ST2
on the southern side of the Ring
Road this would resultin a
considerable alteration to the free-
standing nature of Poppleton. This
would harm the relationship of
Poppleton to the City.

Reduce the extent of
Site E16 to exclude
the Poppleton
Garden Centre Car
Park and the
currently
undeveloped area to
the south of the
existing buildings.
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It would also reduce the gap
between what would be perceived
as being the southern edge of the
village of Poppleton and the
Northminster Business Park leading
to the threat of the coalescence of
these two areas.

81

Policy R1

Sound

We support the intention to
maintain the City Centre as the
main focus for future retail and
commercial activity. The continued
viability and vitality of the heart of
the City is essential if its historic
environment is to be maintained.

85

Policy R3, first
Paragraph,
third bullet-
point

Sound

We support the requirement that
permission for the reuse,
reconfiguration and redevelopment
of existing buildings would be
subject to there being no historic
building or conservation
constraints. The rich townscape and
the still largely-intact urban grain
with its narrow plots that
characterise the City Centre have
been identified as key components
of the special historic character of
York. Whilst it is important that the
retail economy is enabled to grow
and adapt, this has to be consistent
with the conservation of these
important elements of the
distinctive character of the City.

85

Policy R3, first

Paragraph, final

bullet-point

Sound

We support the intention to improve
the appearance of the City Centre
through improvements to the public
realm. A high-quality environment is
a key element of a successful City
Centre and there are several areas
within York which currently fall well-
short of the standard one should
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expect of a historic City of this
importance,
91 Policy H1 Unsound The development of several of the (a) Add an Appendix

sites identified in this Policy could,
potentially, result in harm to
elements which contribute to the
historic environment of York. It also
possible that a number of them
would also affect other elements
which contribute towards other
aspects of York’s environmental
quality (such as the natural
environment). Because of the
sensitive nature of some of these
locations, it is not sufficient to rely
on the general, non-site-specific
Policies of this Plan as the basis for
ensuring that the development of
these areas is delivered in a way
which will safeguard the area’s
natural and historic environment.

In order to assist those preparing
detailed schemes for these
allocations and to help ensure that
the sites are developed in a
sustainable manner, an Appendix
should be added to the end of the
Local Plan setting out the key
considerations that need to be
taken into consideration in the

development of each of these areas.

This could also address other issues
such as highways and drainage as
appropriate.

In order to ensure that these
development principles are
effectively tied into the Local Plan,
Policy H1 should be amended to

atthe end of the Plan
which sets out the
detailed
considerations which
would need to be
taken into accountin
the development of
each of the proposed
allocations.

(b) Add the following
to the end of the first
Paragraph of Policy
H1:-

“Proposals for the
development of the
allocated sites will be
required to accord
with the development
principles set out in
Appendix 1”
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include a requirement for any
development proposals to have
regard to the development
principles set out in this Appendix.
Such an approach would help to
provide certainty to both potential
developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will
not, be permitted on each of these
sites.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies opposite the boundary | If this siteis allocated,
H1 (Former Gas of the Heworth Green/East the Plan should make
Works, 24 Parade/Huntington Road it clear that
Heworth Green) Conservation Area. 26 Heworth development

Green, on the northern side of this proposals for this
site, is a Grade Il Listed Building. area would need to
ensure that those
Whilst we have no objection to the | elements which
principle of allocating this site for contribute to the
development, the Plan should make | significance of the
it clear that development proposals | Heworth Green/East
for this area would need to ensure Parade/Huntington
that those elements which Road Conservation
contribute to the significance of the | Area and the adjacent
Conservation Area and nearby Listed Building are
Listed Building are not harmed. not harmed.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies opposite the City Walls | If this site is allocated,
H10 (The (a Scheduled Monument) and the the Plan should make
Barbican) Central Historic Core Conservation it clear that

Area.

Whilst we have no objection to the
principle of allocating this site for
development, given the importance
of the City Walls, great care would
need to be taken to ensure that the
elements which contribute to their
significance are not harmed
Therefore it is essential that the

development
proposals for this
area would need to
ensure that those
elements which
contribute to the
significance of the
City Walls and Central
Historic Core
Conservation Area are
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Plan alerts potential developersto | not harmed and also
the need to have regard to the set out specific
proximity of the City Walls and the parameters for the
Conservation Area but also sets out | design of any
specific parameters for the design of | buildings in this
any buildings in this sensitive sensitive location...
location..

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This area that is proposed for If this site is allocated,
H46 (Land to development lies close to the the Plan should make
the north of northern edge of the New Earswick | it clear that
Willow Bank) Conservation Area. development

proposals for this
Whilst we do not object to the area would need to
principle of identifying this site for ensure that those
development, if this site is allocated, | elements which
the Plan should make it clear that contribute to the
any development proposals would | significance of the
need to ensure that those elements | New Earswick
which contribute to the significance | Conservation Area are
of the nearby Conservation Area are | not harmed.
not harmed.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies adjoins the City Walls (a | Itis essential that the
H52 (Willow Scheduled Monument) and lies Plan alerts potential
House, EPH, 34 within the Central Historic Core developers to the
Long Close Conservation Area. Given the need to ensure that
Road) importance of the City Walls, great | any scheme would be

care would need to be taken to required to

ensure that the elements which demonstrate that
contribute to their significance are | they would safeguard
not harmed. Therefore it is essential | those elements which
that the Plan alerts potential contribute to the
developers to the need to have significance of the
regard to the proximity of the City City Walls and the
Walls and the Conservation Area. Conservation Area.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This area lies opposite to the If this site is allocated,
H58 (Clifton eastern edge of Clifton (Malton Way | the Plan should make
Without and Shipton Road) Conservation it clear that
Primary School) Area. development

Whilst we do not object to the

proposals for this
area would need to
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principle of identifying this site for
development, the site and the
existing historic school buildings
make a strong contribution to the
setting of the nearby Conservation
Area are not harmed.

ensure that those
elements which
contribute to the
significance of the
Clifton (Malton Way
and Shipton Road)
Conservation Area are
not harmed.

100

Policy H2, final
Paragraph

Sound

We welcome the requirement that
the density of new developments
should be informed by the character
of the local area. We also support
the requirement that, in
Conservation Areas, the density
should have regard to any relevant
guidance set out in the appraisal of
that area. This will help to ensure
that new residential schemes
respond sensitively to the distinctive
character of the various parts of the
City.

106

Policy H5,
Criterion (c)i

Sound

We support the requirement that
sites for Gypsy and Travellers will
only be permitted where they do
not conflict with the objective of
conserving and enhancing York’s
historic environmentincluding the
city’s character and setting, This
requirement will help to ensure that
any such developments safeguard
those elements which contribute to
the historic City’s character.

107

Policy H6,
Criterion (c) i

Sound

We support the requirement that
sites for Travelling Showpeople will
only be permitted where they do
not conflict with the objective of
conserving and enhance York’s
historic environmentincluding the
city’s character and setting, This
requirement will help to ensure that
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any such developments safeguard
those elements which contribute to
the historic City’s character.

135 | Policy ED2 Unsound The architectural historian Pevsner | Policy ED2 insert the
considered that this was the best of | following additional
the new University Campuses and Criterion:-
the design and layout of the
campus and its buildings are “Proposals for the
increasingly being recognised for redevelopment of
their architectural and historic existing buildings
interest in terms of post-War must be informed by
University developments. Therefore, | an assessment of their
a Policy which would enable architectural and
existing buildings on this campus to | historic interest and
simply be demolished and replaced | their contribution to
could result in considerable harm the original campus
the overall design concept design. Those
underpinning the original University | buildings which are
and loss of key elements which considered to be of
contribute to understanding and architectural of
appreciation of its architectural and | historic interest
historic interest. should be retained

and reused”.

136 | Policy ED3 - Unsound Notwithstanding the caveats within | The future expansion

Proposed the Planning Principles regarding of the University
Expansion the limits on the development should be restricted

footprint of any new development
and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site
and the A64”, this proposal could
harm two elements which
contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in
views from the A64. The expansion
of the University to the extent of the
area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring
Road. This will fundamentally

to within the Campus
Fast and
consideration should
be given to the
expansion of the
university in a
northerly direction
onto Site ST4 instead.
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change the relationship which the
southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also
alter people’s perceptions when
travelling along this route about the
setting of the City within an area of
open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain
that the requirement for an
“appropriately landscaped buffer”
between the site and the A64, will
not, itself, further harm the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this
part of the City have simply resulted
in earth bunding -an alien features
in the flat landscape to the south of
the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the
university towards the ring road
could also harm the relationship
which the historic city of York has to
the surrounding villages - another
element identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character of York. This
relationship relates to not simply
the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements.

The expansion of the University
would effectively reduce the gap
between the edge of the built-up
area of the City and the proposed
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new settlement at Elvington Lane
(Site ST15) to 1.6km.

138

Policy ED4

Sound

The Lord Mayor’s Walk Campus lies
opposite the City Walls, partly in a
Conservation Area, and includes a
number of Listed Buildings.
Consequently, we support the
requirement that future
development on this site needs to
take account of its sensitive setting.

140

Paragraph 7.18,
Proposed
Student
Housing, Site
SH1 (Land at
Heworth Croft)

Sound

This site adjoins the boundary of the
Heworth Green/East
Parade/Huntington Road
Conservation Area..

We welcome the requirement that
development proposals for this area
would need to ensure that those
elements which contribute to the
significance of the Conservation
Area are not harmed.

145

Table 8.1

Sound

Over the past few years, as part of
the background work on the
emerging City of York Local Plan,
the Council has undertaken a great
deal of work to identify the various
elements which contribute to the
special character and setting of the
historic City. This work, the Heritage
Topic Paper, has helped to provide a
framework against which to
consider not only the
appropriateness of the
development strategy for the future
growth of the City, but also the
individual sites where that growth
might be accommodated.

We welcome the inclusion of this
Table which provides a summary of
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the Six Principal Characteristics
which contribute towards York’s
special character and setting and
illustrates how the various elements
of the Plan are intended to
safeguard or reinforce these
characteristics.

146

Policy D1

Sound

Subject to the small modification
set out below, we support this
Policy. This should help to ensure
that the elements which contribute
to the special character of the City
are safeguarded. We particularly
welcome the requirement that
development proposals that fail to
take account of York’s special
qualities, fail to make a positive
design contribution to the city, or
cause damage to the character and
quality of an area will be refused.
Given the international importance
of the historic city of York, it is
absolutely right that developments
which are likely to harm its
character are refused.

146

Policy D1,
Criterion iv, first
bullet-point

Unsound

Itis unlikely that any development
would “challenge ... the city centre
roofscape”. Consequently, this
bullet-point would benefit from a
small amendment

Policy D1, Criterion iv,
first bullet-point
amend to read:-

‘. the Minster or harm
the city centre
roofscape”

149

Policy D2

Sound

We support this Policy. This should
help to ensure that development
proposals do not harm the
landscape of the City and its wider
setting.

152

Policy D4

Sound

Subject to the changes set out
below, we support this Policy. In its
City Centre Conservation Area York
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has one of the Country’s most
distinctive Conservation Areas and
which provides the setting for some
very significant historic assets. It is
essential that the plan sets out a
robust Policy framework for the
management of this area and the
other Conservation Areas across the
City.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound This Criterion is confusing. The Policy D4, first
Paragraph, opening sentence requires Paragraph, replace
Criteriai proposals to either preserve or Criteria i with the

enhance the character of a following:-

Conservation Area (reflecting S69 of

the 1990 Act). Later on, by the ‘i are designed to

inclusion of ‘and’, this sentence sets | preserve or enhance

out a requirement that they also those elements which

have to enhance or better reveal its | contribute to the

significance. character or
appearance of the

Moreover, S69 of the Act refers to Conservation Area

“character or appearance” (not

character and appearance). ii would enhance or
better reveal its

This Criterion needs amending to be | significance or would

consistent with primary legislation | help secure a

and to make its intentions more sustainable future for

clear. It would also be preferableif | abuilding at risk®

itincluded reference to the

“elements” which contribute to the

character of the Conservation Area.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound As the City Centre Conservation Policy D4, first

Paragraph,
Criteria i

Area Appraisal notes, views across
the City are one of the most
important yet fragile components of
the City’s historic townscape. The
appraisal identified 26 Key Views
which it states:-

“The protection and enhancement of

Paragraph, Criteria ii
amend to read:-

“safequard the Key
Views identified in the
York Historic Core
Conservation Area
Appraisal and other
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these views should be a material Local Views”
consideration in the determination of
planning applications which might
have an impact on them, and
applicants should be required to
demonstrate accurately how
proposed development would
impact on these Key Views as part of
the pre-application process. This
should include accurately rendered
images or a 3D model”.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound This Criterion is not about decision- | Policy D4, first
Paragraph, making but, rather, the information | Paragraph, delete
Criteria iii that needs to be submitted in Criterion iii and insert

support of any application affecting | the following at the

a Conservation Area. As such it end of the Policy:-

would be better taken out of this

first part of the Policy and included | “Applications should

later on. be accompanied by
an appropriate
evidence-based
assessment of the
conservation area’s
special qualities,
proportionate to the
size and impact of the
development and
sufficient to ensure
thatimpacts of the
proposals are clearly
understood”.

152 | Policy D4, third | Unsound As worded, this Criterion would Policy D4, third

Paragraph

allow a change of use even if it
caused harm to the significance of a
Conservation Area. A proposal
which resulted in any harm to the
significance of a Conservation Area
would not be “conserving it” and,
therefore, would not be delivering
sustainable development in terms

Paragraph amend to
read:-

“Changes of use will
be supported where it
has been
demonstrated that the
original use of the
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of the historic environment. In building is no longer

addition, it would be preferable to viable or appropriate

refer to the “original use” rather and where the

than the “primary use”. proposed new use
would not harm the
significance of the
area’.

153 | Policy D5 Sound Subject to the change set out -

below, we support this Policy which
will help to ensure that
development proposals conserve
the City Listed Buildings.

153 | Policy D5, first | Unsound This Criterion is not about decision- | Policy D5, first
Paragraph, making but, rather, the information | Paragraph, delete
Criterion iii that needs to be submitted in Criterion iii and insert

support of any application affecting | the following at the

a Conservation Area. As such it end of the Policy:-

would be better taken out of this

first part of the Policy and included | “Applications should

later on. be accompanied by
an appropriate
evidence-based
heritage statement
assessing the
significance of the
building”.

155 | Policy D6 Unsound Whilst we fully support much of the | Delete Criterion vi

thrust of this Policy, it does not
differentiate sufficiently between
the approach that will be taken to
Scheduled Monuments and other
nationally-important archaeological
sites compared to archaeological
remains of less than national
importance

and add the following
additional
Paragraphs to the
end of the Policy:-

“Harm to an element
which contributes to
the significance of a
Scheduled Monument
or other nationally-
important remains
will be permitted only
where this is
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outweighed by the
public benefits of the
proposal. Substantial
harm or total loss of a
Scheduled Monument
or other nationally-
important remains
will be permitted only
where it can be
demonstrated that the
proposal would bring
substantial public
benefits.

Harm to
archaeological
remains of less than
national importance
will only be permitted
where the benefits of
the development
outweigh the harm
having regard to the
scale of the harm and
the significance of the
archaeology.

In those cases where
development affecting
an archaeological site
is acceptable in
principle, detailed
mitigation measures
will need to be agreed
with the City of York
Council that include,
where appropriate,
provision for deposit
monitoring,
investigation,
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Unsound
recording, analysis,
publication, archive
deposition and
community
involvement”.
155 | Paragraph 8.31 | Unsound The 1990 York Development and Amend accordingly
Archaeology Study by Ove Arup
Report was updated recently. This
Paragraph may need reviewing and
updating to better reflect that
review. If necessary, this should also
be reflected in Policy D6
155 | Policy D7 Unsound Whilst we fully support much of the | (a) Delete the first
thrust of this Policy it is rather Paragraph and
confusing since although it is replace with:-
headed ‘non-designated heritage
assets’ it also deals with the historic | “Development
environment more widely (in the proposals affecting a
opening Paragraph) and designated | non-designated
heritage assets (in the final heritage asset or its
Paragraph). setting will be
supported where they
The final Paragraph would be more | conserve those
appropriate included within Policy | elements which
D9 contribute to its
significance.
(b) Delete the final
Paragraph and move
to Policy D9
158 | Policy D8 Unsound We support this Policy which will
help to ensure that development
proposals conserve the City’s
Registered Historic Parks and
Gardens.
159 | Policy D9 Sound We support this Policy which will -

ensure that the results from any
archaeological assessments or
investigations are deposited in the
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Unsound
HER. This will help to increase the
understanding of the archaeology of
York and assist in predicting the
potential impacts of future
development proposals across the
City.
160 | Policy D10 Sound Subject to the change set out
below, we whole-heartedly support
the inclusion of a Policy to manage
change in the vicinity of the City
Walls.
160 | Policy D10, Minor In order to ensure that thereis no Policy D10, third
third Paragraph | modification | misunderstanding, this Criterion Paragraph amend to
would benefit from a slight read:-
amendment.
“Other development
proposals adjacent to
160 | Policy D10, Unsound This Criterion would benefitfroma | Policy D10, third
third Paragraph slight amendment to improve its Paragraph, Criterion i
Criterion i clarity. amend to read:-
“... the elements
which contribute to
their significance and
the six principal
characteristics of the
City as identified in the
‘Heritage Topic
Paper’”
160 | Policy D11 Sound We support this Policy which will -
help to ensure that extensions and
alterations to existing buildings take
place in a manner which will
safeguard those elements which
contribute to the distinctive
character of the City.
162 | Policy D12 Sound We support this Policy especially -

the protection that is given to the
retention of high-quality or historic
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shop fronts. York has many fine
historic shopfronts which make a
valuable contribution to the
distinctive character of their local
area.

163

Policy D13

Sound

We support this Policy which sets
out a good framework for the
control of advertisements. This
should help to ensure that any
proposals safeguard the distinctive
character of the City.

164

Policy D14

Sound

We support this Policy which sets
out a good framework for the
control of security shutters. Poorly-
designed security shutters can
considerably detract from the
character of an area and its vitality.
This Policy should help to ensure
that the character of the City is
maintained.

165

Policy GI1

Sound

We support this Policy and
especially, in Criterion v, the
recognition of the contribution
which the City’s heritage assets
make to the Green Infrastructure
network

168

Policy GI3

Sound

We support this Policy which should
help to protect the integrity of York’s
Green Infrastructure network - a key
element of the special character of
the historic City.

169

Policy Gl4

Unsound

We support this Policy especially
the requirement, in Criterion iii, that
trees or hedgerows which
contribute to the character of a
Conservation Area or Listed Building
or are an element of a designed
landscape should be retained.

175

Policy GBI, first
Paragraph,

Sound

We support this Criterion. This will
help to ensure that any
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Unsound
Criterion iii development in the Green Belt
safeguards those elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic City.
175 | Policy GBI, Unsound NPPF Paragraph 90 makes it clear Policy GB1, second
second that local transport infrastructureis | Paragraph, tenth
Paragraph, only appropriate in a Green Belt bullet-point amend to
tenth bullet- “where it can demonstrate a read:-
point requirement for a Green Belt
location”. There is nothing in the “..including highways
NPPF which indicates that Park and | work and Park and
Ride Sites as a matter of course are | Ride facilities which
appropriate developments in the can demonstrate a
Green Belt requirement for a
Green Belt location”
182 | Policy CC1 Sound Whilst we would broadly support Policy CC1, third
the thrust of this Policy, applicants | Paragraph amend to
are required to do no more than read:-
“consider” the impact of any
scheme upon the various elements | “Applications will be
set out in the seven Criteria of the supported where they
Policy. can demonstrate that
they would not have
In order to provide a frameworkto | an adverse impact
enable the decision-maker to upon:..”
determine how they ought to react
to a development proposal, the
wording of the sentence before the
Criteria needs to be more positive.
185 | Policy CC2, Sound Whilst it may be possible to achieve | -

Conversion of BREEAM “very good” and “excellent”

Existing for some conversions, there may be

Buildings, historic properties where it is

second impossible to attain these

Paragraph standards without compromising

elements which contribute to their
significance. This Paragraph
recognises that these standards
would only be a requirement where
they can be achieved in a manner
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Unsound
consistent with the appropriate
conservation of that asset.
213 | Policy T2, Unsound We have concerns about the impact | (a) Policy T2, Medium
Medium Term which the following might have Term, Criterion ii
upon elements which contributeto | amend to read:-
the special character and setting of
the historic City:- “... tomatchrising
- The expansion of the Park and demand subject to
Ride Sites at Askham Bar and minimising any
Poppleton Bar impact upon the
Asegregated grade-separated purposes of the Green
bus route across the 1237 Belt”
(a) Policy T2, Medium
Term, Criterion iii
amend to read:-
“... tothe north west
of the City subject to
minimising any
impact upon the
purposes of the Green
Belt”
216 | Policy T3, Sound York Station is a Grade II* Listed -
Criteria land i Building. We welcome the
requirements of these two Criteria
which will assist in ensuring that
improvements to the Station
happen in a manner which
conserves those elements which
contribute to the significance of this
building.
223 | Policy T6, sixth | Sound We welcome the requirement that -

and seventhy
bullet-points

development near public transport
corridors should not have an
adverse impact upon the historic
environment or the purpose of the
Green Belt. It is imperative that
making the best use of public
transport corridors does not harm
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the elements which make York
distinctive.

230

Policy C1,
Criterion iv

Sound

We support the statement that
proposals for communications
infrastructure will only be supported
where there will be no
demonstrable adverse impacts
upon the landscape character,
setting, views, heritage assets or
Green Belt objectives. This will help
to ensure that those elements which
contribute to the character of York
are retained.

254

Table 15.2,
Section 8

Sound

Subject to the change below, we
support the Targets for the historic
environment

254

Table 15.2,
Section 8,
Indicators,
second bullet-
point

Unsound

It would be preferable to refer to the
number of designated heritage
assets on the Historic England
‘Heritage at Risk Register’.

Table 15.2, Section 8,
Indicators, second
bullet-point amend to
read:-

“Number of
designated heritage
assets on the Historic
England ‘Heritage at

’»

Risk Register’.

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

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)

Telephone: |
e-mail: I
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Freepost RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ,

City of York Council,
West Offices,
Station Rise

YORK YO1 6GA

28 March 2018

Dear Sir or Madam,

Our Ref: HD/P5343/03

Your Ref:

Telephone: ]

City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft - Sustainability Appraisal

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Sustainability Appraisal of the Pre-
Publication Draft of the Local Plan.

On the whole, we would broadly endorse the evaluation of the likely impact which the
Policies and proposals of the Plan might have upon the historic environment and, where an
adverse effect has been identified, the proposed mitigation measures which have been
proposed to reduce that harm.

We are pleased to note that many of the comments which we made to the previous version of
the Appraisal have been incorporated into this latest iteration of the document.

Specific Comments

We have the following comments to make regarding the content of the Appraisal

Page
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13

Paragraph 1.7.2
etseq

Over the past few years, as part of the
background work on the emerging City of York
Local Plan, the Council has undertaken a great
deal of work to identify the various elements
which contribute to the special character and
setting of the historic City. This work, which was
set out in the Heritage Topic Paper. The use of
that document as the basis for the Heritage
Impact Appraisal has enabled the Council to
provide a good evaluation of the potential
impact which the emerging plan might have
upon the six principal characteristics of the
historic City identified in the Heritage Topic
Paper.

(a) The local planning
authority needs to
review and update the
September 2017
Heritage Impact
Appraisal in the light of
the comments
received to the Reg. 18
Consultation.

(b) The Heritage
Impact Appraisal
should be included as
an appendix to the
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As part of the Reg. 18 Consultation on the Pre-
Publication Draft last year, views were invited

on the content of the Heritage Impact Appraisal.

However, it does not appear that there has
been any consideration by the local planning
authority of any of the comments submitted by
consultees regarding that document nor has
the appraisal been updated.

Moreover, as one of the key documents which
underpins the Sustainability Appraisal, the
Heritage Impact Appraisal should have been
included as an appendix to the SA.

Sustainability
Appraisal.

117 and | Table 6.2, SAO14 | The Heritage Impact Appraisal evaluates the There needstobea
Appendix | (Cultural impact of each of the allocations against each | closer correlation
I Heritage) of the six Principal Characteristics of the City between the
which are set out in the Heritage Topic Paper. conclusions of the
However, Heritage Impact Appraisaldoes not Heritage Impact
make an overall conclusion about the likely Appraisal and the SA.
impact of each of those sites upon the historic
environment. Consequently, it is not clear how
Table 6.2 (or, indeed, any of the tables in
Appendix I) has arrived at its assessment of the
likely impact of each of the sites upon SAO14.
117 Table 6.2, Site When originally proposed, this site was Theimpact of the
ST5 (York proposed to be linked to a Park and Ride site development of this
Central) against | on the northern edge of the City by a light rail site upon SOA6 and
SAO6 (Reduce link. With the removal of this element of the SAQT should be
the need to scheme, it is increasingly likely that people will | amended to “negative”
travel) and SAO | access this site by car - the latest Masterplans
7 (Greenhouse | show anew large car park adjacent to the
Gassses) Station. Consequently, far from reducing the
amounts of trips by private car, the current
proposals seem likely to increase them
resulting in an adverse impact against both
SAO6 and SAOT.
117 Table 6.2, Site The amount of development required on the The impact of the
ST5 (York edges of the City and in its surrounding development of this

Central) against
SAQ14 (Cultural
Heritage)

settlements is very much predicated on being
able to deliver a sizeable proportion of the
plan’s new housing requirements within the
York Central site. Whilst we whole-heartedly

site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“uncertain”

2
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support the principle of the redevelopment of
this large brownfield site and in maximising its
development potential, we remain to be
convinced that the quantum of development
being proposed (a total greater than the last
iteration of the Plan proposed) is actually
deliverable in a manner which will, not only,
safeguard the significance of the numerous
heritage assets in its vicinity but also not have
significant knock-on effects upon the remainder
of the historic core of York.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST7 (Land East
of Metcalfe
Lane) against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

Whilst there may well be potential to
accommodate some of York’s development
needs on the eastern side of the City, as
currently proposed, the Allocation of this area
will harm a number of key elements identified
in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character and
setting of York.

Firstly, this site is prominent in views from the
ring road. The development of this area would
reduce the gap between the A64 and the edge
of the built-up area from 1.3km, at its narrowest
point, to just 575 metres. This would resultin
not only a large encroachment into the open
countryside to the east of the City but also
considerable harm to the views towards the
eastern edge of the City from the ring road - key
element identified in the Heritage Topic Paper
Update.

This allocation will, in effect create a new free-
standing settlement within the ring road under
160 metres from edge of the existing built-up
area. The Heritage Topic Paper Update
identifies the relationship which York has to its
surrounding settlements as being one of the
elements which contribute to its special
character and setting. A new settlement this
close to the City would appear out of keeping
with the current pattern of development
around York and harm this element of York’s

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”
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character.

117

Table 6.2, site
ST8 (Land to the
North of Monks
Cross)  against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

Whilst there may well be potential to
accommodate some of York’s development
needs on the eastern side of Huntington, as
currently depicted, the Allocation of this area
seems likely to harm several elements which
contribute to the special character and setting
of York.

Firstly, the development of this site would
substantially reduce the gap between the edge
of the built-up area and the Ring Road and, as
such, would adversely affect its rural setting of
the City in this location.

Secondly, it would start to enclose the western
edge of the green wedge that is centred on
Monk Stray. These wedges have been identified
as one of the defining features of the special
character of York.

Thirdly, the open areas either side of Monk’s
Cross Link Road with the remnants of its
historic field patterns contribute to the
character of this area.

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST31 (Land to
the south of
Tadcaster Road,
Copmanthorpe)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

The development of this site could harm a
number of elements which contribute to the
special character of the historic City.

Firstly, this site is perceived as being very much
a part of the swathe of open countryside to the
south of the ring road. Although the railway

runs to the south of Site ST31, the perception is
of arail line running through open countryside
rather than an area which has been severed

from the surrounding landscape by the railway.

Secondly, the relationship of the historic city of
York to the surrounding villages is one of the
elements identified as contributing to the
special character of York. This relationship
relates to not simply the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the villages

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

4
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themselves, and the fact that they are free-
standing, clearly definable settlements.

The new Park and Ride site at Askham Bar has
effectively extended the southern edge of the
built-up area of the City to within 350 metres of
the AB4. As a result, this has narrowed the gap
between what might now be regarded as the
southern edge of York and the northern edge of
Copmanthorpe. This Allocation would bring
Copmanthorpe 175 metres closer to the edge of
the City and would reduce the gap between
York and the village to less thanlkm. This would
harm a key element of the special character
and setting of the City identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper Update.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST27 (University
of York
Expansion Site)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

Notwithstanding the caveats within the
Planning Principles regarding the limits on the
development footprint of any new
development and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site and the A64”,
this proposal could harm two elements which
contribute to the special character of the
historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in views from the
AB4. The expansion of the University to the
extent of the area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring Road. This
will fundamentally change the relationship
which the southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also alter
people’s perceptions when travelling along this
route about the setting of the City within an
area of open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain that the
requirement for an “appropriately landscaped
buffer” between the site and the A64, will not,
itself, further harm the openness of the Green
Belt in this location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this part of the City
have simply resulted in earth bunding and

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

5
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swathes of tree planting, both alien featuresin
the flat landscape to the south of the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the university
towards the ring road could also harm the
relationship which the historic city of York has
to the surrounding villages - another element
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character of York.
This relationship relates to not simply the
distance between the settlements but also the
size of the villages themselves, and the fact that
they are free-standing, clearly definable
settlements.

The expansion of the University would
effectively reduce the gap between the edge of
the built up area of the City and this proposed
new settlement at Elvington Lane (Site ST15) to
1.6km.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST19
(Northminster
Business Park)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

In order to retain the separation between the
Business Park and nearby villages, the southern
extent of this area should not extend any
further south than the existing car park to the
south of Redwood House.

Without this reduction, the development of this
area would threaten the separation of
Northminster Business Park from the village of
Knapton which would be just 250 metres from
the southern boundary of this area.

Theimpact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST37 (Whitehall
Grange) against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

This site forms part of the green wedge that
extends into the north of City which is centred
on Bootham Stray. Although there are a handful
of buildings on this particular site, itis clearly
perceived as a part of this open area. The loss
of this site and its subsequent development
would result in the considerable narrowing of
this wedge and harm one of the key elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character and
setting of York.

Theimpact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

122

Table 6.3, site

Whilst we have no objection to the

The impact of the

6
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E16 (Poppleton
Garden Centre)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

redevelopment of that part of the site which is
currently occupied by buildings, residential
development should not be allowed in the
undeveloped area to the south of the existing
buildings.

The development of that open area would
considerably reduce the gap between the Ring
Road and what, in effect, would become the
southern edge of the village of Poppleton. As
such, it would harm a number of elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character and
setting of the City.

Moreover, it would also reduce the gap
between what would be perceived as being the
southern edge of the village of Poppleton and
the Northminster Business Park leading to the
threat of the coalescence of these two areas.

development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided in the
Report dated February 2018. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to
provide further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals which may subsequently
arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later versions of the Plan) where we consider
that, despite the SA/SEA, these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.

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

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)

e-mail:
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From: Smith, lan

Sent: 28 March 2018 12:04

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft
Attachments: e PubDft28mar18.pdf; g3 SA 28mar18.pdf
Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft and the
associated Sustainability Appraisal. Please find attached our comments on those documents. Copies of
these letters are in the post for your records.

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

Regards

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)
Planning Group

Historic England

Direct Line: |l Mobile phone: I

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

We help people understand, enjoy and value the historic environment, and protect it for the future. Historic England is
a public body, and we champion everyone’s heritage, across England.
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram  Sign up to our newsletter

Help us create a list of the 100 places which tell England's remarkable story and its impact on the world. A History of
England in 100 Places sponsored by Ecclesiastical.

We have moved! Our new London office is at 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA.

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless specifically stated. If
you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor
act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available.



Freepost RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ, Our Ref: HD/P5343/02

City of York Council, Your Ref:

West Offices,

Station Rise

YORK YO16GA Telephone: ]

28 March 2018
Dear Sir or Madam,
City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Publication Draft of the Local Plan.

General Comments

Over the past few years, as part of the background work on the emerging City of York Local
Plan, the Council has undertaken a great deal of work to identify the various elements which
contribute to the special character and setting of the historic City. This work has helped to
provide a framework against which to consider not only the appropriateness of the
development strategy for the future growth of the City, but also the individual sites where
that growth might be accommodated.

We welcome the intention to limit the amount of growth which is proposed around the
periphery of the built-up area of the City. Such a strategy will help to safeguard a number of
key elements which have been identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character and setting of the historic City. These include its compact nature, the views
towards the City from the ring road and the relationship of the City to its surrounding
settlements. However, whilst we welcome much of the content of the Plan, nevertheless, we
do have a number of significant concerns about certain aspects of the proposed Spatial
Strategy:-

York Central - The amount of development required on the edge of the City and in its
surrounding settlements is very much predicated, in part, on being able to deliver a
sizeable proportion of the plan’s new housing requirements within the York Central site.
Whilst we whole-heartedly support the principle of the redevelopment of this large
brownfield site and in maximising its development potential, we are extremely
concerned about the potential impact which the quantum of development being
proposed might have upon the city’s heritage. There has been nothing provided as part
of the Evidence Base to demonstrate that this site is capable of accommodating 2,500



dwellings and 100,000sq m of office floorspace in a manner which would not result in a
form of development whose scale, massing, design and impact upon the city’s
infrastructure (particularly the road network in and around the historic core) would not
have a considerable adverse impact upon the centre of the City.

Consequently, there needs to be a lot more work done to demonstrate that the volume
of development being suggested (and the resultant heights and massing of the
buildings) will not harm the setting of the heritage assets in its vicinity or those elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as contributing to the special character and setting
of York. It will also be necessary to show how the amount of traffic generated by this
scale of development (in conjunction with the other proposed developments in and
around this sector of the City) will not result in increased congestion and worsening air
quality - particularly given the fact that the light rail link originally proposed for this
development is no longer a requirement.

The new free-standing settlements - As part of the strategy for accommodating York’s
assessed development needs, we consider that there is considerable merit in the
potential offered by these new settlements. Whilst such an approach clearly affects the
openness of the Green Belt in those locations (and, as a consequence, will result in harm
to certain elements which contribute to the special character and setting of the historic
City), nevertheless, the degree of harm is likely to be far less than would be caused
should the housing in those settlements be located, instead, on the edge of the existing
built-up area of the City or in its surrounding settlements. As such, a strategy in which
part of York’s development needs are met in new free-standing settlements beyond the
ring road would help to safeguard the size and compact nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-standing historic city set within a rural hinterland, key
views towards York from the ring road, and the relationship of the main built-up area of
York to its surrounding settlements.

The size of these settlements and their location, as currently indicated, appears to have
taken into account of the relationship which York has with its existing surrounding
villages - an element which has been identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as being part
of the character of the City. It is also apparent that they have been designed to ensure
that they do not threaten the individual identity or rural setting of their neighbouring
villages, the green wedges that penetrate into the urban area, and important views from
the ring road. We would have significant concerns were the size of either of these
settlements to increase (either in this or subsequent Plan periods) beyond the
boundaries currently shown.

However, nowhere in the Local Plan does it clearly articulate the precise reasons why
such a development strategy has been selected or the benefits that new settlements



would deliver in terms of safeguarding those elements which contribute to the special
historic character and setting of York.

The University - We have particular concerns about the area identified for the future
expansion of the University and consider that further consideration needs to be had to
how the growth of this important institution might delivered in a manner which best
safeguards the elements which contribute to the setting of this important historic City.

Other Strategic Sites - In terms of other aspects of the Plan, despite reduction in their size
and/or alterations to their configuration, several of the sites do not appear to have taken
account of the elements which the Council has identified as contributing to York’s
special character. We have set out below, where we consider amendments need to be
made to address their shortcomings.

Detailed comments on the Plan

We have the following specific comments to make regarding the Policies and proposals of the
Publication Draft:-

Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Changes
Unsound
- Proposals Map | Unsound It is not sufficient simply to indicate | The Proposals Map
- Conservation the general location of a should show the
Areas Conservation Area by means of a precise boundaries of
star. In order to assist those using each of the City’s
the Plan know exactly where the Conservation Areas.
Plan’s Policies relating to
Conservation Areas apply, the
Proposals Map should show the
precise boundaries of each of York’s
Conservation Areas.
- Proposals Map | Unsound The depiction of archaeological (a) The Proposals

- Areas of sites on the Proposals Map is Map should show the
Archaeological extremely confusing. The Key precise boundaries of
Importance indicates that the stars are the each of the

locations of “Areas of archaeological | Scheduled

Importance”. However, what is
depicted on the Proposals Map by
the staris unclear as these neither
denote the extent of the ‘Area of

Monuments insofar
as the scale of the
maps allow. Where it
is not possible to
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Archaeological Importance’ nor the
locations of the numerous
Scheduled Monuments around the
City.

The central part of the City is
designated as an ‘Area of
Archaeological Importance’ under
the Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas Act, 1979.
Since Paragraph 8.31 specifically
refers to this area, its boundaries
should be shown on the Proposals
Map.

Furthermore, in order to assist
those using the Plan know precisely
where the Plan’s Policies relating to
Scheduled Monuments apply (and,
particularly, for the Policy dealing
specifically with the City Walls
(Policy D10) which has a spatial
extent), the Proposals Map should
show the precise boundaries of
each of the Scheduled Monuments
in the Plan area. Where because of
the scale of the map itis not
possible to show the precise extent
of a Monument, a symbol should
identify their location.

show the precise
extent, a symbol
should identify the
location of that
Scheduled
Monument.

(b) The Proposals
Map should show the
extent of the ‘Area of
Archaeological
Importance’

Paragraph 1.32

Sound

We support the acknowledgement
of the importance of the historic
environment and the City’s heritage
assets to the tourism economy of
the York.

Paragraph 1.38

Sound

We support the recognition of the
important role which heritage and
cultural tourism plays in
underpinning a multi-layer retail
offerin the City.
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Paragraph 1.41
etseq

Sound

This section provides a good
summary of the important
contribution that York’s historic
environment makes to the tourist
industry and the key role which this
sector plays the economic well-
being of the City.

11

Paragraph 1.49
line 8

Factual
correction

The York Green Belt has a number of
purposes of which safeguarding the
special character and setting of the
historic City is only one of them.

It would be preferable, therefore, to
make it clear that the role it plays in
safeguarding York’s special
character and setting is the
“primary” purpose of this particular
Green Belt. It would also be better if
it actually used the terminology of
the NPPF and saved RSS Policy

Paragraph 1.49 line 8
amend to read:-

“Although the York
Green Belt performs a
number of purposes to
some extent, its
primary purpose is to
safequard the special
character and setting
of the historic city.”

11

Paragraph 1.51
etseq

Sound

This section sets out an excellent
summary of the rich wealth of
heritage assets in the City, why York
is such a unique place, and the
reasons just why itis imperative that
the Local Plan sets out a robust
strategy which will ensure that the
future growth of the City is delivered
in a way which safeguards this
incredible historic environment.

12

Paragraph 1.54

Sound

This Paragraph provides a good
summary of the green infrastructure
of York and the inter-relationship
between these open areas and the
elements which contribute to the
special character of the historic city.

16

Vision

Unsound

Other than the mention of York on
the first line, the Vision is not
particularly place-specific nor does
it articulate the special qualities and

Amend the beginning
of the Vision as
follows:-
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Unsound
distinctiveness of the historic city. “York aspires to be a
York’s character is its main selling- | City whose special
point. Itis the reason why it getsso | qualities and
many visitors each year, what distinctiveness are
attracts businesses to investin this | recognised
part of Yorkshire, and why people worldwide, where its
choose to live and work in the City. | unigue legacy of
Consequently, the starting point for | historic assets are
the Vision should be to ensure that | preserved and
whatever happens in York, does so enhanced, and where
in @ manner which not only the full potential that
safeguards, but also strengthens, its historic buildings,
the city’s unique character. spaces and
archaeology can
contribute to the
economic and social
welfare of the
community is realised.
The Local Plan ... etc”.
16 Section 2 Unsound Given the international importance | Move Paragraphs 2.8
of York’s historic environment, the to 2.11 to below the
need for the plan to ensure that this | box containing the
resource is appropriately managed | Vision.
should be at the forefront of the
plan. Whilst it is understandable
why the desire for economic growth
has been given prominence,
nevertheless, York’s historic
environment plays such a key role in
the economic well-being of the City
(as setoutin Paragraphs 1.32,1.38
and 1.41), in the quality of life
enjoyed by its communities, and in
making York such an attractive
distinct place, that the vision and
approach to managing the City’s
heritage assets should be at the
forefront of the plan.
17 Paragraph 2.3 | Sound We support the intentions for York -

City centre as set outin the this
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Paragraph particularly the bullet-
points which relate to:-
ensuring development
contributes to the creation of a
world class, high-quality,
accessible public realm;
improving the tourism, cultural
and leisure offer by ensuring a
flexible approach to the use of
land;
ensuring development sustains,
enhances and adds values to
York’s culture;
protecting and enhancing its
unique historic and cultural
assets;

18

Main headingin
bold before
Paragraph 2.8

Unsound

The Government’s Core planning
Principles for both the natural and
historic environment are not just
that they should be “protected” but
rather that they should be
‘conserved and enhanced”. As the
glossary to the NPPF makes clear,
conservation is not the same as
preservation. Consequently, it
would be more appropriate if this
Section heading was amended to
more- closely reflect that used in
national planning guidance. It
would also be consistent with the
wording used in Policy DP2 Criterion
il.

Main heading in bold
before Paragraph 2.8
amend to read:-

“Conserving and
enhancing the
environment”

18

Sub-heading
before
Paragraph 2.8

Unsound

This Section deals wholly with
York’s historic environment.
Moreover, it also deals with several
non-built elements - such as
Museum Gardens, the Strays and
the Green Belt. Therefore, the
heading needs to be amended
accordingly

Sub-heading before
Paragraph 2.8 amend
to read:-

“The historic
environment”




Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Changes
Unsound
18 Paragraph 2.8 | Sound We support the vision and -
et seq outcomes that are set out in these
Paragraphs for York’s historic
environment.
20 Policy DP1, Unsound Whilst it is well recognised that the | (a) Policy DP1 move
Criterion vi historic environment of York is Criterion vito the

“outstanding”, this it is not
necessarily the case forits natural
environment. In view of the fact that
the natural environment is already
adequately addressed in Criterion
vii, it would be far simpler (and
more accurate) if Criterion vi simply
dealt with the historic environment.

In addition, the reason why York’s
historic environment should be
conserved is only partially because
of its contribution it makes to the
economic welfare of this part of
Yorkshire. The historic environment
also makes a significant
contribution to the quality of life
enjoyed by the City’s communities
and in making York such an
attractive, distinctive place. These
elements should also be recognised
within this Policy.

Finally, York’s historic environment
plays such a key role in the
economic well-being of the City, in
the quality of life enjoyed by its
communities, and in making York
such an attractive, distinctive place,
that the conservation and
enhancement of the City’s heritage
assets should be the starting point
for any Development Strategy for
this City.

beginning of the list
of Criteria

(b) Amend Policy DP1
Criterion vi to read:-

“The City of York’s
outstanding historic
environment will be
conserved and, where
appropriate,
enhanced recognising
its important
contribution to the
economic well fare of
area, to the quality of
life enjoyed by the
City’s communities
and in making York
such an attractive,
distinctive place”
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20

Policy DP1,
Criterion viii

Sound

We support this Criterion. The
definition of a Green Belt around
the city which will help safeguard its
special historic character and
setting is a key element of the
Development Strategy for York.

22

Policy DP2,
Criterion iii

Sound

We support this Criterion especially
the first bullet-point. National policy
guidance makes it clear that
protecting and enhancing the
historic environment is a key
element of the environmental leg of
sustainable development.

24

Policy DP3

Sound

We support this Policy which should
help ensure that new development
not only conserves those elements
which contribute to the character of
the City but also enhances is
distinctive character. We
particularly endorse the
requirement that new development
should:-
respect and enhance the
historic character, green spaces
and landscape of York;
deliver high-quality design and
appropriate density, layout and
scale whilst ensuring
appropriate building materials
are used;
create a high-quality, locally-
distinctive place which relates
well to the surrounding area
and its historic character, and
exploits opportunities for
creating new and enhancing
existing key views;

26

Section 3 -
Spatial Strategy

Unsound

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider

Add a section which
explains the reasons
why the Plan is
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that there is considerable merit in
the potential offered by the
proposed new settlements. Whilst
such an approach clearly affects the
openness of the Green Belt in those
locations (and, as a consequence,
will result in harm to certain
elements which contribute to the
special character and setting of the
historic City), nevertheless, the
degree of harm is likely to be far less
than would be caused should the
housing in those settlements be
located, instead, on the edge of the
existing built-up area of the City or
in its surrounding settlements.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road would help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

The size of these settlements and
their location, as currently
indicated, appears to have taken
into account of the relationship
which York has with its existing
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper as being part
of the character of the City. It is also

proposing to develop
the two new
settlements and the
justification for their
form and size.

-10-
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apparent that they have been
designed to ensure that they do not
threaten the individual identity or
rural setting of their neighbouring
villages, the green wedges that
penetrate into the urban area, and
important views from the ring road.
We would have significant concerns
were the size of either of these
settlements to increase (eitherin
this or subsequent Plan periods)
beyond the boundaries currently
shown.

However, nowhere in the Local Plan
does it clearly articulate the precise
reasons why such a development
strategy has been selected, why the
settlements are located where they
are, or why they are the size
proposed nor does it set out the
benefits that such a strategy is likely
to deliver in terms of safeguarding
those elements which contribute to
the special historic character and
setting of York..

26

Policy SS1,
second
Paragraph

Unsound

In order to achieve sustainable
growth in terms of York’s
environmental assets, it is
important that not only the
locations of growth safeguard these
assets, but also the scale of growth
proposed in each area.

Policy SS1, second
Paragraph amend to
read:-

“The location and
scale of development
through the plan ...
etc”

27

Paragraph 3.5

Unsound

Whilst we would broadly concur
that the areas identified on Figure
3.1 are the main ones which help to
safeguard elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic city, one

Paragraph 3.5line 11
amend to read:-

“..areillustrated in
Figure 3.1. However,
many areas of the

-11-
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of the aspects which it fails to
adequately depict is the
contribution made by the wider
rural landscape.

As illustrated, Figure 3.1 could be
interpreted as implying that no land
beyond the Ring Road needs to be
kept open in order to safeguard the
rural setting of the historic City. This
is clearly not the case. The rural
setting of York is not restricted
solely to land lying within the Ring
Road and that the special character
of York could be harmed by
development which went beyond it.

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

open countryside
beyond the ring road
also makes an
important
contribution to the
wider rural setting of
the historic city”

31

Policy SS2, first
Paragraph

Unsound

This Policy needs to more closely
reflect the requirements set out in
SI2013 No. 117, i.e. that the purpose
of the York Green Belt is to
safeguard the special character and
setting of the historic city. At present
there is no reference to the historic
element.

Whilst the Development Strategy of
the Plan is influenced by the need to
define a Green Belt which
safeguards the special character
and setting of the historic city, the
primary purpose of the Green Belt is
not to deliver the Local Plan

Policy SS2, first
Paragraph amend to
read:-

“The primary purpose
of the Green Belt is to
safeguard the special
character and setting
of the historic city of
York. New building in
the Green Belt ... etc”

-12 -
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Unsound

Strategy. This element should be
deleted

31 Policy SS2, Unsound Paragraph 79 of the NPPF sates that | The end-date by

third Paragraph “the essential characteristics of which the Green Belt
Green Belts are their openness and boundaries may need
their permanence”. A Green Belt to be reviewed needs
which might need to be amended to be amended in
only five years after the end-date of | order to give the York
this Local Plan does not appear to Green Belt the degree
have the degree of “permanence” of permanence
expected by national planning envisaged by
guidance. Paragraph 79 of the
NPPF.
32 Policy SS3 Sound We support the proposals for the -

City Centre particularly:-

- Therequirement that the
economic and social aspirations
for the City Centre will be
achieved in a manner which
conserves and enhances its
special qualities and
distinctiveness
Theintention that the streets,
places and spaces of the city
centre will be revitalised
The requirement to prioritise
pedestrian and cycle movement
and improve linkages between
key places such as the railway
station, York Central and the
National Railway Museum, the
Minster, Castle Gateway,
Hungate and the universities
The intention for the Council to
work with the Minster
authorities to future plan for its
development to better reveal
the significances of the Minster’s
special character and
appearance.

-13-
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32

Policy SS3, final
Paragraph

Sound

We support the development
principles which will be taken into
account when considering
proposals within the City Centre as
set out on page 33, especially
Criteria i to iv, vii, viii and xi.
Together these principles should
help to safeguard and enhance
those elements which contribute to
the special character of this part of
York.

35

Policy SS4 Site
ST5 (York
Central),
proposed
amounts of
development

Unsound

The amount of development
required on the edge of the City and
in its surrounding settlements is
very much predicated, in part, on
being able to deliver a sizeable
proportion of the plan’s new
housing requirements within the
York Central site. Whilst we whole-
heartedly support the principle of
the redevelopment of this large
brownfield site and in maximising
its development potential, we are
extremely concerned about the
potential impact which the
quantum of development being
proposed might have upon the
city’s heritage. There has been
nothing provided as part of the
Evidence Base to demonstrate that
this site is capable of
accommodating 2,500 dwellings
and 100,000sg m of office
floorspace in a manner which would
not result in a form of development
whose scale, massing, design and
impact upon the city’s infrastructure
(particularly the road network in
and around the historic core) would
not have a considerable adverse

The Evidence Base
needs to
demonstrate that the
volume of
development being
suggested (and the
resultant heights and
massing of the
buildings) will not
harm the setting of
the heritage assets in
its vicinity or those
elements identified in
the Heritage Topic
Paper as contributing
to the special
character and setting
of York. It will also be
necessary to show
how the amount of
traffic generated by
this scale of
development (in
conjunction with the
other proposed
developments in and
around this sector of
the City) will not
resultin increased

-14-
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impact upon the centre of the City.

Consequently, the Evidence Base
needs to demonstrate that the
volume of development being
suggested (and the resultant
heights and massing of the
buildings) will not harm the setting
of the heritage assets in its vicinity
or those elements identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character
and setting of York. It will also be
necessary to show how the amount
of traffic generated by this scale of
development (in conjunction with
the other proposed developments
in and around this sector of the City)
will not result in increased
congestion and worsening air
quality - particularly given the fact
that the light rail link originally
proposed for this developmentis no
longer a requirement.

congestion and
worsening air quality
- particularly given
the fact that the light
rail link originally
proposed for this
developmentis no
longer a requirement.

35

Policy SS4 -
Site ST5 (York
Central),
development
principles

Sound

We support the requirement that
development within the York
Central site will be permitted where
it will comply with the following
development principles:-
Enhance the quality of the
cultural area around the
National Railway Museum
through high-quality public
realm and improved
connectivity to the wider city.
Create a distinctive new place of
outstanding quality and design
which complements the existing
historic urban fabric of the city,
respects those elements which

-15-
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contribute to its distinctive
historic character, and
assimilates into its setting and
surrounding communities.
Conserve and enhance the
special character and/or
appearance of the adjacent
Central Historic Core
Conservation Area and St Paul’s
Square/ Holgate Road
Conservation Area.

Maximise the benefits of job
creation and sustainable
economic growth.

However, whilst supporting the
development principles for this
area, we have significant concerns
whether or not the amount of
development is achievable in a
manner consistent with
conservation of those elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of York.

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
General
introductory
Paragraphs

Sound

Subject to the amendments set out
below, we broadly support this
Policy which will assist in realising
the potential of this important part
of the City, especially:-

Theintention that this

regeneration will:-

0 Radically enhance the
setting of Clifford’s Tower
and the Eye of York to
recognise and interpret their
importance to York’s unique
history.

0 Integrate the area with the
broader city centre.

O Improve pedestrian and

-16-
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Unsound

cycle flow throughout the
area and in to the wider city.

That the development will be

delivered through:-

0 Removing the Castle Car
Park to create new public
spaces and a high-quality
development opportunity.

0 The addition of a new
landmark River Foss
pedestrian cycle bridge.

0 Where possible, the opening
up of both frontages of the
River Foss with riverside
walkways on one or both
banks.

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound Ass worded Criteria ix and xvii would | Amend Criterion ix
Site ST20 both support the provision of a new | accordingly.
Criterion ix and car park in this area. We would
XVii suggest that the car park proposed

by Criterion ix is deleted. Instead the
Castle Mills site should be identified
as a potential residential
development opportunity.

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound This Criterion would benefit froma | Criterion xi amend to
Site ST20 slight amendment to improve its read:-

Criterion xi clarity.
“... historic assets and
their setting”

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound This Criterion would benefit froma | Criterion xvii amend
Site ST20 slight amendment to improve its to read:-

Criterion xvi clarity.
“.. sightlines to, from
and across the Castle
Gateway”

38 Policy SS5 - Unsound The redevelopment of this area offer | Amend accordingly
Site ST20 Castle huge potential to improve the

and the Eye of
York

access to the museums and the
curation and display of their
collections. However, none of this is

S17-
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recognised within the Policy

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
King’s Staith/
Coppergate

Sound

We support the development
principles for King’s Staith/
Coppergate particularly the
requirements that they should:-
Improve the physical fabric,
permeability and appearance of
the Coppergate Centre to
present an appropriate and
well-designed aspect when
viewed from Clifford’s Tower
Improve the permeability of
Coppergate as a key gateway
into the area for pedestrians
and cyclists.
Improve the Castlegate
streetscape by reducing vehicle
dominance and creating a
pedestrian friendly
environment.

38

Policy SS5 -
Site ST20
(Castle
Gateway),
Castle and Eye
of York

Sound

We support the development
principles for Castle and Eye of York
particularly the requirements that
they should:-

- Create a public realm scheme
for the Castle and Eye of York
which celebrates the
significance of historic assets
and the setting of the historic
Castle and prison.

Consider the opportunity to
provide a new building to
improve the southern aspect of
the Coppergate Centre and
service yard and enhance the
setting of Clifford’s Tower and
the Eye of York.

Provide a new landmark bridge
for pedestrians and cyclists
across the River Foss linking the

-18-
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Castle and Eye of York with
Piccadilly

Improve Tower Street to make it
easier and safer to move
between the Eye of York, Tower
Gardens and St George’s Field,
by reducing vehicle dominance
and creating a more pedestrian-
friendly environment.

Consider important sightlines
across the Castle Gateway area..

44

Policy SS7, Site
ST2 (Civil
Service Sports
Gound, Millfield
Lane), Criterion
viii

Sound

Although the Millfield Road frontage
of this site has existing development
to the north and south, the frontage
alongside the A59 is undeveloped.
This open area contributes to the
setting and approach to the City
from the north-west.

The development of the southern
part of this site, therefore, would
harm elements which contribute to
the special character and setting of
the City. Consequently we welcome
the requirement in this Criterion
that development should be set
back from the A59 frontage and
retain the mature trees in order to
preserve the perception of
Openness.

45

Policy SS8 -
Site ST4 (Land
adjacent to Hull
Road), General

Unsound

Whilst there is no objection to the
principle of allocating this site for
development, the future of this site
needs to be considered in the
context of the likely future needs of
the University and the impact which
development on Site ST27 might
have upon the elements which
contribute to York’s special
character and setting. If Site ST27 is

Consideration should
be given to the use of
this site as an
allocation to meet
the future needs of
the University and
thereby enable a
reduction in Site ST27
to a scale less likely to
harm the special

-19-
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developed to the extent that is
shown on the Proposals Map,
notwithstanding the caveats set out
in the Planning Principles, it could
bring development very close to the
Ring Road. Even without the
development of the proposed new
settlement to the west of Elvington
Lane (Site ST15), the development
of Site ST27 will fundamentally
change the relationship which the
southern edge of the built-up area
of York has with the countryside to
its south. It will also alter people’s
perceptions when travelling along
this route about the setting of the
City within an area of open
countryside.

It would be preferable, therefore, if
Site ST4 was allocated, instead, to
help meet the future needs of the
University and the southern extent
of the Campus moved further back
from the A64.

character and setting
of the City.

45

Policy SS8 -
Site ST4 (Land
adjacent to Hull
Road), Criterion
iv

Sound

This site sites on the terminal
moraine and, therefore, depending
upon the extent of the site that is
built upon, development could be
visible both from Hull Road and
across the University Campus to the
south. Therefore we welcome the
inclusion of the development
principle relating to the need to
protect important views and that
the site is designed appropriately in
relation to its gradient

46

Policy SS9 -
Site ST7 (Land
East of Metcalfe

Unsound

Whilst there may well be potential
to accommodate some of York’s
development needs on the eastern

The eastern edge of
Site ST7 needs to be
pulled away from the

-20-
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Lane)

side of the City, as currently
proposed, this allocation will harm

a number of key elements identified
in the Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character
and setting of York.

Firstly, this site is prominent in views
from thering road. The
development of this area would
reduce the gap between the A64
and the edge of the built-up area
from 1.3km, at its narrowest point,
to just 575 metres. This would result
in not only a large encroachment
into the open countryside to the
east of the City but also cause
considerable harm to views towards
the eastern edge of the City from the
ring road - key element identified in
the Heritage Topic Paper.

This allocation will, in effect create a
new free-standing settlement within
the ring road under 160 metres from
edge of the existing built-up area.
The Heritage Topic Paper identifies
the relationship which York has to
its surrounding settlements as being
one of the elements which
contribute to its special character
and setting. A new settlement this
close to the City would appear out
of keeping with the current pattern
of development around York and
harm this element of York’s
character.

In order to reduce the impact which
this allocation would have upon a

ring road. The most
appropriate
approach might be
for some limited
development on the
eastern edge of the
main built-up area of
the City but this must
be of a scale which
does not harm the
scale or compact
nature of the City

-21-
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number of key elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic City
(especially views of the City from the
A64) development needs to be
pulled away from the ring road. The
most appropriate approach might
be for some limited development
on the eastern edge of the main
built-up area of the City but this
must be of a scale which does not
harm the scale or compact nature of
the City

48

Policy SS10 -
Site ST8 (Land
to the North of
Monks Cross)

Unsound

Whilst there may well be potential
to accommodate some of York’s
development needs on the eastern
side of Huntington, as currently
depicted, this allocationh seems
likely to harm several elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of York.

Firstly, the development of this site
would substantially reduce the gap
between the edge of the built-up
area and the Ring Road and, as
such, would adversely affectits rural
setting of the City in this location.

Secondly, it would start to enclose
the western edge of the green
wedge that is centred on Monk
Stray. These wedges have been
identified as one of the defining
features of the special character of
York.

Thirdly, the open areas either side of
Monk’s Cross Link Road with the
remnants of its historic field

In order to reduce the
impact upon the
setting of the City
from the A1237 and
to retain the pattern
of historic fields,
development should
be pulled away from
the northern Ring
Road and Monk’s
Cross Link Road.

-22 -
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patterns contribute to the character
of this area.

Whilst it is appreciated why the
Strategic Greenspace has been
created alongside the western
boundary of this site, this has
pushed the development towards
the ring road and the edge of the
green wedge. It also looks likely to
create a development poorly linked
to and integrated with the
neighbouring residential areas.

In order to reduce the impact upon
the setting of the City from the
A1237 and to retain the pattern of
historic fields, development should
be pulled away from the northern
Ring Road and Monk’s Cross Link
Road.

52

Policy SS12 -
Site ST14 (Land
West of
Wiggington
Road)

Sound

Subject to the changes set out
below, we support the principle of
accommodating a proportion of the
City’s development needs in a new
settlement of this size in this
location.

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider
that there is considerable merit in
the potential offered by this new
settlement. Whilst such an
approach would, clearly, affect the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location (and, as a consequence,
result in harm certain to elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of the historic
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City), nevertheless, the degree of
harmis likely to be far less than
would be caused should the
housing in this settlement (and the
one at ST15) be located, instead, on
the edge of the existing built-up
area of the City or within the
surrounding villages.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road might help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

Itis evident that the size of this
settlement and its location relative
to Clifton Moor, Skelton and Haxby
has been designed to reflect the
relationship which York has with its
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified as being
part of the character of the City. Itis
also clear that consideration has
also been given to the need to
safeguard the setting of the Skelton
village and prevent the threat of
coalescence orvisual intrusion on
the green wedge.

Given the above, Historic England
would oppose any increase in the
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size of this settlement over and
above that currently proposed
because of the harm that this would
cause to numerous elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of York.
52 Policy SS12 - Unsound Itis essential that the infrastructure | Policy SS12 - Site
Site ST14 (Land necessary to deliver this scale of ST14 (Land West of
West of development in this location can be | Wiggington Road),
Wiggington achieved in a manner which does Criterion viamend to
Road), Criterion not harm other elements which read:-
Vi contribute to the special character
and setting of York. This needs to be | “”.. proposals map).
better reflected within this Criterion. | The design and layout
of the road should
minimise the impact
upon the openness of
the Green Belt and
demonstrate how it
would safeguard
those elements which
contribute to the
special character and
setting of the historic
City”
54 Policy SS13 - Sound Subject to the changes set out -

Site ST15 (Land
to the west of
Elvington Lane)

below, we support the principle of
accommodating a proportion of the
City’s development needs in a new
settlement of this size in this
location.

As part of the strategy for
accommodating York’s assessed
development needs, we consider
that there is considerable meritin
the potential offered by this new
settlement. Whilst such an
approach would, clearly, affect the
openness of the Green Belt in this
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location (and, as a consequence,
result in harm certain to elements
which contribute to the special
character and setting of the historic
City), nevertheless, the degree of
harmis likely to be far less than
would be caused should the
housing in this settlement (and the
one at ST15) be located, instead, on
the edge of the existing built-up
area of the City or within the
surrounding villages.

As such, a strategy in which part of
York’s development needs are met
in new free-standing settlements
beyond the ring road might help to
safeguard the size and compact
nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-
standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards
York from the ring road, and the
relationship of the main built-up
area of York to its surrounding
settlements.

It is evident that the size of this
settlement and its location has
been designed to reflect the
relationship which York has with its
surrounding villages - an element
which has been identified as being
part of the character of the City. Itis
also clear that consideration has
also been had to the need to
increase in the separation of the
settlement from the ring road and
to produce a form of development
which sits more comfortably into
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the rural landscape, maintain the
impression of York being a
settlement sitting within an
extensive rural hinterland, and
maintained the important views of
the open countryside from the A64
travelling south-westwards.
Given the above, Historic England
would oppose any increase in the
size of this settlement over and
above that currently proposed
because of the harm that this would
cause to numerous elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of York.
54 Policy SS13 - Unsound It is essential that the infrastructure | Policy SS13 - Site
Site ST15 (Land necessary to deliver this scale of ST15 (Land to the
to the west of development in this location can be | west of Elvington
Elvington achieved in a manner which does Lane), Criterion xii
Lane), Criterion not harm other elements which amend to read:-
Xii contribute to the special character
and setting of York. This needs to be | “”.. is limited. The
better reflected within this Criterion. | design and layout of
these roads should
minimise the impact
upon the openness of
the Green Belt and
demonstrate how they
safeguard those
elements which
contribute to the
special character and
setting of the historic
City”
57 Policy SS14 - Sound This site adjoins the boundary of the | -
Site ST16 Racecourse and Terry’s Factory
(Terry’s Conservation Area. The Head Office
Extension Site 1 Building and Time Office Block are
(Terry’s Car Grade Il Listed Buildings.
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Park))

We support the following key
principles for this site’s
development:-

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase

1) -

(Terry’s Clock Tower) the

requirement that development:-

O

Achieves high quality urban
design which respects the
character and fabric of the
wider Terry’s factory site
and buildings of
architectural merit.
Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and the
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase

2) -

(Terry’s Car Park) the

requirement that development:-

(0

(0

Delivers development with
high-quality urban design,
given the site’s association
with the wider Terry’s
factory site and the site’s
location as an entry point to
the city, to contribute to the
architectural merit of the
city.

Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and The
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas.
Is of a low height and
complements existing views
to the factory building and
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clock tower from the Ings,
Bishopthorpe Road and the
Racecourse.

o0 Constrains development to
the boundary of the car
park including any open
Space requirements.

For Terry’s Extension Site (Phase

3) - (Land to the rear of Terry’s

Factory) the requirement that

development:-

0 Retains and enhances the
formal gardens area
adjacent to the site.

0 Achieves high-quality urban
design which respects the
character and fabric of the
wider Terry’s factory site
and buildings of
architectural merit.

0 Conserves and enhances
the special character and/or
appearance of the
Tadcaster Road and the
Racecourse and Terry’s
Factory Conservation Areas.

0 Complements existing views
to the factory and clock
tower.

These measures will help to ensure
that the development of this site
takes place in a manner which
reflects its sensitive location.
59 Policy SS15 - Sound The buildings on the eastern side of | -
Site ST17 this site lie within The

(Nestle South)

Nestle/Rowntree Factory

Conservation Area. The Joseph
Rowntree Memorial Library on
Haxby Road is a Grade Il Listed
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Building.

We support the Planning Principles
that are set out for this site
especially the requirement that
development :-
Achieves high-quality urban
design which recognises the
distinctive character of this part
of the city and respects the
character and fabric of the
factory buildings of distinction
including those on the Haxby
Road Frontage including the
library.
Conserves and enhance the
special character and/or
appearance of the
Nestle/Rowntree Factory
Conservation Area.
Retains the mature trees along
Haxby Road frontage and
protects the setting of the site.

These measures will help to ensure
that the development of this site
takes place in a manner which
reflects its sensitive location.

60

Policy SS16 -
Site ST31 (Land
to the south of
Tadcaster
Road,
Copmanthorpe)

Unsound

The development of this site could
harm a number of elements which
contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this site is perceived as being
very much a part of the swathe of
open countryside to the south of the
ring road. Although the railway runs
to the south of Site ST31, the
perception is of a rail line running
through open countryside rather

Delete Site ST31
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than an area which has been
severed from the surrounding
landscape by the railway.

Secondly, the relationship of the
historic City of York to the
surrounding villages is one of the
elements identified as contributing
to the special character of York.
This relationship relates to not
simply the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements. The new
Park and Ride site at Askham Bar
has effectively extended the
southern edge of the built-up area
of the City to within 350 metres of
the A64. As a result, this has
narrowed the gap between what
might now be regarded as the
southern edge of York and the
northern edge of Copmanthorpe.
This Allocation would bring
Copmanthorpe 175 metres closer to
the edge of the City and would
reduce the gap between York and
the village to less thanlkm. This
would harm a key element of the
special character and setting of the
City identified in the Heritage Topic
Paper.

62

Policy SS18 -
Site ST33
(Station Yard,
Wheldrake)

Sound

A small portion of this site adjoins
the boundary of the Wheldrake
Conservation Area. Therefore we
welcome the requirement for
development to conserve and
enhance the special character and/
or appearance of the Conservation
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Area.

This will help to ensure that the
development of this site takes place
in @ manner safeguards the
character of this area.

63

Policy SS19 -
Site ST35
(Queen
Elizabeth
Barracks),
Criteria v. and
Vi,

Sound

Queen Elizabeth Barracks retains a
coherent group early twentieth
century buildings and structures.
This military camp has close
associations with Imphal Barracks
and, therefore, is a part of the long
military associations of the City.

The starting point for the
consideration of how this site might
contribute toward meeting the
housing needs of the Local Plan
area must be an assessment of the
significance of this area and
whether or not any of the buildings
would warrant retention and reuse
(if not as buildings on the National
List for England at least as local
non-designated heritage assets).

In addition, a key characteristic of
this site are is its open spaces and,
indeed, it is a site in which the open
spaces dominate. The
redevelopment of this area should
also consider how the pattern of
development of the barracks might
be reflected in the design and
layout of any new development.

Therefore we support the
development requirements set out
in these two Criteria.

67

Policy SS20 -

Unsound

Imphal Barracks represents a well-
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Site ST36 preserved example of a purpose-
(Imphal built Victorian Regimental Depot
Barracks), laid out under the Cardwell

Criteriaiii. iv., v.

and vii.

Reforms. Itis clear from the First
Edition OS Map just how intact the
infantry barracks built between1877
to 1880 are today.

The Keep is a Grade Il Listed
Building and the eastern part of the
site adjacent to Fulford Road lies
within the Fulford Road
Conservation Area.

The barracks are of considerable
historic interest and are an
important element of the social
history of the City. Of key
importance is the relationship of
buildings to open spaces and,
particular, the parade round.

The starting point for any
development of this site must be a
better understanding of significance
of this site and its buildings.
Although many of the buildings
have been altered in the hundred or
so years since their construction,
nevertheless, it may well be the case
that several of the buildings are of
national importance.

Notwithstanding this, the barracks
is of considerable architectural and
historic interest

Therefore we support the
development requirements set out
in these Criteria.
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68

Paragraph 3.90

Sound

We welcome the intention to should
undertake a review of Imphal
Barracks to ascertain whether it is of
sufficient architectural or historic
interest that it should be included
within the Fulford Road
Conservation Area.

Imphal Barracks represents a well-
preserved example of a purpose-
built Victorian Regimental Depot
laid out under the Cardwell
Reforms. Itis clear from the First
Edition OS Map just how intact the
infantry barracks built between1877
to 1880 are today.

The barracks are of considerable
historic interest and are an
important element of the social
history of the City. Of key
importance is the relationship of
buildings to open spaces and,
particular, the parade round.

We welcome the intention (as is set
outin Paragraph 3.90) that the
Council intend to review the
boundaries of the Fulford
Conservation Area to ascertain
whether any of the barracks should
beincluded in it.

71

Policy SS22 -
Site ST27
(University of
York Expansion
Site)

Unsound

Notwithstanding the caveats within
the Planning Principles regarding
the limits on the development
footprint of any new development
and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site
and the A64”, this proposal could
harm two elements which

The future expansion
of the University
should be restricted
to within the Campus
Fast and
consideration should
be given to the
expansion of the
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contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in
views from the A64. The expansion
of the University to the extent of the
area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring
Road. This will fundamentally
change the relationship which the
southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also
alter people’s perceptions when
travelling along this route about the
setting of the City within an area of
open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain
that the requirement for an
“appropriately landscaped buffer”
between the site and the A64, will
not, itself, further harm the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this
part of the City have simply resulted
in earth bunding an alien features in
the flat landscape to the south of
the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the
university towards the ring road
could also harm the relationship
which the historic city of York has to
the surrounding villages - another
element identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character of York. This
relationship relates to not simply
the distance between the

university in a
northerly direction
onto Site ST4 instead.
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settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements.

The expansion of the University
would effectively reduce the gap
between the edge of the built up
area of the City and this proposed
new settlement west of Elvington
Lane (Site ST15) to 1.6km.

73

Policy SS23 -
Site ST19
(Northminster
Business Park)

Unsound

In order to retain the separation
between the Business Park and
nearby villages, the southern extent
of this area should not extend any
further south than the existing car
park to the south of Redwood
House.

Without this reduction, the
development of this area would
threaten the separation of
Northminster Business Park from
the village of Knapton which would
be just 250 metres from the
southern boundary of this area.

Amend the extent of
Site ST19 so that the
southern extent of
this area extends no
further south than the
existing car park to
the south of
Redwood House.

74

Policy SS24 -
Site ST37
(Whitehall
Grange)

Unsound

This site forms part of the green
wedge that extends into the north of
City which is centred on Bootham
Stray. Although there are a handful
of buildings on this particular site, it
is clearly perceived as a part of this
open area. The loss of this site and
its subsequent development would
result in the considerable narrowing
of this wedge and harm one of the
key elements identified in the
Heritage Topic Paper and on Figure
3.1 of the Local Plan as contributing
to the special character and setting

Deleted Site ST37
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of York.

76

Policy EC1

Unsound

For the reasons set out above, we
do not consider that the following
allocations as currently identified
are sound:-
ST5 (York Central)
ST19 (Northminster
Business Park)
ST27 (University of York)
ST37 (Whitehall Grange,
Wiggington Road)

Amend these sites as
detailed above.

76

Policy EC1, site
E16 (Poppleton
Garden Centre)

Unsound

Whilst we have no objection to the
redevelopment of that part of the
site which is currently occupied by
buildings, employment
development should not be allowed
in the undeveloped including the
Poppleton Garden Centre Car Park
and the undeveloped area to the
south of the existing buildings.

The development of that open area
would considerably reduce the gap
between the Ring Road and what, in
effect, would become the southern
edge of the village of Poppleton. As
such, it would harm a number of
elements identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper Update as contributing
to the special character and setting
of the City.

With the development of Site ST2
on the southern side of the Ring
Road this would resultin a
considerable alteration to the free-
standing nature of Poppleton. This
would harm the relationship of
Poppleton to the City.

Reduce the extent of
Site E16 to exclude
the Poppleton
Garden Centre Car
Park and the
currently
undeveloped area to
the south of the
existing buildings.
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It would also reduce the gap
between what would be perceived
as being the southern edge of the
village of Poppleton and the
Northminster Business Park leading
to the threat of the coalescence of
these two areas.

81

Policy R1

Sound

We support the intention to
maintain the City Centre as the
main focus for future retail and
commercial activity. The continued
viability and vitality of the heart of
the City is essential if its historic
environment is to be maintained.

85

Policy R3, first
Paragraph,
third bullet-
point

Sound

We support the requirement that
permission for the reuse,
reconfiguration and redevelopment
of existing buildings would be
subject to there being no historic
building or conservation
constraints. The rich townscape and
the still largely-intact urban grain
with its narrow plots that
characterise the City Centre have
been identified as key components
of the special historic character of
York. Whilst it is important that the
retail economy is enabled to grow
and adapt, this has to be consistent
with the conservation of these
important elements of the
distinctive character of the City.

85

Policy R3, first

Paragraph, final

bullet-point

Sound

We support the intention to improve
the appearance of the City Centre
through improvements to the public
realm. A high-quality environment is
a key element of a successful City
Centre and there are several areas
within York which currently fall well-
short of the standard one should
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expect of a historic City of this
importance,
91 Policy H1 Unsound The development of several of the (a) Add an Appendix

sites identified in this Policy could,
potentially, result in harm to
elements which contribute to the
historic environment of York. It also
possible that a number of them
would also affect other elements
which contribute towards other
aspects of York’s environmental
quality (such as the natural
environment). Because of the
sensitive nature of some of these
locations, it is not sufficient to rely
on the general, non-site-specific
Policies of this Plan as the basis for
ensuring that the development of
these areas is delivered in a way
which will safeguard the area’s
natural and historic environment.

In order to assist those preparing
detailed schemes for these
allocations and to help ensure that
the sites are developed in a
sustainable manner, an Appendix
should be added to the end of the
Local Plan setting out the key
considerations that need to be
taken into consideration in the

development of each of these areas.

This could also address other issues
such as highways and drainage as
appropriate.

In order to ensure that these
development principles are
effectively tied into the Local Plan,
Policy H1 should be amended to

atthe end of the Plan
which sets out the
detailed
considerations which
would need to be
taken into accountin
the development of
each of the proposed
allocations.

(b) Add the following
to the end of the first
Paragraph of Policy
H1:-

“Proposals for the
development of the
allocated sites will be
required to accord
with the development
principles set out in
Appendix 1”
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include a requirement for any
development proposals to have
regard to the development
principles set out in this Appendix.
Such an approach would help to
provide certainty to both potential
developers and local communities
about precisely what will, and will
not, be permitted on each of these
sites.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies opposite the boundary | If this siteis allocated,
H1 (Former Gas of the Heworth Green/East the Plan should make
Works, 24 Parade/Huntington Road it clear that
Heworth Green) Conservation Area. 26 Heworth development

Green, on the northern side of this proposals for this
site, is a Grade Il Listed Building. area would need to
ensure that those
Whilst we have no objection to the | elements which
principle of allocating this site for contribute to the
development, the Plan should make | significance of the
it clear that development proposals | Heworth Green/East
for this area would need to ensure Parade/Huntington
that those elements which Road Conservation
contribute to the significance of the | Area and the adjacent
Conservation Area and nearby Listed Building are
Listed Building are not harmed. not harmed.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies opposite the City Walls | If this site is allocated,
H10 (The (a Scheduled Monument) and the the Plan should make
Barbican) Central Historic Core Conservation it clear that

Area.

Whilst we have no objection to the
principle of allocating this site for
development, given the importance
of the City Walls, great care would
need to be taken to ensure that the
elements which contribute to their
significance are not harmed
Therefore it is essential that the

development
proposals for this
area would need to
ensure that those
elements which
contribute to the
significance of the
City Walls and Central
Historic Core
Conservation Area are
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Plan alerts potential developersto | not harmed and also
the need to have regard to the set out specific
proximity of the City Walls and the parameters for the
Conservation Area but also sets out | design of any
specific parameters for the design of | buildings in this
any buildings in this sensitive sensitive location...
location..

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This area that is proposed for If this site is allocated,
H46 (Land to development lies close to the the Plan should make
the north of northern edge of the New Earswick | it clear that
Willow Bank) Conservation Area. development

proposals for this
Whilst we do not object to the area would need to
principle of identifying this site for ensure that those
development, if this site is allocated, | elements which
the Plan should make it clear that contribute to the
any development proposals would | significance of the
need to ensure that those elements | New Earswick
which contribute to the significance | Conservation Area are
of the nearby Conservation Area are | not harmed.
not harmed.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This site lies adjoins the City Walls (a | Itis essential that the
H52 (Willow Scheduled Monument) and lies Plan alerts potential
House, EPH, 34 within the Central Historic Core developers to the
Long Close Conservation Area. Given the need to ensure that
Road) importance of the City Walls, great | any scheme would be

care would need to be taken to required to

ensure that the elements which demonstrate that
contribute to their significance are | they would safeguard
not harmed. Therefore it is essential | those elements which
that the Plan alerts potential contribute to the
developers to the need to have significance of the
regard to the proximity of the City City Walls and the
Walls and the Conservation Area. Conservation Area.

91 Policy H1 - Site | Unsound This area lies opposite to the If this site is allocated,
H58 (Clifton eastern edge of Clifton (Malton Way | the Plan should make
Without and Shipton Road) Conservation it clear that
Primary School) Area. development

Whilst we do not object to the

proposals for this
area would need to
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principle of identifying this site for
development, the site and the
existing historic school buildings
make a strong contribution to the
setting of the nearby Conservation
Area are not harmed.

ensure that those
elements which
contribute to the
significance of the
Clifton (Malton Way
and Shipton Road)
Conservation Area are
not harmed.

100

Policy H2, final
Paragraph

Sound

We welcome the requirement that
the density of new developments
should be informed by the character
of the local area. We also support
the requirement that, in
Conservation Areas, the density
should have regard to any relevant
guidance set out in the appraisal of
that area. This will help to ensure
that new residential schemes
respond sensitively to the distinctive
character of the various parts of the
City.

106

Policy H5,
Criterion (c)i

Sound

We support the requirement that
sites for Gypsy and Travellers will
only be permitted where they do
not conflict with the objective of
conserving and enhancing York’s
historic environmentincluding the
city’s character and setting, This
requirement will help to ensure that
any such developments safeguard
those elements which contribute to
the historic City’s character.

107

Policy H6,
Criterion (c) i

Sound

We support the requirement that
sites for Travelling Showpeople will
only be permitted where they do
not conflict with the objective of
conserving and enhance York’s
historic environmentincluding the
city’s character and setting, This
requirement will help to ensure that
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any such developments safeguard
those elements which contribute to
the historic City’s character.

135 | Policy ED2 Unsound The architectural historian Pevsner | Policy ED2 insert the
considered that this was the best of | following additional
the new University Campuses and Criterion:-
the design and layout of the
campus and its buildings are “Proposals for the
increasingly being recognised for redevelopment of
their architectural and historic existing buildings
interest in terms of post-War must be informed by
University developments. Therefore, | an assessment of their
a Policy which would enable architectural and
existing buildings on this campus to | historic interest and
simply be demolished and replaced | their contribution to
could result in considerable harm the original campus
the overall design concept design. Those
underpinning the original University | buildings which are
and loss of key elements which considered to be of
contribute to understanding and architectural of
appreciation of its architectural and | historic interest
historic interest. should be retained

and reused”.

136 | Policy ED3 - Unsound Notwithstanding the caveats within | The future expansion

Proposed the Planning Principles regarding of the University
Expansion the limits on the development should be restricted

footprint of any new development
and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site
and the A64”, this proposal could
harm two elements which
contribute to the special character
of the historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in
views from the A64. The expansion
of the University to the extent of the
area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring
Road. This will fundamentally

to within the Campus
Fast and
consideration should
be given to the
expansion of the
university in a
northerly direction
onto Site ST4 instead.
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change the relationship which the
southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also
alter people’s perceptions when
travelling along this route about the
setting of the City within an area of
open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain
that the requirement for an
“appropriately landscaped buffer”
between the site and the A64, will
not, itself, further harm the
openness of the Green Belt in this
location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this
part of the City have simply resulted
in earth bunding -an alien features
in the flat landscape to the south of
the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the
university towards the ring road
could also harm the relationship
which the historic city of York has to
the surrounding villages - another
element identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper as contributing to the
special character of York. This
relationship relates to not simply
the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the
villages themselves, and the fact
that they are free-standing, clearly
definable settlements.

The expansion of the University
would effectively reduce the gap
between the edge of the built-up
area of the City and the proposed
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new settlement at Elvington Lane
(Site ST15) to 1.6km.

138

Policy ED4

Sound

The Lord Mayor’s Walk Campus lies
opposite the City Walls, partly in a
Conservation Area, and includes a
number of Listed Buildings.
Consequently, we support the
requirement that future
development on this site needs to
take account of its sensitive setting.

140

Paragraph 7.18,
Proposed
Student
Housing, Site
SH1 (Land at
Heworth Croft)

Sound

This site adjoins the boundary of the
Heworth Green/East
Parade/Huntington Road
Conservation Area..

We welcome the requirement that
development proposals for this area
would need to ensure that those
elements which contribute to the
significance of the Conservation
Area are not harmed.

145

Table 8.1

Sound

Over the past few years, as part of
the background work on the
emerging City of York Local Plan,
the Council has undertaken a great
deal of work to identify the various
elements which contribute to the
special character and setting of the
historic City. This work, the Heritage
Topic Paper, has helped to provide a
framework against which to
consider not only the
appropriateness of the
development strategy for the future
growth of the City, but also the
individual sites where that growth
might be accommodated.

We welcome the inclusion of this
Table which provides a summary of
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the Six Principal Characteristics
which contribute towards York’s
special character and setting and
illustrates how the various elements
of the Plan are intended to
safeguard or reinforce these
characteristics.

146

Policy D1

Sound

Subject to the small modification
set out below, we support this
Policy. This should help to ensure
that the elements which contribute
to the special character of the City
are safeguarded. We particularly
welcome the requirement that
development proposals that fail to
take account of York’s special
qualities, fail to make a positive
design contribution to the city, or
cause damage to the character and
quality of an area will be refused.
Given the international importance
of the historic city of York, it is
absolutely right that developments
which are likely to harm its
character are refused.

146

Policy D1,
Criterion iv, first
bullet-point

Unsound

Itis unlikely that any development
would “challenge ... the city centre
roofscape”. Consequently, this
bullet-point would benefit from a
small amendment

Policy D1, Criterion iv,
first bullet-point
amend to read:-

‘. the Minster or harm
the city centre
roofscape”

149

Policy D2

Sound

We support this Policy. This should
help to ensure that development
proposals do not harm the
landscape of the City and its wider
setting.

152

Policy D4

Sound

Subject to the changes set out
below, we support this Policy. In its
City Centre Conservation Area York
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Unsound

has one of the Country’s most
distinctive Conservation Areas and
which provides the setting for some
very significant historic assets. It is
essential that the plan sets out a
robust Policy framework for the
management of this area and the
other Conservation Areas across the
City.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound This Criterion is confusing. The Policy D4, first
Paragraph, opening sentence requires Paragraph, replace
Criteriai proposals to either preserve or Criteria i with the

enhance the character of a following:-

Conservation Area (reflecting S69 of

the 1990 Act). Later on, by the ‘i are designed to

inclusion of ‘and’, this sentence sets | preserve or enhance

out a requirement that they also those elements which

have to enhance or better reveal its | contribute to the

significance. character or
appearance of the

Moreover, S69 of the Act refers to Conservation Area

“character or appearance” (not

character and appearance). ii would enhance or
better reveal its

This Criterion needs amending to be | significance or would

consistent with primary legislation | help secure a

and to make its intentions more sustainable future for

clear. It would also be preferableif | abuilding at risk®

itincluded reference to the

“elements” which contribute to the

character of the Conservation Area.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound As the City Centre Conservation Policy D4, first

Paragraph,
Criteria i

Area Appraisal notes, views across
the City are one of the most
important yet fragile components of
the City’s historic townscape. The
appraisal identified 26 Key Views
which it states:-

“The protection and enhancement of

Paragraph, Criteria ii
amend to read:-

“safequard the Key
Views identified in the
York Historic Core
Conservation Area
Appraisal and other
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Unsound
these views should be a material Local Views”
consideration in the determination of
planning applications which might
have an impact on them, and
applicants should be required to
demonstrate accurately how
proposed development would
impact on these Key Views as part of
the pre-application process. This
should include accurately rendered
images or a 3D model”.

152 | Policy D4, first | Unsound This Criterion is not about decision- | Policy D4, first
Paragraph, making but, rather, the information | Paragraph, delete
Criteria iii that needs to be submitted in Criterion iii and insert

support of any application affecting | the following at the

a Conservation Area. As such it end of the Policy:-

would be better taken out of this

first part of the Policy and included | “Applications should

later on. be accompanied by
an appropriate
evidence-based
assessment of the
conservation area’s
special qualities,
proportionate to the
size and impact of the
development and
sufficient to ensure
thatimpacts of the
proposals are clearly
understood”.

152 | Policy D4, third | Unsound As worded, this Criterion would Policy D4, third

Paragraph

allow a change of use even if it
caused harm to the significance of a
Conservation Area. A proposal
which resulted in any harm to the
significance of a Conservation Area
would not be “conserving it” and,
therefore, would not be delivering
sustainable development in terms

Paragraph amend to
read:-

“Changes of use will
be supported where it
has been
demonstrated that the
original use of the
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Unsound

of the historic environment. In building is no longer

addition, it would be preferable to viable or appropriate

refer to the “original use” rather and where the

than the “primary use”. proposed new use
would not harm the
significance of the
area’.

153 | Policy D5 Sound Subject to the change set out -

below, we support this Policy which
will help to ensure that
development proposals conserve
the City Listed Buildings.

153 | Policy D5, first | Unsound This Criterion is not about decision- | Policy D5, first
Paragraph, making but, rather, the information | Paragraph, delete
Criterion iii that needs to be submitted in Criterion iii and insert

support of any application affecting | the following at the

a Conservation Area. As such it end of the Policy:-

would be better taken out of this

first part of the Policy and included | “Applications should

later on. be accompanied by
an appropriate
evidence-based
heritage statement
assessing the
significance of the
building”.

155 | Policy D6 Unsound Whilst we fully support much of the | Delete Criterion vi

thrust of this Policy, it does not
differentiate sufficiently between
the approach that will be taken to
Scheduled Monuments and other
nationally-important archaeological
sites compared to archaeological
remains of less than national
importance

and add the following
additional
Paragraphs to the
end of the Policy:-

“Harm to an element
which contributes to
the significance of a
Scheduled Monument
or other nationally-
important remains
will be permitted only
where this is
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outweighed by the
public benefits of the
proposal. Substantial
harm or total loss of a
Scheduled Monument
or other nationally-
important remains
will be permitted only
where it can be
demonstrated that the
proposal would bring
substantial public
benefits.

Harm to
archaeological
remains of less than
national importance
will only be permitted
where the benefits of
the development
outweigh the harm
having regard to the
scale of the harm and
the significance of the
archaeology.

In those cases where
development affecting
an archaeological site
is acceptable in
principle, detailed
mitigation measures
will need to be agreed
with the City of York
Council that include,
where appropriate,
provision for deposit
monitoring,
investigation,
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Unsound
recording, analysis,
publication, archive
deposition and
community
involvement”.
155 | Paragraph 8.31 | Unsound The 1990 York Development and Amend accordingly
Archaeology Study by Ove Arup
Report was updated recently. This
Paragraph may need reviewing and
updating to better reflect that
review. If necessary, this should also
be reflected in Policy D6
155 | Policy D7 Unsound Whilst we fully support much of the | (a) Delete the first
thrust of this Policy it is rather Paragraph and
confusing since although it is replace with:-
headed ‘non-designated heritage
assets’ it also deals with the historic | “Development
environment more widely (in the proposals affecting a
opening Paragraph) and designated | non-designated
heritage assets (in the final heritage asset or its
Paragraph). setting will be
supported where they
The final Paragraph would be more | conserve those
appropriate included within Policy | elements which
D9 contribute to its
significance.
(b) Delete the final
Paragraph and move
to Policy D9
158 | Policy D8 Unsound We support this Policy which will
help to ensure that development
proposals conserve the City’s
Registered Historic Parks and
Gardens.
159 | Policy D9 Sound We support this Policy which will -

ensure that the results from any
archaeological assessments or
investigations are deposited in the
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Unsound
HER. This will help to increase the
understanding of the archaeology of
York and assist in predicting the
potential impacts of future
development proposals across the
City.
160 | Policy D10 Sound Subject to the change set out
below, we whole-heartedly support
the inclusion of a Policy to manage
change in the vicinity of the City
Walls.
160 | Policy D10, Minor In order to ensure that thereis no Policy D10, third
third Paragraph | modification | misunderstanding, this Criterion Paragraph amend to
would benefit from a slight read:-
amendment.
“Other development
proposals adjacent to
160 | Policy D10, Unsound This Criterion would benefitfroma | Policy D10, third
third Paragraph slight amendment to improve its Paragraph, Criterion i
Criterion i clarity. amend to read:-
“... the elements
which contribute to
their significance and
the six principal
characteristics of the
City as identified in the
‘Heritage Topic
Paper’”
160 | Policy D11 Sound We support this Policy which will -
help to ensure that extensions and
alterations to existing buildings take
place in a manner which will
safeguard those elements which
contribute to the distinctive
character of the City.
162 | Policy D12 Sound We support this Policy especially -

the protection that is given to the
retention of high-quality or historic
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shop fronts. York has many fine
historic shopfronts which make a
valuable contribution to the
distinctive character of their local
area.

163

Policy D13

Sound

We support this Policy which sets
out a good framework for the
control of advertisements. This
should help to ensure that any
proposals safeguard the distinctive
character of the City.

164

Policy D14

Sound

We support this Policy which sets
out a good framework for the
control of security shutters. Poorly-
designed security shutters can
considerably detract from the
character of an area and its vitality.
This Policy should help to ensure
that the character of the City is
maintained.

165

Policy GI1

Sound

We support this Policy and
especially, in Criterion v, the
recognition of the contribution
which the City’s heritage assets
make to the Green Infrastructure
network

168

Policy GI3

Sound

We support this Policy which should
help to protect the integrity of York’s
Green Infrastructure network - a key
element of the special character of
the historic City.

169

Policy Gl4

Unsound

We support this Policy especially
the requirement, in Criterion iii, that
trees or hedgerows which
contribute to the character of a
Conservation Area or Listed Building
or are an element of a designed
landscape should be retained.

175

Policy GBI, first
Paragraph,

Sound

We support this Criterion. This will
help to ensure that any
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Unsound
Criterion iii development in the Green Belt
safeguards those elements which
contribute to the special character
and setting of the historic City.
175 | Policy GBI, Unsound NPPF Paragraph 90 makes it clear Policy GB1, second
second that local transport infrastructureis | Paragraph, tenth
Paragraph, only appropriate in a Green Belt bullet-point amend to
tenth bullet- “where it can demonstrate a read:-
point requirement for a Green Belt
location”. There is nothing in the “..including highways
NPPF which indicates that Park and | work and Park and
Ride Sites as a matter of course are | Ride facilities which
appropriate developments in the can demonstrate a
Green Belt requirement for a
Green Belt location”
182 | Policy CC1 Sound Whilst we would broadly support Policy CC1, third
the thrust of this Policy, applicants | Paragraph amend to
are required to do no more than read:-
“consider” the impact of any
scheme upon the various elements | “Applications will be
set out in the seven Criteria of the supported where they
Policy. can demonstrate that
they would not have
In order to provide a frameworkto | an adverse impact
enable the decision-maker to upon:..”
determine how they ought to react
to a development proposal, the
wording of the sentence before the
Criteria needs to be more positive.
185 | Policy CC2, Sound Whilst it may be possible to achieve | -

Conversion of BREEAM “very good” and “excellent”

Existing for some conversions, there may be

Buildings, historic properties where it is

second impossible to attain these

Paragraph standards without compromising

elements which contribute to their
significance. This Paragraph
recognises that these standards
would only be a requirement where
they can be achieved in a manner

-54-




Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Changes
Unsound
consistent with the appropriate
conservation of that asset.
213 | Policy T2, Unsound We have concerns about the impact | (a) Policy T2, Medium
Medium Term which the following might have Term, Criterion ii
upon elements which contributeto | amend to read:-
the special character and setting of
the historic City:- “... tomatchrising
- The expansion of the Park and demand subject to
Ride Sites at Askham Bar and minimising any
Poppleton Bar impact upon the
Asegregated grade-separated purposes of the Green
bus route across the 1237 Belt”
(a) Policy T2, Medium
Term, Criterion iii
amend to read:-
“... tothe north west
of the City subject to
minimising any
impact upon the
purposes of the Green
Belt”
216 | Policy T3, Sound York Station is a Grade II* Listed -
Criteria land i Building. We welcome the
requirements of these two Criteria
which will assist in ensuring that
improvements to the Station
happen in a manner which
conserves those elements which
contribute to the significance of this
building.
223 | Policy T6, sixth | Sound We welcome the requirement that -

and seventhy
bullet-points

development near public transport
corridors should not have an
adverse impact upon the historic
environment or the purpose of the
Green Belt. It is imperative that
making the best use of public
transport corridors does not harm
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the elements which make York
distinctive.

230

Policy C1,
Criterion iv

Sound

We support the statement that
proposals for communications
infrastructure will only be supported
where there will be no
demonstrable adverse impacts
upon the landscape character,
setting, views, heritage assets or
Green Belt objectives. This will help
to ensure that those elements which
contribute to the character of York
are retained.

254

Table 15.2,
Section 8

Sound

Subject to the change below, we
support the Targets for the historic
environment

254

Table 15.2,
Section 8,
Indicators,
second bullet-
point

Unsound

It would be preferable to refer to the
number of designated heritage
assets on the Historic England
‘Heritage at Risk Register’.

Table 15.2, Section 8,
Indicators, second
bullet-point amend to
read:-

“Number of
designated heritage
assets on the Historic
England ‘Heritage at

’»

Risk Register’.

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

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)

Telephone: |
e-mail: I
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Freepost RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ,

City of York Council,
West Offices,
Station Rise

YORK YO1 6GA

28 March 2018

Dear Sir or Madam,

Our Ref: HD/P5343/03

Your Ref:

Telephone: ]

City of York Local Plan: Publication Draft - Sustainability Appraisal

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the Sustainability Appraisal of the Pre-
Publication Draft of the Local Plan.

On the whole, we would broadly endorse the evaluation of the likely impact which the
Policies and proposals of the Plan might have upon the historic environment and, where an
adverse effect has been identified, the proposed mitigation measures which have been
proposed to reduce that harm.

We are pleased to note that many of the comments which we made to the previous version of
the Appraisal have been incorporated into this latest iteration of the document.

Specific Comments

We have the following comments to make regarding the content of the Appraisal

Page

Section

Comments
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13

Paragraph 1.7.2
etseq

Over the past few years, as part of the
background work on the emerging City of York
Local Plan, the Council has undertaken a great
deal of work to identify the various elements
which contribute to the special character and
setting of the historic City. This work, which was
set out in the Heritage Topic Paper. The use of
that document as the basis for the Heritage
Impact Appraisal has enabled the Council to
provide a good evaluation of the potential
impact which the emerging plan might have
upon the six principal characteristics of the
historic City identified in the Heritage Topic
Paper.

(a) The local planning
authority needs to
review and update the
September 2017
Heritage Impact
Appraisal in the light of
the comments
received to the Reg. 18
Consultation.

(b) The Heritage
Impact Appraisal
should be included as
an appendix to the
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As part of the Reg. 18 Consultation on the Pre-
Publication Draft last year, views were invited

on the content of the Heritage Impact Appraisal.

However, it does not appear that there has
been any consideration by the local planning
authority of any of the comments submitted by
consultees regarding that document nor has
the appraisal been updated.

Moreover, as one of the key documents which
underpins the Sustainability Appraisal, the
Heritage Impact Appraisal should have been
included as an appendix to the SA.

Sustainability
Appraisal.

117 and | Table 6.2, SAO14 | The Heritage Impact Appraisal evaluates the There needstobea
Appendix | (Cultural impact of each of the allocations against each | closer correlation
I Heritage) of the six Principal Characteristics of the City between the
which are set out in the Heritage Topic Paper. conclusions of the
However, Heritage Impact Appraisaldoes not Heritage Impact
make an overall conclusion about the likely Appraisal and the SA.
impact of each of those sites upon the historic
environment. Consequently, it is not clear how
Table 6.2 (or, indeed, any of the tables in
Appendix I) has arrived at its assessment of the
likely impact of each of the sites upon SAO14.
117 Table 6.2, Site When originally proposed, this site was Theimpact of the
ST5 (York proposed to be linked to a Park and Ride site development of this
Central) against | on the northern edge of the City by a light rail site upon SOA6 and
SAO6 (Reduce link. With the removal of this element of the SAQT should be
the need to scheme, it is increasingly likely that people will | amended to “negative”
travel) and SAO | access this site by car - the latest Masterplans
7 (Greenhouse | show anew large car park adjacent to the
Gassses) Station. Consequently, far from reducing the
amounts of trips by private car, the current
proposals seem likely to increase them
resulting in an adverse impact against both
SAO6 and SAOT.
117 Table 6.2, Site The amount of development required on the The impact of the
ST5 (York edges of the City and in its surrounding development of this

Central) against
SAQ14 (Cultural
Heritage)

settlements is very much predicated on being
able to deliver a sizeable proportion of the
plan’s new housing requirements within the
York Central site. Whilst we whole-heartedly

site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“uncertain”

2
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support the principle of the redevelopment of
this large brownfield site and in maximising its
development potential, we remain to be
convinced that the quantum of development
being proposed (a total greater than the last
iteration of the Plan proposed) is actually
deliverable in a manner which will, not only,
safeguard the significance of the numerous
heritage assets in its vicinity but also not have
significant knock-on effects upon the remainder
of the historic core of York.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST7 (Land East
of Metcalfe
Lane) against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

Whilst there may well be potential to
accommodate some of York’s development
needs on the eastern side of the City, as
currently proposed, the Allocation of this area
will harm a number of key elements identified
in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character and
setting of York.

Firstly, this site is prominent in views from the
ring road. The development of this area would
reduce the gap between the A64 and the edge
of the built-up area from 1.3km, at its narrowest
point, to just 575 metres. This would resultin
not only a large encroachment into the open
countryside to the east of the City but also
considerable harm to the views towards the
eastern edge of the City from the ring road - key
element identified in the Heritage Topic Paper
Update.

This allocation will, in effect create a new free-
standing settlement within the ring road under
160 metres from edge of the existing built-up
area. The Heritage Topic Paper Update
identifies the relationship which York has to its
surrounding settlements as being one of the
elements which contribute to its special
character and setting. A new settlement this
close to the City would appear out of keeping
with the current pattern of development
around York and harm this element of York’s

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”
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character.

117

Table 6.2, site
ST8 (Land to the
North of Monks
Cross)  against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

Whilst there may well be potential to
accommodate some of York’s development
needs on the eastern side of Huntington, as
currently depicted, the Allocation of this area
seems likely to harm several elements which
contribute to the special character and setting
of York.

Firstly, the development of this site would
substantially reduce the gap between the edge
of the built-up area and the Ring Road and, as
such, would adversely affect its rural setting of
the City in this location.

Secondly, it would start to enclose the western
edge of the green wedge that is centred on
Monk Stray. These wedges have been identified
as one of the defining features of the special
character of York.

Thirdly, the open areas either side of Monk’s
Cross Link Road with the remnants of its
historic field patterns contribute to the
character of this area.

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST31 (Land to
the south of
Tadcaster Road,
Copmanthorpe)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

The development of this site could harm a
number of elements which contribute to the
special character of the historic City.

Firstly, this site is perceived as being very much
a part of the swathe of open countryside to the
south of the ring road. Although the railway

runs to the south of Site ST31, the perception is
of arail line running through open countryside
rather than an area which has been severed

from the surrounding landscape by the railway.

Secondly, the relationship of the historic city of
York to the surrounding villages is one of the
elements identified as contributing to the
special character of York. This relationship
relates to not simply the distance between the
settlements but also the size of the villages

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

4
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themselves, and the fact that they are free-
standing, clearly definable settlements.

The new Park and Ride site at Askham Bar has
effectively extended the southern edge of the
built-up area of the City to within 350 metres of
the AB4. As a result, this has narrowed the gap
between what might now be regarded as the
southern edge of York and the northern edge of
Copmanthorpe. This Allocation would bring
Copmanthorpe 175 metres closer to the edge of
the City and would reduce the gap between
York and the village to less thanlkm. This would
harm a key element of the special character
and setting of the City identified in the Heritage
Topic Paper Update.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST27 (University
of York
Expansion Site)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

Notwithstanding the caveats within the
Planning Principles regarding the limits on the
development footprint of any new
development and for an “appropriately
landscaped buffer between the site and the A64”,
this proposal could harm two elements which
contribute to the special character of the
historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in views from the
AB4. The expansion of the University to the
extent of the area identified would bring
development very close to the Ring Road. This
will fundamentally change the relationship
which the southern edge of York has with the
countryside to its south. It will also alter
people’s perceptions when travelling along this
route about the setting of the City within an
area of open countryside.

Moreover, it is by no means certain that the
requirement for an “appropriately landscaped
buffer” between the site and the A64, will not,
itself, further harm the openness of the Green
Belt in this location. Previous landscaping
schemes by the University in this part of the City
have simply resulted in earth bunding and

The impact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

5
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swathes of tree planting, both alien featuresin
the flat landscape to the south of the City.

Secondly, the expansion of the university
towards the ring road could also harm the
relationship which the historic city of York has
to the surrounding villages - another element
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character of York.
This relationship relates to not simply the
distance between the settlements but also the
size of the villages themselves, and the fact that
they are free-standing, clearly definable
settlements.

The expansion of the University would
effectively reduce the gap between the edge of
the built up area of the City and this proposed
new settlement at Elvington Lane (Site ST15) to
1.6km.

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST19
(Northminster
Business Park)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

In order to retain the separation between the
Business Park and nearby villages, the southern
extent of this area should not extend any
further south than the existing car park to the
south of Redwood House.

Without this reduction, the development of this
area would threaten the separation of
Northminster Business Park from the village of
Knapton which would be just 250 metres from
the southern boundary of this area.

Theimpact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

117

Table 6.2, Site
ST37 (Whitehall
Grange) against
SAO14 (Cultural
Heritage)

This site forms part of the green wedge that
extends into the north of City which is centred
on Bootham Stray. Although there are a handful
of buildings on this particular site, itis clearly
perceived as a part of this open area. The loss
of this site and its subsequent development
would result in the considerable narrowing of
this wedge and harm one of the key elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as
contributing to the special character and
setting of York.

Theimpact of the
development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

122

Table 6.3, site

Whilst we have no objection to the

The impact of the

6
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E16 (Poppleton
Garden Centre)
against SAO14
(Cultural
Heritage)

redevelopment of that part of the site which is
currently occupied by buildings, residential
development should not be allowed in the
undeveloped area to the south of the existing
buildings.

The development of that open area would
considerably reduce the gap between the Ring
Road and what, in effect, would become the
southern edge of the village of Poppleton. As
such, it would harm a number of elements
identified in the Heritage Topic Paper Update as
contributing to the special character and
setting of the City.

Moreover, it would also reduce the gap
between what would be perceived as being the
southern edge of the village of Poppleton and
the Northminster Business Park leading to the
threat of the coalescence of these two areas.

development of this
site upon SOA14
should be amended to
“serious harm”

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided in the
Report dated February 2018. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to
provide further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals which may subsequently
arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later versions of the Plan) where we consider
that, despite the SA/SEA, these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.

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

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)

e-mail:
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From: Sustainable Places, Yorkshire |

Sent: 28 March 2018 17:16

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: Cooke, Alison(City Development)

Subject: Comments on York Local Plan Publication Consultation

Attachments: York Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation EA Comments.pdf; York Local Plan

Publication Draft Consultation EA Comments in Response Form.pdf

Dear Alison,

Further to recent discussions, please find attached, our response to your Local Plan Publication Draft consultation.
Please note, in the response, our intention to provide additional comments at a later date, which should be
considered as an addendum to the attached.

In addition, please don't be too alarmed by the fact that we have consider the plan unsound. This is related to the
fact that the plan does not currently contain an appropriate WFD policy. We discussed in our recent meeting that
this will be included. Once an appropriate policy is included, we should be in a position to fully support your plan.
If you would like to discuss this further, please feel free to contact me.

Kind Regards

Nick

Nick Beyer

Yorkshire Sustainable Places | Environment Agency
T I
|

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you
have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else.

We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it.

We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the
Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and
attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.

Click here to report this email as spam



City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018 o reference:
Consultation response form

21 February — 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Nick
Last Name Beyer
Organisation Environment Agency
(where relevant)
Representing Environment Agency
(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 4 April 2018, 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

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

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
e Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e [nall libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part B -Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft 4

Policies Map |:|

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

v

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes D No

v

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

v

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

Please see comments under section 6 and attached

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [ ] No [V

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).

5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared [ ] Justified []

Effective D Consistent with D
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

Please see comments under section 6 and attached

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Main Local Plan Document

e Policy H7: Student Housing (Sites SH1 / OS6)
We would like to reiterate our previous comments regarding this site.

This site has an area designated as functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b (FZ3b)) in the current
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). It should be noted that only Essential Infrastructure

mm AN Abaw NavnnAatilla AdaviAlanmimmamant Alhadidld kA lacaAtad 1ta 791K

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing » Yes, | wish to appear at the D
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
Inspector by way of written representations.

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.3

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

Signatur Date 28 March 2018

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

3 Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



creating a better place Environment
W Agency

Alison Cooke Date: 28 March 2018
City of York Council

Via email:
localplan@york.gov.uk

Dear Alison
York Local Plan — Pre Publication Draft Consultation

Please review these comments in conjunction with our previous comments provided in
response to your Regulation 18 Consultation, dated 10 November 2017. Please note
that we intend to provide additional comments regarding the changes made to Site
ST20/SS5 — Castle Gateway and possibly Water Framework Directive at a later date.
Please consider these as an addendum to this response, when you receive them.

Main Local Plan Document

e Policy H7: Student Housing (Sites SH1 / OS6)
We would like to reiterate our previous comments regarding this site.

This site has an area designated as functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b (FZ3b)) in the
current Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). It should be noted that only Essential
Infrastructure and Water Compatible development should be located in FZ3b.

Recommendation

We recommend that you distinguish between the areas of allocation for Open Space
and Student Housing, with open space only, allocated in FZ3b. Alternatively, you could
provide a clear statement that the sequential approach site layout must be used on this
site.

You have suggested that you will cross reference Flood Risk Policy ENV4 to cover this
issue. We recommend that this is referenced in Policy H7: Student Housing.

¢ Policy DP2: Sustainable Development
We are pleased to see that you have incorporated our suggestion to add text to this
policy to ensure the remediation of polluted land/groundwater and the protection of
groundwater.

e Policy CC2: Sustainable Development and Construction of New
Development
We are pleased to see that you have incorporated our suggestion to add text regardm
water efficiency into Policy CC2 and section 11.16.

) il‘;
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e Policy Env 3: Land Contamination
We are pleased to see that you have reworded this policy in line with our suggestion.

e Water Framework Directive (WFD)
In our previous comments, we recommended that a policy is inserted in the main Local
Plan document that ensures that the requirements of the Water Framework Directive
are adhered to, where appropriate.

As discussed in our recent meeting, section 2.14 on Page 19 of the Local Plan
Document does refer to an aspiration to achieve some of the aims of the Water
Framework Directive. As discussed, it is still our view that specific policy wording
should be present in the plan to require developers to meet the requirements of the
WED. It was discussed that wording could be added to Policy DP2.

As it currently stands, if you incorporate some appropriate policy wording into your plan,
we would have no reason to find the plan unsound for lack of consideration of WFD,
however, if this wording is not incorporated then we would have to consider the plan
unsound.

Below are some examples of wording incorporated into other Local Plans, which would,
in our views be appropriate to meet the requirement to address WFD in your plan.
There is also some additional information regarding duty to cooperate.

Conserving and enhancing the water environment
Proposals will be supported which:

1. Do not result in the deterioration of water courses or water bodies and conserve and
enhance:
a. the natural geomorphology of watercourses, including reinstating watercourses
to their natural state through removal of modifications resulting from past
industrial uses;
b. water quality; and
c. the ecological value of the water environment, including the functionality of
habitat networks.

2. Make positive progress towards achieving ‘good status or potential’ under the Water
Framework Directive in surface and groundwater bodies.

3. Ensure Source Protection Zones are protected from contamination as a result of the
proposal in line with national guidance.

4. Manage water demand and improve water efficiency through appropriate water
conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey-water recycling.

5. Improve water quality through the incorporation of appropriately constructed and
maintained Sustainable Drainage Systems and surface water management techniques.

6. Dispose of surface water appropriately (in accordance with the Local Plan drainage
policy) adhering to the following networks in order of preference:

a. to an infiltration based system wherever possible (such as soakaways);

b. discharge into a watercourse with the prior approval of the landowner,
navigation authority or Environment Agency, where applicable. To comply with

Cont/d.. 2



part a this must be following treatment where necessary or where no treatment is
required to prevent pollution of the receiving watercourse;
c. discharge to a public sewer.

Water Resource Management
To conserve and enhance the Borough’s water resources proposals will be supported
which:
a. do not result in the deterioration of water courses and which conserve and
enhance:
i. the natural geomorphology of water courses
ii. water quality; and
iii. the ecological value of the water environment, including watercourse
corridors

b. contribute towards achieving “good” status under the Water Framework
Directive in the boroughs surface and ground water bodies.

c. manage water demand and improve water efficiency through appropriate water
conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey-water recycling

d. dispose of surface water appropriately and improve water quality through the
incorporation of SuDS, in accordance with Policy CC4.

Statement from Sites and Policies DPD

Future development proposals will be expected to address the key objectives of the
Water Framework Directive, respond to the guidance and recommendations in the
Humber River Basin Management Plan, the Don Catchment Flood Management Plan
and relevant Catchment Abstraction Management Strategies. These documents are
available from the Environment Agency; with the associated issues considered further in
Core Strategy CS24 'Conserving and Enhancing the Water Environment'.

Conserving and Enhancing the Water Environment
Proposals will be supported which:

a. do not result in the deterioration of water courses and which conserve and enhance:
i. the natural geomorphology of watercourses,
ii. water quality; and
iii. the ecological value of the water environment, including watercourse corridors;

b. contribute towards achieving ‘good status’ under the Water Framework Directive in
the borough’s surface and groundwater bodies

c. manage water demand and improve water efficiency through appropriate water
conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey-water recycling;

d. improve water quality through the incorporation of appropriately constructed and
maintained Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems or sustainable drainage techniques as
set out in Policy CS25 Dealing with Flood Risk,

e. dispose of surface water appropriately according to the following networks in order of
preference:

i. to an infiltration based system wherever possible (such as soakaways)
ii. discharge into a watercourse with the prior approval of the landowner and
navigation

Cont/d.. 3



authority (to comply with part a. this must be following treatment where
necessary

or where no treatment is required to prevent pollution of the receiving
watercourse.)

iii. discharge to a public sewer

Duty to Co-operate and WFD

The text below is an example of some WFD comments made to another LPA to draw
attention to WFD as an issue that could have duty to co-operate implications.

Text:

River catchments often span many different local authority areas. New developments
and proposals in areas upstream can affect issues such as flood risk (discussed above)
and water quality downstream.

EA Issue 1- Compliance with Water Framework Directive/Humber River Basin
Management Plan — the protection improvement and sustainable use of water bodies
Impact — Impacts on watercourse and river catchment. The LPA will need to consider
the impact of proposals on water bodies. This is a relevant Duty to Cooperate issue in
so far as water bodies may cross local authority boundaries. The local authority
should consider at the earliest opportunity the risk that proposals could lead to
deterioration of water bodies or would prevent the achievement of water body
objectives. Other practical opportunities to improve water bodies should also be
considered as this may result in positive cross boundary gains in the improvement of
water bodies.

Areas affected — local authorities downstream of water courses within the area (also
upstream in relation to river wildlife corridors).

Evidence — Water Framework Directive 9200/60/EC (sets out how the UK
Government should approach the sustainable management of water — it's aim is that
natural waters are managed so they are in good condition; objectives are to prevent
deterioration of water bodies, to achieve good status in water bodies and to prevent
pollutants entering water bodies); The WFD Regulations (regulation 17) (places a
duty on each public body including local planning authorities to’ have regard to’ river
basin management plans (RBMPs) Humber River Basin Management Plan (sets out
the approach to achieving the WFD aims and objectives for the water bodies in the
Humber Basin); National Planning Policy Framework (para 2 — ‘planning policies and
decisions must reflect and where appropriate promote relevant EU obligations and
statutory requirements.’ Para 165 — ‘planning policies and decisions should be based on
up-to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the
area including drawing for example, from River Basin Management Plans’).

Sustainability Appraisal

e Baseline Section 4.14
We previously requested that you include additional recognition of the importance of the
Sherwood Sandstone Aquifer. You have stated that additions will be made to para.
4.14.1. We consider the proposed additions adequately address the concern we had
and support the suggested wording.

e SA Objective 10 (SA Framework Section 5.2)
We previously made some comments regarding how potential impacts upon
groundwater quality and quantity have been incorporated into the sustainability

Cont/d.. 4



assessment. You have referred to Section 5.2.2. of the SA report. Based on this, we
agree that the plan’s policies and proposals on groundwater have been captured in the
SA Framework and assessment criteria.

| hope that these comments are useful to you in further developing your local plan. We
welcome any further discussion over the points we have raised. If | can be of any other
assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Nick Beyer
Planning Specialist

Telephone: I

E-mail: [
Address:

End )
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From: Sustainable Places, Yorkshire |

Sent: 17 April 2018 16:18

To: Cooke, Alison(City Development)

Cc: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: York Local Plan — Publication Draft Consultation — Additional Comments regarding Site
ST20 / Policy SS5 — Castle Gateway

Attachments: York Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation EA Additional Comments.pdf

Dear Alison,

Further to recent correspondence, and as previously discussed, please find attached additional comments on your
Local Plan Publication Draft. | hope you will be able to address these comments give that they have been submitted
after the formal consultation period.

If you would like to discuss any aspect of the attached or our previous response, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards

Nick

Nick Beyer

Yorkshire Sustainable Places | Environment Agency
= I
|

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you
have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else.

We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it.

We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the
Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and
attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.

Click here to report this email as spam



creating a better place Environment
W Agency

Alison Cooke Date: 17 April 2018
City of York Council

Via email:
localplan@york.gov.uk

Dear Alison

York Local Plan - Publication Draft Consultation — Additional Comments
regarding Site ST20 / Policy SS5 — Castle Gateway.

Further to our recent comments dated 28 March 2018, please see the following, which
is an addendum to the previous comments and should be read in conjunction.

We have now reviewed the revised section of the Publication Draft, relating to Site ST20
and Policy SS5 (Castle Gateway).

The revised information provides further detail regarding the development and growth
intentions for specific areas of Site ST20. On this basis, we are able to refine our views
and position regarding the allocation of this site.

We have no objections in principle to the concept of developing a multi-storey car park
on the existing St Georges field car park and therefore have no objection to the
proposed allocation with respect to this. It is important, however, that any applications
are in line with Policy ENV 4 and clearly demonstrate that there would be no loss of
flood storage and also that flood flow routes would not be altered or displaced onto
others. We would not expect to see, nor would we support, any development that
results in an increase in flood risk vulnerability classification at this location.

Regarding specifically the Foss Basin, we do not consider this to be an appropriate
location for new development, such as is indicated in the latest version of the Local
Plan. The Foss Basin is critical for the operation of both the Foss Barrier and Castle
Mills Sluice. The flood storage within the Foss Basin must be available for the proper
operation of flood defence infrastructure and any impact on that infrastructure and
associated increases in flood risk are not considered acceptable. We would not support
any development in this location, with the possible exception of water compatible uses,
subject to detail. As such we do not consider it appropriate to include the Foss Basin
within the ST20 site allocation and that the Local Plan should not be adopted with this
allocation included.

)

<
LI
119%



Please also note that in addition to any planning permission obtained, that any works in,
over or under a main river and / or a defence, or any works within 8m of the top of bank
of a main river or toe of a defence will also require a permit under the Environmental
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 from the Environment Agency. We
would not grant a permit to any works that would impact upon the operation of our
assets, such as those which rely on the Foss Basin.

| hope that these comments are useful to you in further developing your local plan. We
welcome any further discussion over the points we have raised. If | can be of any other
assistance, please don'’t hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Nick Beyer
Planning Specialist

Telephone: I
E-mail: I
Address I

End 2
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 17:23

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104812
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 17:22:53

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104812, on
28/03/2018 at 17:22:53) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Own
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Mr
Forename: Martin
Surname: Lumley-holmes

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing:

1



Address (building name/number and street):
Address (area): I

Address (town): Il

Postcode: NN

Email address: [
Telephone number: GGG

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

We have been fully consulted and able to contribute to the plan. The plan seems to adhere to all
national policies and guidelines and takes full account of local opinion.

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound'? Yes, | consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES]

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

The plan is sound in my view because it meets the infrastructure needs of York and Earswick, is
possible to fully deliver and again meets national policies and guidelines. In addition | am pleased

it includes a new railway station at Haxby which | would use regularly.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: The entirity of the plan

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

None

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 17:30

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104813
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 17:29:39

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104813, on
28/03/2018 at 17:29:39) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Own
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Mrs
Forename: Deborah
Surname: Lumley-holmes

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing:

1



Address (building name/number and street):
Address (area): I

Address (town): Il

Postcode: NN

Email address: I
Telephone number: GGG

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

| have been fully consulted and able to contribute to the plan via parish meetings and
consultations. The plan adheres to all national policies and guidelines and takes full account of
our opinions and the duty to cooperate.

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:



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

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound'? Yes, | consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES]

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

The plan is sound in my view because it fully meets the infrastructure needs of York , can be
properly delivered and meets national policy. My husband and | are also looking forward to the

railway station at Haxby.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: The whole plan.

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':
None

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
3
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From: Susannah Byrne

Sent: 28 March 2018 18:04

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: Gardiner Hanson

Subject: York Local Plan publication draft - York Racecourse representations
Attachments: 2018 03 28_York Representation Letter Publication and app form FINAL.pdf

Dear Local Plans team,

We have reviewed your publication draft version of York Local Plan and have prepared a letter of representation on
behalf of York Racecourse. Please find this attached along with the completed form.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with you further the points made in our letter, and the role of the
racecourse to the sustainability and future of York. We have also requested to appear at the public examination.

| would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of the attached, and look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards,

Susie

Susie Byrne

Turnberry

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

Turnberry Planning Limited Registered in England and Wales: No 7537252
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018 1 reforence:
Consultation response form
21 February — 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1.Personal Details =~~~ | 2. Agent’s Details (it appicable)
Title MlSS
First Name SUSANNAH
Last Name RVRNVE
O Isati
oerovamy | YORK. RACECOURSE TURNRERRY CONSULTING LT D
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 4 Apri{ 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes [ ] No B/

If yes, go to question 5.(4}. If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: ick all that apply)
Positively prepared [] Justified @/

Effective [] Consistent with Q/
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply}
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

SEE ATTACHED LETTEK.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made,
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6. (1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make YORK
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard p CoOuNCIL
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to

soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the

matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

SEE ATTACHED LETTER

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing [] Yes, | wish to appear at the @/
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

To EXPLAIN THE NEEDS OF Yore. RAEECOURSE AND THE SHORTEALLS OF THE
TRAFT local PLAM.

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.






Local Plan
City of York Council

West Offices

Station Rise TU rn be rry
York

YO1l 6GA

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

28" March 2018

Dear Sir/Madam

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

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

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

York Racecourse

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Spatial Vision

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

Green Belt

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

Draft Local Plan Proposals Map, draft Policy GB1
In principle, York Racecourse considers that the Green Belt designation is unduly restrictive. As set out
above, the Racecourse is an important local venue with influencing reaching up to an international
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scale. Therefore, it is important that the Racecourse is able to continue to adapt to meet local and visitor
expectations.

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

Although the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) does not make specific reference to the
allowance for ‘Major Developed Sites’ in the Green Belt, it does not prevent a similar designation being
made within a Local Plan. By removing the ‘GB10 Major Developed Sites in the Green Belf designation,
the Racecourse is now in a position where any development within the main Racecourse grounds are
subject to the Green Belt restrictions as defined in ‘GB1: Development in the Green Belf of the emerging
draft Local Plan, and the NPPF. However, it appears that there are other sites previously defined as



City of York Draft Local Plan — Publication draft
Regulation 19 Consultation

York Racecourse

28" March 2018

‘Major Developed Sites’ that are now proposed to be removed from the Green Belt (York Designer
Outlet) or have been granted extra allowances (Askham Bryan College, policy ED7) within the draft
Plan with no justification within the evidence base. The draft Local Plan therefore acknowledges the
significance of these sites, but this has not been similarly carried over in reference to the Racecourse.

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

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

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF allows for the alteration of Green Belt boundaries in exceptional
circumstances, only through the preparation or review of the Local Plan; ‘at that time, authorities should
consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so
that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period’. York Racecourse has not been
considered in a similar vein as York Designer Outlet or Askham Bryan College. York Racecourse, which
has a similar amount of existing development on its site, should be considered no differently due to its
existing scale of development. Nor should York Racecourse not be afforded broader allowances within
draft policy that would be so restrictive on future development schemes because they are located within
the Green Belt.

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

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

e notinclude land which is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

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

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

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

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

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

Visitors and Tourism

Draft Policy EC4

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

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

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

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

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

e the establishment of a more diverse evening economy.’

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

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

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

Hotel sites

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

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

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

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

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

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

Residential sites

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

Middlethorpe Village Site

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

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

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

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

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

Stables Site

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

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

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

Summary

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

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

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

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

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

Yours faithfully,

Susannah Byrne

Turnberry Consulting Limited
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Appendix B — Letter to COYC re Call for Sites

Our ref: WIPD/SJR

14 October 2011

Core Strategy Consultation
City Strategy

City of York Council
FREEPOST (Y0239)
YORK

YO1727

Dear Sir/Madam
CORE STRATEGY SUBMISSION - LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

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

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

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

Yours faithfully

William Derby
Chief Executive and Clerk of the Course
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From:

Sent: 28 March 2018 20:31

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Local Plan 2018 - Earswick Parish Council Comments
Attachments: Earswick Parish Council comments on Local Plan draft 2018.docx

Dear Sir/Madam

Please find attached a letter of support for the recently published Local Plan Publication draft, from
Earswick Parish Council.

Please would you acknowledge receipt of this letter.
Kind regards

Joanne Fisher
Clerk to Earswick Parish Council



Planning and Environmental Team
West Offices

York

YO1 6GA

25" March 2018

Dear Sir/Madam

Earswick Parish Council has asked me to write to you to offer its
support for the recently published Local Plan Publication draft.

The Parish Council is pleased to note that Site SF14 has been removed
from the revised draft Local Plan and that, in line with the majority of
Earswick residents who responded to two residents' surveys that were
conducted as part of the Earswick Neighbourhood Plan consultation
process, there should be no green belt development within the parish
boundary of Earswick. The Parish Council strongly urges that this
should remain the case in any future drafts of the plan.

The Parish Council wish to record as part of this consultation process,
their support for, and agreement with, the following points and
provisions within the latest draft Local Plan:

1. Safeguarded land is no longer designated (because
unnecessary) and green belt boundaries will not need to be
altered at the end of the Plan period.

2. Protection of environmental assets (including those of historic
character and setting, nature and conservation); protection of
existing open space; and prevention of coalescence of villages
between themselves and/or the main urban areas.

3. In setting detailed green belt boundaries, it is also important to
consider the period beyond the end date of the plan (2032) to
2037 - to provide an enduring green belt, a requirement of the
NPPF. With this in mind, Earswick Parish Council wish to
reiterate there should be no green belt development within the
parish boundary of Earswick, even beyond 2032.

The Parish Council note that the plan echoes the wishes expressed by
residents in the last round of consultation to:

- protect as much of the Green Belt as possible;

- retain agricultural land with open views over the countryside;



- maintain the character and individuality of our ancient village
settlements;

- mitigate overloading of infrastructure and public services;

- prevent traffic congestion and consequential environmental pollution
on arterial routes into and out of the city.

It is noted that the proposed development of the army barracks at
Strensall would inevitably lead to a considerable increase in the volume
of traffic passing through Earswick village. The Parish Council is
prepared to work closely with the City of York Council and potential
developers to identify measures to mitigate against any such increase in
traffic flows.

The Parish Council would be grateful if you could please acknowledge
receipt of this letter.

Yours faithfully

Joanne Fisher

Clerk to Earswick Parish Council



Planning and Environmental Team

West Offices T S
York City of York Cot
YO16GA 15 APR 2018

RECEIVED

25% March
o RECEIVED
Dear SirfMadam 04 APR 2018
BY:

VAS

Earswick Parish Council has asked me to write to you to offer its
support for the recently published Local Plan Publication dratft.

The Parish Council is pleased to note that Site SF14 has been removed
from the revised draft Local Plan and that, in line with the majority of
Earswick residents who responded to two residents’ surveys that were
conducted as part of the Earswick Neighbourhood Plan consuitation
process, there should be no green belt development within the parish
boundary of Earswick. The Parish Council strongly urges that this
should remain the case in any future drafts of the plan.

The Parish Council wish to record as part of this consuitation process,
their support for, and agreement with, the following points and
provisions within the latest draft Local Plan:

1.  Safeguarded land is no longer designated (because
unnecessary) and green belt boundaries will not need to be
altered at the end of the Plan period.

2.  Protection of environmental assets (including those of historic
character and setting, nature and conservation); protection of
existing open space; and prevention of coalescence of villages
between themselves and/or the main urban areas.

3. In setting detailed green belt boundaries, it is also important to
consider the period beyond the end date of the plan (2032) to
2037 - to provide an enduring green belt, a requirement of the
NPPF. With this in mind, Earswick Parish Council wish to
reiterate there should be no green belt development within the
parish boundary of Earswick, even beyond 2032.

The Parish Council note that the plan echoes the wishes expressed by
residents in the last round of consultation to:

- protect as much of the Green Belt as possible;

- retain agricultural land with open views over the countryside;



- maintain the character and individuality of our ancient village
settlements;

- mitigate overloading of infrastructure and public services;

- prevent traffic congestion and consequential environmental polfiution
on arterial routes into and out of the city.

It is noted that the proposed development of the army barracks at
Strensall would inevitably lead to a considerable increase in the volume
of traffic passing through Earswick village. The Parish Council is
prepared to work closely with the City of York Council and potential
developers to identify measures to mitigate against any such increase in
traffic flows.

The Parish Council would be grateful if you could please acknowledge
receipt of this letter.

Yours faithfully

Joanne Fisher

Clerk to Earswick Parish Council
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 20:38

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104824
Date submitted: 28/03/2018

Time submitted: 20:38:28

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104824, on
28/03/2018 at 20:38:28) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR
Forename: PAUL
Surname: FIRTH

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: HAXBY AND WIGGINTON
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP
1



Address (building name/number and street):

Address (area): I
Address (town): IR
Postcode: N

Email address: NG
Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Quite happy with how it was put together.

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from

2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Crooklands Lane Bridleway

The ‘National Planning Policy Framework’ ‘promoting healthy communities’ para. 8.75

states: ‘Planning policies should protect and enhance public rights of way and access. Local
authorities

should seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to
existing rights of way networks including National Trails’.

Crooklands Lane, an unspoilt bridleway, is unique in Haxby and is a valued amenity for residents.
It passes through the centre of the development at Land North of Haxby (ST9). When responding
during the local plan consultations, residents have expressed their wish that this bridleway be
conserved. Despite this and the government policy above, there is no mention of preserving
Crooklands Lane in the key principles for ST9 in the ‘City of York Local Plan — Publication Draft
(February 2018)’ - page 50.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: ST9 page 50

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':
We suggest that within Policy SS11, sub paragraph xi that an addition line(s) are added to include

a reference to the special status of Crooklands Lane and the immediate area. That is is where
possible protected from development.



If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 11:04

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104834
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 11:03:56

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104834, on
29/03/2018 at 11:03:56) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: Mr
Forename: Robin
Surname: McGinn

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: Persimmon Homes Ltd

1



Address (building name/number and street):
Address (area): I

Address (town): Il

Postcode: I

Email address: I

Telephone number: NN

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

Whilst the plan is considered to be fundamentally not sound in several areas that go to it's heart, it
appears to be legally compliant and comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not positively prepared,not effective,not consistent with national
policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):
The Plan is not considered to be sound in many areas which go to it's heart. These are as follows;
Policy SS1

Policy SS1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent
with national policy for the following reasons:

The York Draft Local Plan 2017 proposed a housing requirement of 867 new dwellings a year.
The representations to that Plan made it clear this figure was not acceptable as it was not
calculated in accordance with NPPG guidance. The Council chose to reject even its own
consultant’s advice on having a higher dwelling requirement of 950 dwellings per year.

The danger of the Council not taking the opportunity to amend the dwelling requirement figure was
made clear — that it was likely the Local Plan would be rejected before it even reached
Examination. It with the great regret that the Council has chosen not to accept the representations
and advice of its own officers and has published the submission Local Plan (CYLPS) based on a
housing requirement of 867 dwellings per annum.

Persimmon together with other developers appointed Lichfields to provide its recommendation on
the dwelling requirement figure in 2017 and has repeated the appointment for the 2018 Local
Plan. Lichfields is submitting its opinion separately but it is confirmed Persimmon supports the
figure of 1,150 dwellings per annum proposed by Lichfields.

The housing requirement in the CYLPS is being progressed contrary to:
* guidance in NPPF

» advice from GL Hearn, its own consultant

» advice from Council officers

* representations from Lichfields

* representation from the development industry

No evidence has been put forward by the Council to support the dwelling requirement figure of
867 dwellings a year. In fact, the contrary is the case. CYLPS Paragraph 1.46 encapsulates the
worsening housing problem facing York:

» By Q2 2016 median house prices in York had reached £225,000 a notable increase on the Q4
2014 position of £195,000 (my emphasis)



» The median rental price of £700 pcm for York compares to the average in England of £650 and
in the Yorkshire and Humber region of £500 pcm respectively
* The lower quartile house prices in York are 8.9 times higher than lower quartile earnings.

Above it is explained the continued refusal to take the opportunity for the Submission Local Plan
to make proper provision for new housing makes it likely the CYLPS will be rejected and there will
be further delay to York Council having an adopted Local Plan in place. This situation creates a
vast amount of wasted effort and expense for the Council and all those who need to participate in
the Local Plan process but the biggest cost is borne by those who live and work in the City. The
ongoing failure to have an adopted Local Plan means yet more delay in proper provision of
housing and employment opportunities. Whilst this is extremely annoying the real concern is for
the households and individuals who make up the figures behind the bullet points above and who
experience greater difficulties and hardships on a daily basis.

It is imperative the Council acts responsibly and withdraws the CYLPS so it can make provision
for a more realistic new dwelling requirement of 1,105 units per year.

Economic Growth

It is also noted the CYLPS has ambitions for growth in employment yet the implications of this on
housing need are never addressed. In itself this is a serious omission but against a background of
decades of under-provision of housing it is a disgrace.

Previously Developed Land Developed First

Policy SS1 states:

» Where viable and deliverable, the re-use of previously developed land will be phased first.
How does this work then? It appears to suggest there is:

* A vast amount of previously undeveloped land available and waiting to be developed — incorrect.
* Plenty of time available to monitor the uptake of previously developed land and then choose
when to release it — incorrect.

The unfortunately reality is that the Council’s anachronistic overly restrictive development polices
at York means any previously developed land that is available and can be developed has been or
is being brought forward. The City does not have a large supply of previously developed land
available and waiting to come forward for development. Further, in view of the long lead it time for
development to come forward the Council is not in a position to debate exactly when sufficient
previously developed land has come forward in its first Phase to allow other sites to be developed.

The Council needs to understand new houses are needed right now and the long lead in
timescales for delivering new houses does not allow it the luxury of dividing release of sites into
phases.

Policy SS2

Policy SS1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent
with national policy for the following reasons:

Policy SS2 states it allocates sufficient land for development to meet the needs identified in the
plan and for a further minimum period of five years to 2038. Policy SS1 provides a minimum
dwelling requirement. It is established above that the dwelling requirement is too low.
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Notwithstanding that, the dwelling requirement in the CYLPS will be the minimum requirement; the
figure is a floor, not a ceiling.

The City of York Green Belt boundary has artificially limited development of the City for many
years and has been a major contribution to the massive housing problem facing the city residents.
The CYLPS provides an opportunity to introduce some flexibility in setting the Green Belt
boundary so residents of the city in the future are not treated so unfairly. There need to be areas
of safeguarded land. If they are not needed in the future then they remain safeguarded. If they are
needed then they can be released for development with requiring full scale review of Green Belt
boundaries.

Policy SS2 Pond Field, GB boundary See separate Housing omission representation
Policy SS2 Common Lane, GB boundary See separate Housing omission representation
Policy H1: Housing Allocations

Policy H1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
national policy for the following reasons:

NPPF requires a Local Plan to be positively prepared and flexible. It has been established
previously the Local Plan is under-providing dwellings therefore the schedule of housing
allocations in Table 5.1 is insufficient to allow the true housing requirement to be met.
Policy H1 H7: Bootham Crescent See separate reps

Policy H1 SS8 : Land Adjacent to Hull Road See separate reps

Policy H1 SS9 : Land East of Metcalfe Lane See separate reps

Policy H1: Usher Park Road Omission Site See separate reps

Policy H1: New Lane Omission Site See separate reps

Policy H1: Common Lane Omission Site See separate reps

Policy H2 : Density of Residential Development

Policy H2 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
national policy for the following reasons:

NPPF, paragraph 47, puts forward five actions local authorities can take to boost significantly the
supply of housing. One of these says they should set their own approach to housing density to
reflect local circumstances.

The context therefore is one of boosting housing supply. Paragraph 5.17 in the Local Plan
appears to consider density solely as a function of creating walkable communities. Whilst this is
an important consideration it cannot be the only one. House buyers look for accessibility to
services but of more importance to them is the nature of the house, the space around it, privacy
and space to park one or more cars.

The Local Plan does not take into account the other considerations. The publication of PPG3 in
March 2000 may seem a long time ago but it included a minimum density requirement of 30
units/hectare and limited parking requirements. It resulted in a period of house building with
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houses close together, with insufficient off-road car parking and introducing 22 to 3 storey
houses. Such schemes are readily identifiable, and usually for the wrong reasons. The reality of
living in these developments requires a very level of acceptance of behaviour between neighbours
and housing areas at weekends seemingly awash with cars. Policy H2 does not want to recreate
the PPG3 development period.

NPPF refers to local circumstances. It is not doubted that densities of 100 units/ha in the city
centre and 50 units/ha in the urban area are being achieved but it is doubted if these are
universally applicable. It is reasonable where proposed housing schemes adjoin areas of terraced
housing to have a density of ¢.50 units/ha but adjacent inter- and post-war housing areas new
housing at densities between 35 to 40 units/ha would seem more challenging to the existing
circumstances.

The shortage of new housing in York with its consequent impact on house and rental prices
means households can move into properties which are not what they want but are what they can
afford. This effect was experienced in the overheated housing market leading up to spring 2008
where households bought or rented a house just because it was all they could afford.

The CYLPS needs to take a more relaxed stance on housing density and reduce each band by 5
units per hectare.

Policy H3: Balancing the Housing Market

Policy H3 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
national policy for the following reasons:

NPPF paragraph 50 encourages local planning authorities to deliver a wide choice of homes.
Policy H3 says the Council will seek to balance the housing market across the plan period and
work towards a mix of housing identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (published
June 2016). The SHMA housing mix is a theoretical exercise across the District. It cannot hope to
be applied at a site level to set a requirement for each new housing proposal. In practical terms, a
housing applicant could not be reasonably expected to know what other housing applications
have just been approved across the city or are being considered by the Council at any one time.

The policy is also too ambitious in setting a requirement for residential proposals to balance the
housing market to reflect the diverse mix of need across the city. Each year’s supply of new
housing (at Council requirement level) will add about 1% to the City’s housing stock. It is evident
that the practical application of this policy has not been thought through.

HBF propose that the policy is modified as follows:

* ‘Proposals for residential development should seek to will be required to balance the housing
market by including a mix of types of housing which reflects the local market demand and the
diverse mix of need across the city’.

* ‘The housing mix proposed should have reference to the SHMA and be informed by:

* Up to date evidence of need including at a local level,

» Market demand and local aspirations; and

» The nature of the development site and the character of the local surrounding area’.

Policy H4 Promoting Self-Build and Custom House Building

Policy H4 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
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national policy for the following reasons:

The Council has not provided evidence that supports 5% of plots on sites of 5 ha and above is
justified. It is not clear why the Local Plan expects the output of new dwellings to be increased by
introducing a requirement for this kind of building. The large builders can build a house for sale far
more quickly than a self build or custom house builder. Application of the policy will slow down
house production for those houses provided by these means.

Persimmon supports the proposed HBF policy modification as follows:

* ‘On strategic sites (sites 5ha and above) developers will be required to supply at least 5% of
dwelling plots for sale to self builders or to small/custom house builders subject to appropriate
demand being identified. Developers will be able to provide dwelling plots for sale to self-builders
or to small/custom house builders if demand is identified. Plots should be made available at
competitive rates, to be agreed through Section 106 agreements, which are fairly related to the
associated site/plot costs. In determining considering the nature and scale of provision the Council
will have regard to viability considerations and site-specific circumstances’.

Policy H5 : Gypsies and Travellers

Policy H5 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
national policy for the following reasons:

The provision of pitches for travellers as part of strategic housing allocations appears to be an
unusual approach to providing for this group of households who now fall outside the definition of
Traveller. On this basis, it would be expected housing needs would be met within the overall
housing provision. The explanation for the policy presents a number of specific requirements
which will have an impact on how they are addressed on the smaller of the strategic sites. There
are practical issues of how any protected spaces are managed and how the demand or not for
them is dealt with. We are not aware of work undertaken by the Council to demonstrate what the
physical impact will be on new development. In addition, it would be interesting to understand how
demand for pitches within new housing developments has been assessed and how this may
compare with opportunities for individual pitches in the existing urban areas.

Persimmon supports the HBF recommendation to amend the policy as follows:

‘b) Within Strategic Allocations
In order to meet the need of those 44 Gypsies and Traveller households that do not meet the
planning definition:

Applications for larger development sites of 5 ha or more will be required to:

* provide a number of pitches within the site; or

* provide alterative land that meets the criteria set out in part (c) of this policy to accommodate the
required number of pitches; or

* provide commuted sum payments to contribute towards to development of pitches elsewhere.

The calculations for this policy will be based on the hierarchy below:
* 100 - 499 dwellings - 2 pitches should be provided

* 500 - 999 dwellings - 3 pitches should be provided

* 1000 - 1499 dwellings - 4 pitches should be provided

* 1500 - 1999 dwellings - 5 pitches should be provided

» 2000 or more dwellings - 6 pitches should be provided’

Policy H9 : Older Persons Specialist Housing



Policy H9 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with
national policy for the following reasons:

Persimmon Homes supports the HBF comment that the Council needs to:

« Clarify the type of housing for older persons that the Council seeks to be provided
* Demonstrate need and

Consider:

* The suitability of a site for this type of accommodation

* Any impact on viability should be taken into account.

Persimmon proposes that the policy is modified as follows:

» ‘Strategic sites (over 5ha) should incorporate the appropriate provision of accommodation types
for older persons within their site masterplanning, where the need is demonstrated. The Council
will give consideration to the viability of the development and to the suitability of the site to provide
appropriate older persons housing. For sheltered/extra care accommodations a mix of tenures will
be supported.’

If a particular type of older persons housing is expected to be provided further clarity should be
provided

Policy CC1 : Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation and Storage

Policy CC1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent
with national policy for the following reasons:

The Deregulation Act 2015 put in place the changes of the Housing Standards Review. An
amendment to the Energy Act 2008 removed the ability of local authorities to require higher than
Building Regulations energy efficiency standards for new homes. Before that local planning
authorities across the country were putting forward a wide variety of energy efficiency
requirements. Seeking to comply with these on a District by District basis was inefficient and
expensive and therefore less effective for the UK. Hence the recent Government Act of
Parliament.

Policy CC1 therefore should be amended as follows:

New buildings must achieve a reasonable reduction in carbon emissions of at least
28% unless it can be demonstrated that this is not viable. This should be achieved
through the provision of renewable and low carbon technologies in the locality of the
development or through energy efficiency measures. Proposals for how this will be
achieved and any viability issues should be set out in an energy statement.

And:

Strategic sites will be required to produce energy masterplans to ensure that the
most appropriate low carbon, renewable and energy efficient technologies are
deployed at each site, taking into account local factors and the specifics of the
masterplans.

Policy CC2: Sustainable Design and Construction of New Development

Policy CC2 is not considered to be sound as it is not effective, justified or consistent with national
policy for the following reasons:

i Emission Rate



This policy requires new dwellings to achieve a 19% reduction in the dwelling emission rate. The
explanation states: “The:

* Deregulation Act 2015,
* Ministerial statement following the Housing Standards Review, and
* HM Treasury report Fixing the Foundations: Creating a More Prosperous Nation (2015)

all directly affect Policy CC2 for housing. Currently the above measures mean councils in England
can no longer demand energy efficiency improvements beyond the requirements of Building
Regulations, require new homes to achieve zero carbon standards, implement ‘allowable
solutions’, or ask for new housing to meet any level of the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH).”

It is evident the YLP does not consider the national approach is appropriate and wishes to
introduce its individual standard. The justification it provides is not good enough. It reads as
though a naughty child has been told off and its response is along the lines of, “Well at least you
cannot stop me doing this.” In the context of the importance of this subject to the nation, the need
for a country-wide strategic approach to address the issue, and the Government effort that has
gone into setting and increasing energy efficiency standards at a national level the YLP
justification for one-off standards is unacceptable.

It is clear the YLP fails to justify why York City should be treated differently to the rest of the UK
and policy CC2 should be amended by the deletion of sub-section i as follows:

i. at least a 19% reduction in Dwelling Emission Rate compared to the Target
Emission Rate (calculated using Standard Assessment Procedure methodology
as per Part L1A of the Building Regulations 2013); and

i Water Consumption

Building Regulations set a water consumption rate of 125 litres/person/day). Local planning
authorities can set out policies requiring new dwellings to meet the tighter optional requirement of
110 litres/person/day, where there is a clear local need (our emphasis).

The explanation of policy CC2 refers to the Humber River Basin District River Basin Management
Plan (HBMP) to justify introducing 110 litres/day/person. It is not considered the HBMP provides
the justification.

First, the area covered by the HBMP is 26,100km2 and extends from the West Midlands in the
south, northwards to North Yorkshire and from Staffordshire in the west to part of Lincolnshire and
the Humber Estuary in the east. More than 10.8 million people live and work in towns and cities
within the Humber Basin District; the main urban centres being Birmingham, Leeds, Bradford,
Sheffield, Hull and Grimsby. There is no specific reference to York City; no clear local need.

The fourth item in importance in the HBMP schedule of seven significant water management
issues is “Changes to natural flow and levels of water” and affects 6% of water bodies in the
region. Following a reference about climate change impact affecting England it states, “In the long
term, there will be less water available to abstract for drinking, industry and irrigating crops.” There
is no specific reference to the area of Yorkshire or York City in particular; no clear local need.

YLP quotes HBMP as stating: “implementing water efficiency measures is essential to prepare
and be able to adapt to climate change and increased water demand in future.” In the context of
the HBMP this has to be a reasonable statement. However, there is no linkage in the HBMP
between this reasonable statement and the requirement of a local planning authority wishing to
introduce a policy for 110/itres/per/day. To introduce a requirement of 110 litres/person/day a LPA
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must establish a clear need based on: existing sources of evidence; consultations with the local
water and sewerage company, the Environment Agency and catchment partnerships; and
consideration of the impact on viability and housing supply of such a requirement.

It is clear the YLP falls far short of establishing a clear local need and policy CC2 should be
amended by the deletion of sub-section ii as follows:

ii. a water consumption rate of 110 litres per person per day (calculated as per Part G of the
Building Regulations).

Policy H1: Housing Allocations site H7 Bootham Crescent 86 dwellings
Persimmon supports the allocation of this site for residential development.

The company has a legal agreement with the owners of the site which allows the site to be
redeveloped. There is an extant planning application which will be superseded by a new
residential planning application. It is intended that once the football club moves to its replacement
ground, for which contracts have now been let, the residential redevelopment will be able to
commence.

Policy ST4: Land Adjacent to Hull Road
Persimmon supports the allocation of this site for residential development.

It is noted the policy states the site’s dwelling capacity as approximately 211 units. Persimmon
considers the site has a capacity of about 240 houses.

As requested, Persimmon has completed the Council’s standard site viability pro-form based on
the site providing 211 units in accordance with policy, and one with the preferred unit numbers,
attached. The site has not been subject of a detailed technical review therefore all costs are
estimates.

Policy ST7: Boundary amendment, Land East of Metcalfe Lane

Persimmon supports the proposed allocation of housing in the area which includes ST7, but
objects to the site boundaries.

The potential development of land east of Metcalfe Lane was proposed by York Council in its draft
Core Strategy. Although indicative, it was clear the development was seen as an urban extension
to the built up area of York but without suitable vehicular access. This omission was thoroughly
investigated at design and technical workshops and subsequently the site was extended to abut
Stockton Lane.

The September 2016 Draft Local Plan showed ST7 standing isolated from the main urban area as
a satellite development and this continues in the CYLPS. Persimmon considers this approach:

* is counter to the wider objectives of the Local Plan
» does not create good urban form

* is not a sustainable form of development

« is an inefficient use of land

In brief, Persimmon proposes the CYLPS reverts to the development boundaries put forward by
the Council in its Publication Draft Proposals Plan Consultation Draft October 2014 Local Plan for
the northern part of ST7. The impact on site size and estimated yield is provided at the end.
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Western Boundary

Paragraph 2.9 in the CYLPS refers to six defining characteristics of York’s built environment. The
first and second bullet points are “urban form” and “compactness”. SS9 is allocated for 845
dwellings. This number of houses means the development will not have the critical mass needed
to justify it as a stand-alone settlement. It cannot fit into the same category as a new settlement as
do ST14 (1,348 units) and ST15 (2,200 units).

If developed as proposed the new houses will sit between 70 and 250 metres from the existing
edge of the urban area. The area left between the new and existing houses would be too large to
provide open space and green infrastructure yet too small and close to housing to allow it to be
used for agriculture. The ‘buffer’ area would become an uncomfortable, ill-managed, overgrown,
artificial gap with no clear function; a no man’s land.

The buffer would not make a positive contribution to the urban form. It would not engender
compactness because it would be introducing open land with no purpose other than providing a
marginal gap between two housing areas. Urban areas have expanded over hundreds of years
and it is unclear what possible justification there can be in this instance to create such an artificial
and pointless gap.

There should only be a gap between allocation ST7 and the existing eastern urban boundary if
there are technical reasons why the land is not otherwise suitable for development and then
designed as an integral and positive part of the development proposal.

Northern Boundary

The northern boundary of the allocation is about 170 metres south of Stockton Lane. The
Proposals Map indicates a highway link across the intervening land. Divorcing a development
from its main road access introduces a number of problems.

Additional land over and above that needed for development dilutes site value. This affects both
the landowners and the community who could otherwise benefit. This could affect site viability but
is likely to introduce delay in delivery.

A highway link will need to be constructed across green land to access the development. The
road, its associated footpaths, street lighting and vehicle, cycle and pedestrian usage will
introduce a dominant urban character into the area; it will not be agricultural land or open
countryside as it is at present. The impact of the road will spill onto adjacent land. The extra length
of highway without housing fronting it will add to the cost of highway maintenance.

It is not clear what use the land crossed by the road can be put to. Wherever the north / south
road is located it will cut off land to the west of it from land to the east. The land will not be able to
continue in its agricultural use. The danger is that it will become land with no real function, neither
benefiting existing nor new residents. It would be far more efficient to use the land fronting
Stockton Lane for development with the development access being a natural part of it.

The situation is exacerbated because the Proposals Map shows this undesirable situation is
replicated on the south side of the development.

The allocation area should be extended northwards so it adjoins Stockton Lane allowing direct
access to be created and recognising ST7 as an expansion of the urban area.
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Eastern Boundary

The eastern site boundary would be as shown on Publication Draft Proposals Plan Consultation
Draft October 2014 Proposals Plan. There are two good reasons for this.

First, the boundary is set by Old Foss Beck. This is a strong established boundary and meets the
best requirements for defining Green Belt. The proposed development / Green Belt boundary is
weak in comparison.

Second, where Old Foss Beck crosses under Stockton Lane there is a group of seven houses on
the south side of Stockton Lane. These houses sit on the inside of the bend at this point and are a
significant feature for people approaching York from the east along Stockton Lane and for people
leaving York. The bend emphasises the node of development. The bend serves to articulate the
change in character of Stockton Lane and use should be made of this key feature. The houses
mark the eastern end of a road frontage of about 300 metres. This length of frontage would allow
two new vehicular accesses to be created to serve an enlarged allocation. Two access points
would mean the northern part of the allocation could be developed at a rate independent of the
southern part of the allocation as there would be no problem of having to co-ordinate provision of
emergency access.

There is an existing bus service along Stockton Lane. Provision of two access points would allow
the existing bus service to divert into and through the site meaning new residents would have
easy access to public transport from an early time in the development, encouraging them to use
public transport from the outset. Without a second access it would be more difficult to introduce a
bus service to serve the site until a full north / south highway link was provided through the whole
site. Realistically, this would be many years away.

Summary

The ST7 allocation in the CYLPS does not sit easily with the Plan’s objectives for new
development. Expanding the allocation boundaries would lead to a better urban form reflecting the
City’s compact approach.

An expanded ST7 would contribute towards meeting the shortfall in housing allocations needed to
meet the OAN requirement.

An expanded ST7 would use the readily recognisable physical features of Stockton Lane and Old
Foss Beck that will endure to from the development and Green Belt boundary.

The site should be allocated for residential development in accordance with the boundaries of ST7
in the halted Local Plan to make a deliverable site and thus contribute to meeting the City’s
widespread housing needs as follows:

Site Name Site Size ha (Dwellings) Estimated Phasing

ST7 East Metcalfe Lane Short to Medium Term

Present CYCLPS 34.5 (845)
Proposed CYCLPS 43.8 (1,052)

Policy H1: Omission Site - Whiteland Field, Usher Park Road, Haxby

12



The continued inclusion of this land as Green Belt cannot be justified and should be allocated for
residential development. The five Green Belt criteria are considered below:

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

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

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

2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

Sutton-on-the-Forest is the nearest settlement north of Whiteland Field and is over 6.5 km from
Whiteland Field. The CYLPS allocation ST9 west of Whiteland Field lies wholly to the north.

Whiteland Field does not meet criteria 2.
3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

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

It performs a very weak role in preventing countryside from encroachment.
4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

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

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

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

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

Summary

Whiteland Field does not meet any the Green Belt criteria and should be allocated for residential
development. Persimmon Homes previously has put forward a number of reports in support of its
allocation including transport, services, archaeology and masterplan. Persimmon owns the land
and is keen to progress development of the site once a satisfactory planning position has been
obtained.
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The site should be allocated for residential development to make a rational Green Belt boundary
and provide a deliverable site and to contribute to meeting the City’s widespread housing needs.

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

Policy H1: Omission Site - New Lane, Huntington

The continued inclusion of this land as Green Belt cannot be justified and should be allocated for
residential development. York Council proposed to allocate this land for residential development in
its 2014 Local Plan as part of a larger area to the north. This was when the Council was seeking
to accommodate a more new housing plots than stated in the current CYLPS.

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

A considerable amount of development has taken, and is taking, place to the east of the land. Its
development would not add to the outward sprawl of the urban area into surrounding countryside.

Its use as agricultural land is becoming ever more anachronistic. Its development would be
contained by existing developmetn on three sides and Monk Stray on the south side.

2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

The land has development on three sides. On the eastern side is a stadium and park and ride
facility. The commercial and retail development of Monks Cross could hardly be regarded as a
neighbouring town.

CYLPS Figure 3.1 does not identify Pond Field as being an area preventing coalescence.

3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The countryside is fairly remote from the land.

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

CYLPS Figure 3.1 Historic Character and Setting of York does not include the land in any of its
categories.

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

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

In Addition

Land at New Lane was allocated for development in the halted Local Plan, site ST11. Barratt
Homes has an interest in the northern section and Persimmon in the southern section. The site
had been subjected to the thorough examination of the autumn 2013 Workshops.
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The site is in a very sustainable location close to local facilities including a substantial employment
and commercial area, as well as having a Park and Ride adjacent east of the development site.
The technical documentation that has previously been submitted to the Council identifies that
there are no issues that would preclude the development of the land. The completed previous
Viability Information Pro-forma still applies and Persimmon considers the site can be developed
immediately to deliver new houses without major impact on existing infrastructure.

Richards Partington Architects prepared a masterplan for the site that responded to the
constraints and provided a strategic plan for the site which demonstrated how it would be
developed comprehensively, making effective use of the site area and in response to the
conditions and constraints outlined in the Development Brief.

The site should be allocated for residential development in accordance with the boundaries of
ST11 in the halted 2014 Local Plan to make a deliverable site and thus contribute to meeting the
City’s widespread housing needs.

Site Name Site Size ha (Dwellings) Estimated Phasing
New Lane, Huntington 13.7 (336) Short to Medium Term

Policy H1: Omission Site - Pond Field, Field Lane

Persimmon Homes objects to the inclusion of land known as Pond Field, Field Lane as Green Belt
as it does not meet any of the five Green Belt as demonstrated below.

It should be allocated for residential development in accordance with the attached masterplan.
Green Belt Criteria
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

This criteria cannot be applied to Pond Field. The four boundaries are considered in turn:

Western boundary. Formed by Windmill Lane. Immediately west of Windmill Lane is the University
campus, including the Smith and Nephew Research building.

Northern boundary. Formed by houses and Archbishop Holgate School’s playing fields.

Eastern boundary. Formed by Badger Hill Primary School and houses.

Southern Boundary. Formed by Field Lane with the open space that forms part of the University
Heslington East campus.

The development surrounding each of Pond Field’s boundaries is part of a large urban area.
Retention of Pond Field as Green Belt will have no impact whatsoever on whether the large urban
area of York expands in one direction or another.

It will be appreciated Pond Field is a field surrounded by developed land. It cannot have any role
in checking unrestricted sprawl.

2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another
CYLPS Figure 3.1 does not identify Pond Field as being an area preventing coalescence.
In 1 above it is established Pond Field is surrounded by developed land, although land south of

Field Lane is open as part of the Heslington East campus. However, the topography and form of
the open land is clearly not naturally formed.
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The village of Heslington lies to the west and south of Pond Field. Heslington is contiguous with
the southern boundary of York, with the majority of the village lying to the south of Main Street (an
extension of Field Lane). When approached from the west the University Sports Centre and
campus buildings provide a developed frontage on the north side of Main Street with substantial
development on the south side before reaching the historic centre of Heslington. This level of
development does not detract from the character of Heslington.

When Heslington is approached from the east there is a developed frontage of the Badger Hill
estate and Heslington Church on the north side of Field Lane, as well as Pond Field. On the south
side there are the buildings of the Heslington East campus (set back from Field Lane), open space
behind a hedgerow and a crude earth bund parallel with Field Lane, and the heavily urbanised
traffic light junction of the campus with Windmill Lane and Field Lane.

It is a very artificial argument to suggest that keeping Pond Field open will prevent neighbouring
towns from merging into one another. If Pond Field is developed it will not adjoin Heslington
village or physically link Badger Hill estate with the village.

Because of the nature of the physical relationship of Pond Field with Heslington there will be no
awareness of the Badger Hill estate merging with Heslington.

Development of Pond Field will not threaten the character of Heslington. Heslington already is an
extension of the built up area of York but retains its own distinct character and development of
Pond Field will have no impact whatsoever. The green parkland setting of the Heslington East
campus will ensure there is an open setting for Heslington on the south side of Field Lane, even
though it is an obviously man-made feature. This replicates the situation on the west side of
Heslington.

The long established, substantial hedgerow that forms the southern boundary of Pond Field would
be retained and any visual impact of development of Pond Field would be severely diluted.
Field Lane should be the boundary of the Green Belt.

3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

Pond Field does not adjoin countryside. The nearest countryside lies south of Heslington, and
south of Heslington East campus.

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

CYLPS paragraph 3.5 refers to areas of land outside the existing built up areas that should be
retained as open land due to their role in preserving the historic character and setting of York.
Figure 3.1 of the CYLPS then maps the areas that have been identified. Pond Field is not
identified in this assessment. It is agreed Pond Field has no role in preserving the setting and
historic character of York.

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

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

The removal of Green Belt designation from Pond Field will not have any impact on this criteria
being achieved.
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In conclusion, it is clear Pond Field does not meet any of the criteria for Green Belt. The reality is
that Pond Field is now a field surrounded by development. It has to be inappropriate to seek to
retain a field in agricultural use when it is surrounded by development.

The Green Belt designation should be removed and Field Lane used to define this part of the
inner Green Belt boundary with a rational boundary.

The site should be allocated for residential development to provide a deliverable site and thus
contribute to meeting the City’s widespread housing needs.

Site Name Site Size ha (Dwellings) Estimated Phasing
Pond Field, Field Lane 5.7 (140) Short Term

Policy H1 Omission Site — Lime Tree Farm, Common Lane, Heslington

Persimmon Homes objects to the inclusion of land at Lime Tree Farm, Common Lane, Heslington
as Green Belt as it does not meet any of the five Green Belt as demonstrated below.

Green Belt Criteria
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas
This criteria cannot be applied to Lime Tree Farm. The four boundaries are considered in turn:

Western boundary. Is formed by the eastern boundary of the extensive development at Holmfield
Lane

Northern boundary. Is formed by the rear boundary of existing properties on the south side of
Main Street, Heslington.

Eastern boundary. Is formed by the western boundaries of existing properties fronting Main Street,
Heslington.

Southern Boundary. This is an open boundary, but north of Common Lane and The Outgang.

Therefore there is long established development forming three of the site’s four boundaries. The
maximum open west/east distance between the developed land is 200m. The maximum north
west to south east open distance is 350 metres. The pocket of land contained within these
boundaries is about 5.3 hectares.

Any development in this limited area would not be unrestricted sprawl; it would be within a small,
very well defined area.

2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

The traditional village of Heslington encloses the land to the east and north with the mature,
established Holmfield Lane development to the west. Holmfield Lane is not a neighbouring town it
is part of the same village. Any development between these two parts of Heslington would have
no impact on the character of the two areas nor detract from the overall character of Heslington.
3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The land is part of a small area of fields and farmyard north of Common Lane and The Outgang. It

is divorced from the extensive open countryside to the south of The Outgang. Its exclusion from
Green Belt designation would have no impact on the character of land south of The Outgang.
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4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

Heslington is a long established village adjacent to development to the west, north and east. The
village can be approached along Common Lane from the south. There are existing houses on the
west side of Common Lane on the southern edge of the village. On the north side of Common
Lane at this point are barns and track to Lime Tree Farm which provides an open setting on this
approach to Heslington. However, this is a very limited view and the land beyond the barns and
track cannot easily be seen. It would be important to retain the open land in immediate area north
of Common Lane but the remainder of the land has not impact on the setting of Heslington.

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

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

In conclusion, Lime Tree Farm does not meet any of the criteria for Green Belt designation. Lime
Tree Farm has development on three sides with limited views into it from the southern boundary.

The Green Belt designation should be removed and Common Lane used to define this part of the
inner Green Belt boundary with a rational boundary.

The site should be allocated for residential development to provide a deliverable site and thus
contribute to meeting the City’s widespread housing needs.

Site Name Site Size ha (Dwellings) Estimated Phasing
Lime Tree Farm, Common Lane, Heslington 2.7 (90) Short Term

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: SS1, SS2, H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H9,
CC1 and CC2

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Necessary changes are set out in response to page 6 as they are indivisible from the issues
raised.
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If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? Yes hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

Persimmon Homes are one of the UK's largest house builders providing circa 16,000 new homes
per annum nationally. There are fundamental issues with the approach to housing taken by the
Plan that are directly contrary to all national and local guidance, including advice procured by City
of York Council themselves. As the largest house builder in the UK and the only national house
builder with their headquarters in York, Persimmon are uniquely placed to understand the
fundamental issues that go to the heart of the Plan and will be a key partner in ensuring that that
aspirations of a sound Plan are achieved.

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From

Sent: 29 March 2018 12:10
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: H53 Knapton Village

Please note our objections to the inclusion of this site for housing.
Land at Knapton Village: H53

11.1 This site has previously been rejected for housing, most recently in 2016 due to inappropriate
encroachment onto the green belt, as well as on the openness and character of Knapton village.

11.2 | am not convinced this proposal has addressed the issues raised and therefore do not believe this
development should be included in the Local Plan.

Furthermore we feel that any proposal to change the Draft Greenbelt land borders to take this land out of
the greenbelt is absured.People will need to be fully briefed on this and able to object.

Andrew Moorcroft
Senior Manager North
Portakabin Total Solutions
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From: Chris Stapleton

Sent: 29 March 2018 12:37

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Fwd: FW: Message from Goole 5
Attachments: SGoole 518032715590.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached my form and additional comments in relation to it attached.
Regards

Chris Stapleton
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE OMLY:
Publication Draft 2018 et
Consultation response form
21 February —- 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and retum. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector 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.

memmmmcmmmmm
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Detalls (jf applicable)

Title Mr

Last Name Stapleton

Organisation
{where relevant}

Representing
{if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address = fine 2

Address — fine 3

Address —line 4

Address —line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be recerved Ey Weanesﬂsy 4 April 2018, up unti midnight.

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



CITY QF

Guidance note YQJS‘K

Where do | send my completed form?

Piease retum the completed form by Wednesday 4 Aprii 2018, 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@vork.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainabifity Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technicat papers. The purpose of this consuitation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make {topic or issue you wish to cornment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. it will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’'s website at www.york.gov.ul/localplan or use our online consultation form via
hitp/fwww.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your respanse.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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 i is representing; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has bean agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should stifl be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 mare
weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspector will use hisher own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consuitation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
e QOnline via our website www.york
» City of York Caouncil West Offices
* in all libraries in York.

Representations must be received Dy Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until mignight.

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

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Piease tick one)
City of Yark Local Plan Pubfication Draft

Policies Map
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legaily compliant means asking whether or not the pian 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.uikfocalplan

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?

Yes Nov” 0 0
4.(2) Do you consider that the document complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No D D

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

The City of York Council failed to adequately and transparently develop its green belt policies in
preparation for the Sustainability Appraisal. As a result, the Sustainability Appraisal methodology and
analysis of alternative sites is flawed in respect of its treatment of Green Belt issues.

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘showing
good judgement’. The inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan
against the National Planning Policy Frameworics four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below. The scope of the
Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other matters the
Inspector considers o be relevant.

What makes a Local Plan “sound”?

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

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

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

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

L m
Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes No 0 O

if yas, go to question 5.(4). If no, go 1o question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please teil us which tests of soundness the document failﬁL meet: gick all that appiy)

Positively prepared Justified v M
Effective Consistent with 5.(3) If you are making
national policy commentis on whether the

document is unsound, to
which part of the document do they relate?

(Complate any that apply) |
Paragraph N RS Policy | Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this guestion.

} am unable to comply with the format of this form, which seemns to require me {in 5.(3) above) to restrict
my comments to one paragraph per form, This is unreasonable, as my comments span a number of
paragraphs in a number of documents leading up to the Local Plan Publication Draft. This is not just

about the LPPD, it is also about how we got to it.

As there is insufficient space within this box to accommodate my comments, { have had to set them out in
an attached and ciearly labelled Word document.

6.(1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the City of York

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the tests you YORK
have Identified at question 5 where this relates to soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It will
be helpfulif you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

COUMNMCIL

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
repraesentation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination,

“You will need to say why this madification will make the plan legally compliant or sound.”

| don’t think | should need to do this. This requires the skills of a planning practitioner and seems caiculated to
exclude ordinary people from what is supposed to be a public consultation exercise,

As | explain in my comments (attached to this form), the Sustainability Appraisal is flawed,

7.(1). If your representation is secking a change at question 6.{1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (ick one bax only)

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

representation fo be dealt with by writien

representation

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

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

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

_ e
Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part C - How we will use your Personal %
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1988 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we wiil protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shoukdn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you In the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning {nspectorate to comply with the faw.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.?

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) Afico. bli

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a compiaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer

Feedback Team at haveyoursay@vyorcgov.ukoron 01904 554145

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

* Regulation 19 Tpwn and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Reguiations 2012

* Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

L~ __—m
Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.




City of York Local Plan Publication Draft 2018
Consultation Response Form
Part B Question 5.(4) Attachment

Comments from Mr CJ Stapleton, [

The Local Plan has been prepared over a number of stages, and | am now commenting on the
soundness of the City of York Local Plan Publication draft {LPPD), whilst drawing on comments | have
previously made on the:

s Preferred Sites Consultation (2016); and the
=  Pre-Publication Draft consultation {2017).

These documents have incorporated the results of a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that has formed an
important part in the development of the LPPD, and in the selection of alternative development sites
from a number of options.

1 am unable to comply with the format of this form, which seems to require me {in 5.(3) above) to
restrict my comments to one paragraph per form. This is unreasonable, as my comments in respect
of Site H39 {Land North of Church Lane Elvington) span a number of paragraphs in the above
doctuments and the LPPD. Unfortunately it is necessary for me to restate my previous comments,
because they have not been properly considered (as | explain below) and this has left a trall of
unanswered questions. This Is not just about the LPPD as it stands, it is also about due process and
how we got to it.

In particular, | am concerned to note that my comments on the inadequacy of the SA in respect of
Green Belt issues (which 1 set out below), have been rather dismissively misrepresented and
inadequately addressed within the LPPD process. It is because of this that the SA is flawed and the
LPPD is neither justified nor sound.

The comments | have made on the SA within the above documents are summarised below.
Preferred Sites Consultation Document, July 2016

The Sustainability Appraisal methodology states that “whilst the general extent of the draft Green
Beit was identified in the former RSS and is retained as applicable policy for York, the emerging Local
Plan will be setting detailed Green Belt boundaries for the first time.” In doing so, | understood that
parcels of land around York were being assessed to understand the significance and contribution
that is made towards Green Belt objectives by such parcels. | am not aware of the resuits of any
such assessment, or whether an assessment has been done. [t remains the case, however, that unti
such time as the emerging Local Plan is adopted the land at Site HS39 is greenbelt.

The statement that “....the site represents a modest extension to the existing village of Elvington and
would provide a logical rounding off of the settlement limits. Therefore the site is not considered to
serve greenbelt purposes” seems to pre-empt the assessment referred to above, and it is not clear
whether thls assessment has been carried out in a way that has been the subject of public
consultation. It is also reveals a potentially inconsistent and subjective analysis in respect of Green
Belts within the Sustainability Appraisal. The rounding off of settlements might appear to be
convenient when looking down at a map, but it does not negate the contribution of land thus lost
from the greenbelt. Furthermore, the rounding of settlements is not in itself a sustainability and

1



Green Belt objective, and the variability of the urban fringe is a quality that contributes to the
character of landscape around villages in the greenbelt. These points are supported by notes
(referred to in this document), which state that a planning inspector had previously concluded that
“this site served greenbelt purposes and that its development would radically after the character of
the village®.

The Preferred Sites Consultation Document, July 2016 stated that the emerging Local Plan will be
setting detailed Green Beit boundaries for the first time. This does not seem to have been done i 2
comprehensive, consistent or transparent way with public consultation, and this undermines the
validity of Sustainability Appraisal, when focusing on a specific Green Bett site like H39.

Pre-publication Draft

In response to the Pre-Publication draft, | made further comments on site H39, which also relate to
the unsatisfactory application of Green Belt policy, within the Sustainability Appraisal methadology.

5 inability Appralsal Appendix ‘G’ Residential Sites

Paragraph 2.5 sets out Sustainability Appraisal criteria 1 to 4 {covering environmental
considerations). They do not include "Green Belt”, and this an error of omission.

The Sustainability Appraisal methodoiogy has not been fully explained in rational terms. it simply
asserts that sites must score 22 overall, without explaining why this cut-off is considered
appropriate. Has it been selected because the Sustainability process would not otherwise identify
sufficient land for residential development? If so, this is hardly scientific rationality in terms of
protecting the environment. The SA methodalogy also fails to incorporate a welghting of the scoring
according to the relative importance of the individual sustainability criteria. 1t is not realistic to
assume that all criterla are of the same importance. In these respects the Sustainability Appraisal is
subjective, and its results are not justified.

Sustainability Appraisal Appendix ‘F’ Alternative Housing Allocations

Itis noted that site H39 is not a strategic site. 1t appears to be approximately 1.25ha and it would
make a small contribution to the house-building target, yet it would have a disproportionate effect
on the openness of the greenbelt in this part of Elvington.

Sustainability Appraisal Appendix ‘) Managing Development in the Green Belt (GB1 to GB4)

Page J110 of this Appendix states that the overall effect of the Sustainability Appraisal on Green Belt
policies Is neutral to significantly positive. However, this Appendix also states that there are
“potential negative effects” on the Green Belt {eg in providing housing to meet local needs), without
explaining what these negative effects would be. The significance of these negative effects is
ignored. This Appendix also states that “monitoring {the effects of housing on the Green Belt] can
be applied”, without saylng whether the monitoring will actually be carried out, or how and when
this would be carried out In time to have a meaningful influence on the Sustainability Appraisal
process. Given the Green Belt Status of Site H39 this is a significant omission, which undermines the
soundness of the Local Plan.

Sustainability Appraisal Appendix ‘K’ Policy Topic — Location of Housing Gro

Page K103 sets out the approach ta development in the Green Belt, but given the absence of Green
Belt as a sustainability criterion there is no clarity over the influence of Green Belt in the
Sustainability Appraisal process. Core Strategy Issues and Options, Option 1 (June 2006) states that



the definition of a Green Belt boundary for the plan period and beyond needed to be addressed,
Given the Green Belt status of Site H39. The continuing apparent lack of such definitlon has a direct
and overriding bearing or the suitability of this site, and yet there has been no indication as to
whether this has been addressed.

Core Strategy Issues and Option, Option 2 (September 2007} states that when considering which
areas are most suitable for exclusion from Green Bekt, it may be necessary to apply different tests to
different circumstances. This goes against a fundamental principle of Sustainability Appraisal, which
is that all alternative housing sites should be appraised comprehensively and consistently against the
same sustainability objective criteria, for a fair comparison of the sustainability performance of
alternative sites.

Page K108 in referring to consultation responses to the Local Plan Preferred Options (June 2015)
states that there were a mixture of objections to the wording of Green Belt Policy. | see nothing in
the LPPD (Regulation 19 Consultation) Sustainabillty Appraisal Report {February 18) to demonstrate
that these objections have been addressed. | maintain the view that there is a lack of clarity,
definition and consistency in the appilcation of Green Belt palicy within the Sustainability Appraisal
process.

York City Local Plan Publication Draft (LPPD)

Para 6.5.23 states that "There are some aspects of the LPPD where effects are more uncertain.
These include bicdiversity, water, waste, culturai heritage and landscape. This principally reflects the
uncertainty surrounding the effects of development on the SA objectives that are in part unknown
until detalled site development proposals come forward, However, the Local Plan Publication Draft
inciudes policles which seek to manage impacts on these assets and in consequence, it is expected
that significant adverse effects will be avoided.” This rather panglossian approach to environmental
protection pending detsiled site development proposals, is repeated in para 6.2.7 of the SA report
{(February 18}, which | address below. The need is for 2 greater and more appropriate degree of
certainty at this point in the local plan process.

LPPD [Regulation 19 Consultation) Sustainablity Appraisal Report (February 18)

Para 6.2.7 of the 5A states that “the assessment has highlighted that any adverse effects [ie of
development] may be mitigated.” 1t has to be said that this degree of certainty over mitigating the
effects of development has not been achieved by the SA.

Appendix ‘B’ of the SA sets out 3 Schedule of Responses Received to the Pre-Publication Draft SA
Report (2017), Preferred Sites Consultation interim SA Report (2016) and Local Plan Preferred
Options SA Report (2013). In this schedule, York City Councll rejects my previous comments in a
rather dismissive way which misrepresents and does not fully address what | have said.

The schedule states that each of the general housing sites and reasonable alternatives have been
appraised using a consistent evidence base applied equally to all sites. This is not correct in respect
of Green Belt. The influence of Green Beilt policy has been relegated in importance by the SA
methodology, as | have explained above, The Council Scheduie of Responses states that SA
Objective 15 (regarding landscape) relies on the Heritage impact Appraisal (HiA) which includes
‘open countryside and Green Belt’ as a character element considered under appraisal of principal
characteristic 6: landscape and setting. My point is that Green Belt policy has been inappropriately
subsumed and considered in an inadequate and inconsistent way in the SA, under the wider and less
well defined [than Green Belt] concept of landscape protection. It has to be said that landscape and




setting are more nebulous and subjective than Green Belt, which is has been thoroughiy tested by a
great deal of scrutiny and case law.

In particular, the Schedule of Responses states that | have failed to give details of the negative
effects of developing Site H39. This is the “pot calling the kettle black”. It is not for me to do the
Council’s job, but | would refer to my comments (above) on notes referred to in the Preferred Sites
Consultation Document, July 2016, which state that a planning inspector had previously concluded
that “this site served greenbeit purposes and that Its development would radically alter the
character of the village”. 1am struck by the word “radical”. My point is that the Council has failed to
adequately address Green Belt issues in the SA, and there is no clarity over the influence of Green
Belt in the 5A process.

1tis also said in the Schedule of Responses that | object to the lack of boundaries for green belt, but
what | am actually saying is that the Council's lack of a settled Green Belt policy {including
boundaries) undermines the SA’s conclusion that Site H39 is a suitable site for development.

The Schedule of Responses also states that the SA scoring is based on the Site Assessment Criteria
{set out in Pre-Publication Local Plan SA Report Table 5.4), and that the scoring reflects that devised
and consulted on in the SA Scoping Report (2013) used to appraise the sites during the development
of the Local Plan. However, this fails to address my point that the SA scoring fails to give sufficient
weight to Green Belt issues.

Furthermore, para 6.6.47 of the SA states that “No significant negative effects were identified during
the appraisal of Green Belt Policies” (my emphasis). What this does not address is whether the
development of sites like H39 would have negative effects on the Green Belt in those lacations. As
Green Belt issues are not directly addressed by the SA we can only reasonably anticipate such
significant negative effects.

Summary

My comments set out a number of criticisms of the Sustainability Appraisal analysis of Green Belt
issues in respect of Site H39. In particular, there is the lack of a settled policy and defined
boundaries for the Green Belt, and therefore no rational basis to the analysis of the anticipated
impacts of development at Site H39 on the Green Belt. That there is 2 SA does not override this,
because the 5A is flawed.

Finally, it has to be said that the whole process of developing the Local Plan; the complexity and
valume of detailed and technical information has, in reality, been an exercise in excluding all but the
most persistent, informed and skifled professional practitioners. It has also taken on the appearance
of a job creation scheme for consultants. This process has been quite hostite towards ordinary
members of the public, and the general impression is one of working back from the preferred site
options and an emphasis on “process over product”.
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 14:11

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104844
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 14:11:24

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104844, on
29/03/2018 at 14:11:24) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR
Forename: ERIC
Surname: HALL

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: Mr.

1



Address (building name/number and street):

Address (area): N

Address (town): N

Postcode: NN

Email address: I
Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

NO COMMENT

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

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

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Policy R1 includes within the retail heirarchy "neighbourhood parades". By including such centres
within the hierarchy, policy R2 accepts development in such centres in principle and policy R4
requires neighbourhood parades to be included in any future sequential assessment and impact
assessment. The NPPF makes clear that neighbourhood parades are not included in the definition
of town centres - there is no justification put forward in the Plan as to why that should be any
different in York.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: Policy R1/R2/para 4.29

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

All references to neighbourhood parades in policy R1 and R2 shoudl be deleted. Paragraph 4.29
should be deleted.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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



The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.



E— SID12s

From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 14:22

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104847
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 14:22:24

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104847, on
29/03/2018 at 14:22:24) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR
Forename: ERIC
Surname: HALL

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: TRUSTEES OF MONKS
CROSS SHOPPING PARK
1



Address (building name/number and street): NN
Address (area): N

Address (town): NG

Postcode: N

SyENEGRICEEY

Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

NO COMMENT

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

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

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not consistent with national policy

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Policy R4 states that restrictions on floorspace or goods that may be sold will be secured by
condition to prevent out of centre proposals having a negative impact on the vitality and viability of
the City centre. However a policy which presents a blanket application of conditions would likely

fail the tests on the use of conditions, in particular necessity.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: policy R4/para 4.38

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':
It is suggested that the final paragraph of policy R4 be amended to read "Restrictions on
floorspace or goods sold may be secured by condition where necessary to prevent out of centre

proposals..." Para 4.38 should be similarly reworded.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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



The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.



SID128

I

From: Cooke, Alison(City Development) on behalf of localplan@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 15:59

To: 'Eric Hall

Cc: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: RE: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted
Hi Eric,

Many thanks for this confirmation; We will ensure that this is recorded on behalf of
the Trustees of Monks Cross Shopping Park.

My understanding is that a copy of your original submission would have been
emailed to you following completion of the form and inputting of your email address
at the end of the process. In addition, your response | have contacted you about is
set out at the bottom of this email. Should you want your other responses
forwarding, please let us know.

Kind regards
Alison

Alison Cooke | Development Officer

City of York Council | Strategic Planning

Directorate of Economy and Place | West Offices | Station Rise | York | YO1 6GA
www.york.gov.uk | facebook.com/cityofyork | @CityofYork

From: Eric Hall

Sent: 29 March 2018 15:46

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Re: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

Alison
Sorry yes that’s right.

Do I get a copy back of what was submitted?

Sent from my iPhone

On 29 Mar 2018, at 15:43, "localplan @york.gov.uk" <localplan @ york.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Eric,

Many thanks for completing our online form for the Publication draft
Local Plan consultation.



We note from your response below that you have submitted this form on
behalf of a group. | wanted to clarify the name of the group you are
submitting on behalf of for the representation below. We note that your
other submissions are on behalf of the Trustees of Monks Cross
Shopping Park but we do not want to make an assumption for the
response below.

For clarity, | would be obliged if you confirm by return email (to
localplan@york.gov.uk). We will then ensure this is updated in our
records accordingly.

Kind regards
Alison

Alison Cooke | Development Officer

City of York Council | Strategic Planning

Directorate of Economy and Place | West Offices | Station Rise | York | YO1
6GA

www.york.gov.uk | facebook.com/cityofyork | @CityofYork

From 3 O
Behalf Of webadmin@york.gov.uk

Sent: 29 March 2018 14:11

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC
website.

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

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104844
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 14:11:24

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref:
104844, on 29/03/2018 at 14:11:24) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.



About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments
represent? Group comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations
names and postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR

Forename: ERIC

Surname: HALL

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: Mr.

Address (building name/number and street):

Address (area): N

Address (town): N

Postcode: N

Email address: NN
Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form
for each issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the
Policies Map or the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are
3



set out in the Consultation Statements and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can
be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?
YesCompliestoDuty

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

NO COMMENT

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering
whether it's fit for purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use
the public examination process to explore and investigate the plan against the
National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’:

2 positively prepared - 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

2 justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

2 effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic priorities

2 consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound'? No, | do not consider the
document to be sound

Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:
[Response - SoundnessYES] not consistent with national policy
Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Policy R1 includes within the retail heirarchy "neighbourhood parades”. By including
such centres within the hierarchy, policy R2 accepts development in such centres in
principle and policy R4 requires neighbourhood parades to be included in any future
sequential assessment and impact assessment. The NPPF makes clear that
neighbourhood parades are not included in the definition of town centres - there is
no justification put forward in the Plan as to why that should be any different in York.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness' relate to?
Please provide a paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference:
Policy R1/R2/para 4.29



Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent
opportunity to make further representations; these would only be at the request of
the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

All references to neighbourhood parades in policy R1 and R2 shoudl be deleted.
Paragraph 4.29 should be deleted.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the
hearing sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent
planning inspector by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those
who want to participate at the hearing sessions.
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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 http://www.york.gov.uk/privacy




I SID128

From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 15:03

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104850
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 15:02:51

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104850, on
29/03/2018 at 15:02:51) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR
Forename: ERIC
Surname: HALL

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: TRUSTEES OF MONKS
CROSS SHOPPING PARK
1



Address (building name/number and street): NN
Address (area): N

Address (town): NG

Postcode: N

SyENEGRICEEY

Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

NO COMMENT

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

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

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not positively prepared,not effective

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

Para 4.37 states that sui generis and uses such as bulky goods (non food), car showrooms and
trade counters may be appropriate in out of centre locations but will still be subject to impact and
sequential testing. The examples (the text says "such as" so presumably this not expected to be
an exclusive list) are poorly judged. Sui generis uses are not main town centre uses, nor are car
showrooms or trade counters; insofar as trade counters may contain a retail element this should
by definition be ancillary. Moreover it is not clear how an impact assessment can be done for such
uses. Finally if bulky goods are going to be subject to impact and sequential tests anyway. it is not
clear what purpose the second part of para 4.37 serves.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: para 4.38

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

| suggest the following change(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant or 'sound':
Para 4.38 from "sui generis" onwards should be deleted.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the hearing sessions, please state why you consider this to be
hecessary:
3



The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.



I SID128

From: jadu-www@rsvm120.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 15:13

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104851
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 15:12:30

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104851, on
29/03/2018 at 15:12:30) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Group
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: MR
Forename: ERIC
Surname: HALL

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing: TRUSTEES OF MONKS
CROSS SHOPPING PARK
1



Address (building name/number and street): NN
Address (area): N

Address (town): NG

Postcode: N

SyENEGRICEEY

Telephone number: I

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

NO COMMENTS

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound' means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

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

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound’'? No, | do not consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES] not positively prepared,not effective

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

The plan notes teh economic benefits of Monks Cross, Clifton Moor and the York Designer centre.
Para 4.39 states that proposals for development within these out of centre retailing destinations
that consolidate their existign function as specialist locations for the sale of bulky comparison
goods or other restricted comparison goods will be supported subject to the application of policy
R4.

MCSP is indeed an important facility and a key economic driver for Yorkl. Further investment is
being directed to the Centre off the back of a number of consents issued by CYC in recent years.
Nevertheless retailing in general remains prone to rapid changes in customer behaviour. It should
be noted that in general MCSP has a relatively open consent, including for the sale of food and
there are major foodstores within the Monks Cross area. The references in para 4.39 to bulky non
food and restricted comparison goods do not match reality.

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: para 4.39

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

The words "for the sale of bulky comparison goods or other restricted comparison goods" should
be deleted.

If you're seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearing
sessions of the Public Examination? No hearing sessions

3



If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.



For the attention of YORK CITY COUNCIL

Joan Fatheazam

I should like to commend the City Council on its Local Plan for York which has been most
impressively thorough in its research and in its consultation with the public.

Its proposals are to be welcomed as they take into account the limitations of the infrastructure of
the City as weil as the sustainability of its future development.

The housing and business needs of the City need to be met in the right locations and with the right
facilities, and the removal of "safeguarding " of land on the greenbelt from future development
should also ensure that both the heritage and environment are protected.

This is a council which knows its community well and is both realistic and pragmatic, but also
responsible,

I hape that this plan will be accepted in its entirety.

Faithfully yours



SID129

From: Joan Fatheazam
Sent: 29 March 2018 14:43
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: York local plan

City of York Council

29/3/2018

I wish to register my support for the Local Plan for York in the most positive way.

There has been a lengthy public consultation at which the "safeguarding " of land for long term
development was rejected, and the figure of 867 homes, as a maximum, was accepted.

The infrastructure of the city simply cannot cope with any greater numbers of new homes.

The plan preserves the green belt and environment, and does indeed focus on providing well planned
facilties in the right locations for the future of the city.

I commend this plan and congratulate the council on a job well done.

Joan Fatheazam



SID129

From: Joan Fatheazam

Sent: 30 March 2018 11:58

To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: acceptance of the local plan

I believe this plan to be lawful
There has been extensive research undertaken and very detailed consultation with the public.

The plan is sound

867 homes (as a maximum) in the right place can be supported by the local infrastructure.

Any more and it will be unsustainable.

"Safeguarding" of land for future development is rejected so as to preserve the environment, the green belt
and the integrity of the historic outlying villages.

This plan is to be commended and the council to be congratulated

Joan Fatheazam




I SID129
From: Joan Fatheazam

Sent: 30 March 2018 11:58

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: acceptance of the local plan

I believe this plan to be lawful
There has been extensive research undertaken and very detailed consultation with the public.

The plan is sound

867 homes (as a maximum) in the right place can be supported by the local infrastructure.

Any more and it will be unsustainable.

"Safeguarding" of land for future development is rejected so as to preserve the environment, the green belt
and the integrity of the historic outlying villages.

This plan is to be commended and the council to be congratulated

Joan Fatheazam




I 200

From: Dean King

Sent: 29 March 2018 14:47

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: City Of York Local Plan Publication Draft 2018
Attachments: image2018-03-29-144454 .pdf

Classification: Public
Form attached.

Thank you.
IMPORTANT

The information contained in this e-mail and any attachments is intended for the
addressee only and may contain legally privileged or confidential information. If you
are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy, distribute, alter, or
take any action in reliance on the information and NFU Mutual will not accept liability
for any loss or damage howsoever arising, directly or indirectly in reliance on it and
gives no warranty or representation as to its accuracy or reliability. If you are not the
addressee, please notify us immediately on |l and delete the material
from your computer and destroy any copies.

NFU Mutual reserves the right to monitor and record incoming and outgoing email
messages for the purposes of investigating or detecting unauthorised use of its
system and ensuring its effective operation. NFU Mutual will not accept liability for
any loss or damage as a result of any virus being passed on.

NFU Mutual is The National Farmers Union Mutual Insurance Society Limited (No.
111982). Registered in England. Registered office: Tiddington Road, Stratford-
upon-Avon, Warwickshire CV37 7BJ. Authorised by the Prudential Regulation
Authority and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority and the Prudential
Regulation Authority. A member of the Association of British Insurers.

* For security and training purposes, telephone calls may be recorded and
monitored.
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For the attention of YORK CITY COUNCIL RECYIY =T

0 & APR 2018

29 March 2018

I should like to congratulate the City Council on a plan for York which has been very well researched
and has been well consulted upon.

1t takes into account the needs of the City, its infrastructure capabilities, and the sustainability of its
future development.

The removal of "safeguarding " of land on the greenbelt from future development is to be welcomed
as are its proposals to meet the housing and business needs of the City in the right locations and

with the right facilities,

This ptan is to be commended and will hopefully be accepted in its entirety as it has been put
together by a council which knows its community well.

Shahin Fatheazam
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From: Shahin Fatheazam
Sent: 29 March 2018 15:02
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: local plan for York

To City Council for York

I would like to make known my support for the Local Plan for York.

It has been well researched and consulted upon, and the details contained within it regarding sustainability,
greenbelt preservation and infrastructure are all well founded.

It avoids blighting the greenbelt by removing the safeguarding of land for future developers, and it also
proposes the numbers of houses which are sustainable in York in terms of the infrastructure of the city.

I cannot emphasise more clearly that this is a plan for York, devised by a Council which knows our city, its
needs, its capacities and its capabilities very well.

I commend it to everyone.

Shahin Fatheazam
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From: jadu-www@rsvm121.servers.jadu.net on behalf of webadmin@york.gov.uk
Sent: 29 March 2018 23:53

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted

A new Local Plan Publication Draft response form has been submitted via the CYC website.
Please record this information in your system and take action as appropriate.

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

Submission details
Web ref: 104866
Date submitted: 29/03/2018

Time submitted: 23:53:23

Thank you for submitting your Local Plan Publication Draft response form (ref: 104866, on
29/03/2018 at 23:53:23) to City of York Council.

The following is a copy of the details you included.

About your comments

Whose views on the Local Plan publication draft do your comments represent? Own
comments

About you/the organisation/individual/group you're
representing

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations names and
postal addresses must be porovided.

Title: mr
Forename: shahin
Surname: FATHE'AZAM

Name of the organisation/individual/group you're representing:

1



Address (building name/number and street):
Address (area): I

Address (town): Il

Postcode: I

Email address: NG
Telephone number: GGG

What are your comments about

You may complete this form more than once - you should submit a separate form for each
issue to you want to raise realting to the Local Plan 'publication draft', the Policies Map or the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Which document do your comments relate to? Local Plan Publication Draft

Legal compliance of the document

'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. Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the Consultation Statements
and Duty to Cooperate Statement, which can be found at www.york.gov.uk/localplan.

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

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate? YesCompliestoDuty

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

The latest draft has been well prepared and researched and represents the views of the local
community

Whether the document is/is not 'sound’

Deciding whether you consider the document to be 'sound’ means considering whether it's ‘fit for
purpose’ and ‘showing good judgement’. The inspector will use the public examination process to
explore and investigate the plan against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of
soundness’:

« positively prepared - prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
2



neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so, and consistent with achieving
sustainable development

« justified —the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence

« effective — deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities

« consistent with national poilcy — enables the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the framework

Do you consider the document to be 'sound'? Yes, | consider the document to be sound
Please indicate which of four 'tests of soundness' relate to your answer:

[Response - SoundnessYES]

Please give reasons for your answer(s):

it is sustainable

Which part of the document do your comments on 'soundness’ relate to? Please provide a
paragrpah number, a policy reference or a site reference: all of them

Necessary changes

You can suggest any change(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound - you'll need to say why the 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.

Your suggestion should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information
necessary to support/justify it. There will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations; these would only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and
issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

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

If you select 'No', your suggestions will still be considered by the independent planning inspector
by way of written representations.

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

The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to hear those who want to
participate at the hearing sessions.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shahin fatheazam

Shahin Fatheazam

30 March 2018 11:41
localplan@york.gov.uk
support for plan

I consider the Local plan to be lawful

It has been well researched and well consulted upon locally

It is sound
It is sustainable.

The number of houses are in the right place and are within the infrastructure capability of the city.
It preserves the green belt and the environment by removing the safeguarding of land for future

development.

It preserves the integrity of the outlying villages.

It is to be commended.
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From: Cragg Diane

Sent: 19 March 2018 14:28

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: Local Plan Publication Draft 2018

Attachments: response York local Plan Consultation March 2018.pdf
Hello,

Thanks for giving Network Rail the opportunity to comment on the details of the Local Plan
Publication Draft 2018.

Please find attached our comments.

All the best
Diane

Diane Cragg MRTPI
Town Planner EM & LNE
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The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise
protected from disclosure.

This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or
disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email
and any copies from your system.

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf
of Network Rail.



Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office
Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN
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Planning Policy Team
City of York Council,
West Offices,

Station Rise,

York

YO1 6GA

19™" March 2018
Our ref: TP/LNE/2016-138

Sent by email

Dear Sir/Madam,

Response to Consultation on the Publication Draft Local
Plan for York

Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the publication draft of the local plan.

We note that a number of changes have been made to the plan in response to our
comments on the 2017 consultation document and we thank you for these.

We do not propose to make any significant comments on the publication draft, overall
we consider that there are enough safeguards within the proposed policies to ensure
that going forward, where development may have an effect on rail infrastructure,
policies can require the relevant information to assess the railway infrastructure
impact and appropriate mitigation can be sought.

In terms of allocation ST1 and ST2 as indicated in our previous response we
appreciate that the plans for these sites are advanced and that ST1 has been subject
of a recent Inquiry (for which you are awaiting the outcome). However we would like
to reiterate our concerns about the sites proximity to the Millfield Lane level crossing
and the need to minimise new pedestrian, cycle and vehicular traffic because of the
crossing’s high risk rating. We would ask that consideration be given to adding
additional wording to the policies which specifically seeks to reduce risk at the level
crossing by directing new traffic and pedestrian/cycle movements away from it.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www.networkrail.co.uk



For your information/correction the second footnote to Paragraph 14.27 needs
updating; the East Coast Main Line Route Study draft for consultation was published
in December 2017.

We consider that is accordance with paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework the plan is legally compliant, sound and we consider that the council
have fulfilled their duty to cooperate as far as our interests are concerned.

| am sorry that | have not used your consultation system but at the time of writing
there is a technical fault on form entry; if you would like me to revisit the form at some
point please let me know.

Please note that the council has a statutory responsibility under the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development Procedure) Order 2015 (GPDO)
to consult statutory rail undertakers where a proposal for development is likely to
result in a material increase in the volume or a material change in the character of
traffic using a level crossing over a railway or impact upon rail infrastructure. The
GPDO also requires authorities to consult on all developments within 10m of the
railway.

Transport assessments which consider rail infrastructure must support all
applications near railways. Developer contributions policy and supplementary
guidance must ensure infrastructure risks are identified and mitigation secured. We
would further encourage the inclusion of a policy statement which makes it clear to
developers that no new crossings will be permitted, that proposals which increase the
use of level crossings will generally be resisted and where development would
prejudice the safe use of a level crossing an alternative bridge crossing will be
required to be provided at the developers expense.

We would not seek contributions towards major enhancement projects which are
already programmed as part of Network Rail's remit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Yours faithfully

Diane Cragg MRTPI
Town Planner LNE and EM

Network Rail






From: Cragg Diane

Sent: 29 March 2018 15:25

To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: Comments form FINAL
Attachments: Comments form FINAL.docx
Hi Alison,

As requested | have filled in the form provided. Please read this in conjunction with my submitted
letter.

Thanks for your help.

Diane

Diane Cragg MRTPI
Town Planner EM & LNE
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The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise
protected from disclosure.

This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or
disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email
and any copies from your system.

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf
of Network Rail.
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office

Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018 o reference:
Consultation response form

21 February — 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title
First Name Diane
Last Name Cragg
Organisation Network Rail

(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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note £ YORK

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
¢ Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e Inall libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Part B -Your Representation YORK

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map

100+

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?

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

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

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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YORK

I COUNCIL

5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?

Yes [] No
If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared [ ] Justified ]

Effective [] Consistent with []
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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6. (1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make YORK
the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

& COUNCIL

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.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the

matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

In terms of allocation ST1 and ST2 as indicated in our previous response we appreciate that the
plans for these sites are advanced and that ST1 has been subject of a recent Inquiry (for which you
are awaiting the outcome). However we would like to reiterate our concerns about the sites
proximity to the Millfield Lane level crossing and the need to minimise new pedestrian, cycle and
vehicular traffic because of the crossing’s high risk rating. We would ask that consideration be
given to adding additional wording to the policies which specifically seeks to reduce risk at the level
crossing by directing new traffic and pedestrian/cycle movements away from it.

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(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 D
session at the examination. | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation X

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C - How we will use your Personal =~ <& <t
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.?

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

Signatur Date 29/03/2018

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

* Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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BY:

FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ
Local Plari, City of York Council,
West Offices, Station Rise,
York, YO1 6GA

Name: M.c. @ pva o
Address

Dear City of York Council,

I am writing to provide my feedback and outline my support for the Lacal Plan Publication
Draft 2018,

As a resident of York, | believe it is essential that we submit a plan that directly addresses
the local pressures in our housing market, but at the same time, guarantees the protection
of the greenbelt and York's natural beauty.

Overall, | judge that the City of York: Local Plan Publication Draft, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment to be ‘sound’ documents.
However, more specifically, | feel the following principles within the current draft of the Local
Plan are crucial for the future development of York: :

o The plan gives good protection of York's Greenbelt, protecting our unique City.

o Given that population figures are predicted to be lower than estimated by the
Government, the plan provides enough houses for the people of York.

o From delivering roughly 500 houses per annum, to nearly 1000 house per annum, |
believe that through the housing delivered under the plan, affordability will be
improved in York.

| am confident that with the current draft of the Local Plan, York will be able to provide
sustainable development across the City and deliver a balance between providing new
homes and delivering more employment, whilst protecting the City’s special character.

It is essential that the people of York retain control of this process and yltimately, decide on
the future of York itself,

Date:

3=\ v
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27" March, 2018

Dear SirfMadam

Local Plan Pre-Publication draft 2018

| am writing in response to the latest edition of the City of York Local Plan, and in particular
to the proposed development to the north of Haxby, namely ST9. | note that the proposed
number of houses to be built on ST9 is the same as in the previous consultation, namely
735. 1 also take note that H54 consisting of 46 houses has been dropped from this draft,
This obviously makes little difference.

} wish to make strong objections to the new proposal. The existing infrastructure in
Haxby/Wigginton is just not at all fit for purpose. It does not even adequately support the
existing housing:

DRAINAGE A large part of our garden spends some of the year under water. it is only
necessary for a moderate amount of rain to fall to trigger this situation. For example, on the
Boxing Day of only a few years ago the top water drainage system failed, and also toilets
could not be flushed. This winter has seen lots of standing water for days on end. The
houses in our area have also experienced similar conditions. The land that is to be buiit on
is an extremely wet area already, but at ieast it drains a proportion of the standing water
from the Haxby area. If it is built on then most of this natural drainage area will be lost
because of the footprint of concrete, let alone the need to provide extra drainage demanded
by hundreds of new houses.

ROADS Usher Lane is more or less permanently crowded with kerb-side parked cars left by
residents using the shops. This narrows the road for through traffic. The A1237 is regularly
blocked with traffic making it difficult to access, or cross to or from York Road to New
Earswick. Our roads could not possibly support the increase in traffic that would inevitably
result from such a large increase in housing. How on earth will the new residents even
manage to leave their area.

AMENITIES The schools and Health Centre are already at breaking points.

No new housing should even be contemplated until the present infrastructure has been
updated to adequatsly cater for the present residents, let alone thousands of new ones.

Yours faithfully

Robert Perkin
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25 March 2018

Dear SirfMadam

ocal Plan (Haxby) 2018 Con on

| would like to oppose the New Local Plan with regard to the proposed development to the
north of Haxby, for the same reasons that many Haxby residents, including myself, have
opposed it throughout the consultations over the last few years. The area ST9 would have
735 houses and a new buifer zone between the new and established houses would make no
difference. The same reasons apply as before, namely:

TRAFFIC CONGESTION - over seven hundred houses could easily lead to 1,000 extra cars
on the village roads at peak times, making the already congested rush hour roads even
worse. As well as traffic queues it brings in the question of road safety and air quality for
residents, children in particular,

The roads north of Haxby, where it is proposed to build 735 houses, are narrow and fairly
busy already, and the exits from the proposed new estates would lead into Moor Lane or
Usher Lane, both are residential areas and minor roads, both leading to the centre of the
village or one of the two exit roads. The exit roads from Haxby or Wigginton are already a
problem at busy commuter times. Since the new estates were built in Strensall we already
have far more cars driving through Haxby and Wigginton, e.g. Usher Lane, Qaken Grove
and Moor Lane, as a short-cut to the ring road. Building 735 houses could lead to about a
thousand extra cars using the village road, very likely more.

We already have PARKING problems in the village as can be seen from excess cars parked
in Usher Lane and North and South Lanes and this seems to have got worse since the last
consultation. The proposed houses to the north of the village would be too far away for
(most) people to walk, for shopping, taking children to school etc. This would result in far
more cars looking for parking spaces or driving through the village to other shopping outiets.

FLOODING




2

Most residents of Haxby already have problems with FLOODING and the drains can’t cope
with torrential downpours in summer or constant heavy rain in winter. We live to the north of
the village street and areas of our garden are regularly under water, especially in winter and
we have experienced the whole garden being under water (see photo. above). The winter
before last neighbours with a downstairs toilet found they couldn’t use them after the Boxing
Day flooding. So many more houses would take the problem to crisis level.

FACILITIES: So many new residents would stretch the schools and the health centre.
Presumably they would either have to be drastically extended or a new school and health
centre built.

It seems incredible that so many houses are proposed without addressing the fack of
facilities, health, schooling and leisure. Haxby, once a village surrounded by country roads
and with a small village centre, simply can’t cope with the huge number of houses
envisaged.

! think the local Town Council in Haxby and Wigginton is very much aware of these problems
and are also against the Plan.

Queen Elizabeth Barracks ST35

This seems a good idea, i.€. to use an brownfield site. It would also be an ideal opportunity
to improve access to the Common and make it more of a public amenity. With such a
number of houses, however, and the increase in traffic it would be a very good idea to
change the crossroads on the Strensall to York road at Towthorpe to a roundabout.

Other suitable areas are the old Vickers Factory between New Earswick and York; land near
the Railway Station; Clifton Moor and Monks Cross, the latter in particular having good
access to the ring road. All building in the York area is, however, going to make the existing
ring road more congested than ever.

Yours faithfully

S Perkin (Mrs)
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This form has three parts: art A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and art C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
use this form because it your response in the way in which the inspector will
r comments at the Public on. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part C carefu y hofore comp eting the
form P ease ensure you s gn the form on page 6

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

- Persona Detais

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (it applicable)
Title D
First Name DA s

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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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Guidance note

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be coliected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council's website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consuliation form via
hitp://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
medified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should stili be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do I need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
* Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
* |n all libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 Aprﬂ-zf)ls, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one) /
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map D

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment ]

What does ‘legal y 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 fo Cooperate Statement, which can be found at

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes @/ No []

4.(2) Do you consider that the document complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes Ne []

4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)
A rohos WO Qlonk PYdu
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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. The scope of the
Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other matiers the
Inspector considers to be relevant,

What makes a Loca 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 sustainabie development.

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the is Sound?
Yes No

if yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared [] Justified ]

Effective 3 Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document Is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

{Gomplete any that apply)
Paragraph Poalicy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.,
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6.(1) Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make
the City of York Local Pian legally compliant or sound, having regard
to the tests you have identified at question 5 where this relates to
soundness.

YORK

COUNCIL

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 paolicy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there

will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7.(1). |If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do not wish to participate at the hearing Yes, | wish to appear at the ]
session at the examination. | wouid like my aexamination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made,
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Part C - How we will use your Personal  #% ="

Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connegtion
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. ?

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.®

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO} hiips:/ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

Signatu Date - 7 /2 | // 37

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

? Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

? Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up untit midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and art C How we will use your Personal Information

P ease read the gu dance notes and Part C carefu y before comp et ng the
form P ease ensure you sign the form on page 6.

Pleas in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.
Anya  onal sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or
black

- ersona Detalils

Please complete n order for the Inspector to consider your representations you must provide your
name and postal sh

1. Personal Detai s 2. Agent’s Detai s (it applicable)
Title MR
First Name s
Last Name TTT)

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

nsm rece up u
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made,



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Piease tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map ]
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment D
has been
requireme isal
out in the and
d at

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes B/ No []

4.(2) Do you consider that the gocument conelalies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No

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

llowes (oreF e,
Wyl ety Lo ch)

Tohe W ok pudie Pradvauie
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What does ‘Sound’ mean?

nits ng
Exa plan
our’ he
sed
What makes a Local P an “sound”?
ively
ting

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

e plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
egic priorities

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the do&gufent is Sound?
Yes No

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.{2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: giick all that apply)
Positively prepared [ ] Justified ]

Effective Conslstent with ]
hational policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

{Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref,
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sute it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. it
will be helpfulif you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
mati ry € su on,
notn a rese the
representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7.(1). ¥ your representation Is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? iiick one box only}

No, | do notw p ate at the hearing ] Yes, [ wish to appear at the ]
session at the in | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made,
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Part C - How we will use your Personal

Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as pan of the consultation on the York
Local Plan {previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.3

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) htips://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about
how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at haveyoursay@vyork.gov.uk or on 01804 554145

-

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

Regulatnon 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Regulatlon 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 Aprii 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

P ease read the guidance notes and Part C carefu y before comp et ng the
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 6.

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

- Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Me.
First Name JoH# ;\/
Last Name SHARPE
Organisation N A

{where relevant)
Representing

(if applicable) N A
Address = line 1
Address - line 2
Address - line 3
Address ~line 4
Address —line &
Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your epresentation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

00K

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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?
Yes M No

4.(2) Do you consider that the document com lies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes [E/ No

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes No

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).

of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Justified

Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?
(Complste any that apply)

Paragraph Policy Site Ref
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but piease make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



6. ry ke
th ¢t 9
to at

soundness.

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpfulif you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage,

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
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7.(1). if your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be deait with by written

representation

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

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

Nal™ Ay

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Pian {previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formai adoption of the Plan.®

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO)

If you have any questions about this Privacy Notice, your rights, or if you have a complaint about

how your information has been used or how long we have kept it for, please contact the Customer
Feedback Team at or on 01904 554145

" I - /e

Section 20(3} Planning & Compulsery Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning)
‘ngland) Regulations 2012

Regulation 13 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulaticns 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comme nt form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

P ease read the gu dance notes and Part C carefu y before comp et ng the
form P ease ensure you s gn the form on page 6
Please fill in a separate part B for each issue/representation you wish to make.

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

- Personal etails

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (it applicable)
Title MR,
First Name DAVID
Last Name STUART
Organisati
(uhors relovan) /A

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 4 Apri 2018, 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

By email to:

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination,

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’'s website at or use our online consultation form via

. However you choose o respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
» Online via our wehsite
¢ City of York Council West Offices
In all libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made



Your epresentation

(Please use a separate Part B form for each issue to you want 1o raise)

3. To which document does your response relate? (Pisase tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map

LON

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legaily compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with: statutory
regulations; the duty to cooperate; and legat 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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant? I AM we7 IN A POSITION 705"3?’\]

Yes D No |:|
4.(2) Do you consider that the document complies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yeos ] No ]
4.(3) Please justify your answer to question 4.(1) and 4.(2)
I AnND MA OTHRAS HAVE ToLd THE COUNMCIL THA ONCE

ON PREVIOUS CONSUVLTATIONS ON THIS LOCAL PLAN THAY AN
EXTRA 35 HOUSES N HAXEY 1§ UNSUSTAINABLE AND

UNACCEPTARLE -

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. 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,

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 fequirements; including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [] No

If yes, go to question 5.(4}. If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared Justified M1

Effective z Consistent with ]
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?
{Complete any that apply)

Paragraph 3 » 50 Policy Oﬁ‘j‘ / { Site Ref.

no. pAGE 4/? Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

THis Pho L Is T FIT FaR, POSE ' QR SHowiNg 00D
TVOGRMENT  WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT INFRASTRU CTURE

IMPROVEMENTS BEING IMPAE MENTED BEFORE THEAR (S
ANY MORE RARGK JCALE DEVELOPR Y8y o0&
Wi INTON,

THERE 1S MO DEVELOPMENT  ALANNED FOR SKELTON,
POLPPLETON , DUNNINGTON | COPMANTHORPE 6R 8ISHO

ALL OF THESE PLACKS HAVE GETTER KXi1sTING ROAD
ACCESS 70 MATOR ROADS (0FTEN DUAL CARRIAGEWAYS)
THAN HAXEY. N ADDITION | PopPPAETON HAS A

RAILWAY STATION (HOURLY JERVICE T0 YORK AND
RK AND RIDE §iTE  THE

" THR SEIT|\E MENT ¢F

§1 £ Aanvo nuMEER OF

QOSES IN HAXEY AND WIGGINTIN IS HARDLY
’,2 S TTLEMENT, IN HE 10 CAL PAR I5H

covnNaiL- 1§ HAXEY
TUAT 'THE SITE 15 ALAT WITH

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there

will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

. HAY®Y RAILWAY (TATION Y0 4E RE - OPENED.
& A Rg THROUGHOUT FROM COPMANTHORFPE
VT,

. M INA 9 0 qy
370:»/ b/ 0 FIT
SEING T0 §F INSTALLED IN THE
TVNCTIONS OF wesTFIELD KROAD

5. N ADDT/ONAL PRIMARY SCHO0L ANMD MORE SECONDARY STHOQL,

7.(1). H your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

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

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

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

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up untit midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
o the Planning Insp  rate to with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain es of pl aration under the Regulations.®

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no fonger
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit

relatin Local PI only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formali n of the
Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) :

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

" e

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

Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England} Regulations 2012

Regulatlon 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England} Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick gne;
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmentat Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

Legaity 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

4. (1)-Do you consider the document is Legally compliant? 7 A M MOT IN A ASi 70 5 AY.’

Yes D No
4.(2) Do you consider that E’e document coglies with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes No _

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

IS PROPASAL Wil HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON
HAXBY AND WIGEINTON 8Y VIRTUE oF ALL THE
TRAFEIO AT WiLL BE GENERATED 0N THE 61363 AND
‘rf{g ARRRADY TOTALLY INADEQUATR §INGAE CARR} AGE WAY
A1 TS ADVRRSE EFFECT on HAXEY Anp Wi

RESIDENTS HAS GEEN 18NORED gY THE
Voot rA A VAG Mo
NS ‘' SHOULD .

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes No [V]

It yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2)
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick ali thal apply;
Positively prepared Justitied v

Effective V] Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?
(Complete any that apply)

j—3 P;;ify 55 [‘;L Site Ref. 5 7— , Z,L.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach addi | information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this g on.

THIS  PROPOCAL Wil

AKSIDENTS OF HAXBY

AN 8 US TOURNEY 71

17 Wil ALSQ EXTEND

MARROGATE , THE DAKKE AVD LEEDS. THIS 6 pvVE 10

ALL THE EXTRA TRAFEIC THAT wiwL 65 GENKRATED

gy TS LARGE DEVELOL MENT gNTO THE 1369 ANMD
Y VERY {VSV FAND INADEQUATE SINGLE
WAT A3 T, IS IS ACKmowLEDBED IN

TE PLAN guT WITH NO INDICATION AS 50 How 04

WHEN T WiLL fE ADDRESSED 0R WHO I5 QoiNg Fo

PAY FOR ALL THE RRQUIRED INERASTRUCTUREA

IMPROVEMENTS |

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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This form has three parts: Part A Personal Details, Part B Your
Representation and Part C How we will use your Personal Information

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comme nt form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. L sing the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

P ease read the guidance notes and Part C carefully before comp et ng the
form P ease ensure you s gh the form on page 6

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

- Personal Details

Please complete in full; in order for the Inspector to consider your representations you must provide your
hame and postal address)

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Parish Councilor Vice Chair
First Name David
Last Name Jobling
Organisation Huntington Parish Council
{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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made
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) CEITY OF

Guidance note §5 YORK

Where do | send my completed form?

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA
e By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representatlon you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council's website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.vork.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
meodified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed €.g. via a parish councilfaction group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do I need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage you consider there is a need to present your representation at a
hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Ingpectors do not give any more
weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the pubilic.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consuitation documents
¢ Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e |n all libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight,
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



-Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Pisase tick oneg)

City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map D
]

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

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

4. (1) Do you consider the document is Legally compliant?

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

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

We have had the opportunity to comment on the draft Lock Plan and have numerous discussions with the
Local Plan Team, particularly during the preparation of our Draft Neighbourhood plan.

We have also had a presentation by the Local Plan team on an earlier draft

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. 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.

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

as velopment and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
au here it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

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

e plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective Joint working on cross-
egic priorities

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes* No []

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: {tick all that apply)
Positively prepared ] Justified ]

Effective Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) if you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

{Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref
no, Ref

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

During the preparation of our neighbourhood Plan, we had a questionnaire, 4400 copies distributed, and
two drop in sessions. For our Neighbourhood Plan we had studied five different sites that we would
anticipate potential development requests. Our preferred choice was the eventual site of ST8. Also our
residents requested that the remaining green areas be give Green Belt protection. Both ST8 and the
Green belt protection are In York Draft Local Plan

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You wil need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
rmatio ssary d the sug ted cation,
not no bea represen ons on the
representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(1), do you consider it
necessary to participate at the hearing sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only)

No, | do notw pa pate at the hearing E Yes, | wish to appear at the

session at the ina . | would like my examination

representation to be dealt with by written

representation

If you have selected N presentation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning
Inspector by way of wr sentations.

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

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



- How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn't.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit

relatin Local Plan can only cease to be made available 8 weeks after the date of the
formal n of the Plan.®
Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO)

if complaint about
r, tact the Customer
Signature Date
9 Y 03 Ig

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning {Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012
? Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.
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From: Emma Jones

Sent: 29 March 2018 15:45

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Cc: Richard Woodford; Richard France

Subject: York Local Plan Publication Representations 1/3

Attachments: App 6 Masterplan.pdf; App 1 Land East Designer Outlet Naburn - Site Location Plan

Sept2016.pdf; App 3 Naburn Economic Case Update.pdf; App 4_Naburn Business Park
York Heritage Settings Assessment (September 2016).pdf; App 5_Landsape and Visual
Briefing Note.pdf; App 2 New business park in York Final Report.pdf; Oakgate Caddick

Comments Form.pdf; Publication Representation 280318.pdf

Email 1/3
Good afternoon

On behalf of Oakgate/Caddick Groups, please find attached representations to the City of York Local Plan Regulation
19 Publication Consultation. The following documents are submitted in support of the representations:

. Duly completed comments form;
. Representations to the City of York Local Plan Publication Consultation;
. Appendices:

. Appendix 1: Site Location Plan

. Appendix 2: Regeneris Report — A Case for a New Business Park in York
. Appendix 3: Regeneris Addendum

. Appendix 4: Heritage Settings Assessment — Interim Statement

. Appendix 5: Interim Landscape and Visual Briefing Note

. Appendix 6: Masterplan

. Appendix 7: Strategic Access and Connectivity

. Appendix 8: Sustainability Appraisal

Due to the document’s file size, Appendices 7 and 8 will be issued in separate emails.
| would be grateful if you could please acknowledge safe receipt of this email and the attachments.

Regards

Emma Jones
Associate

Direct Line: N
Mobile: / HOW Planning LLP

o row [N

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender immediately and then
delete it. If you are not the intended recipient(s) you must not use, disclose or distribute this email without the author's prior permission. We have
taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software viruses but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any attachment to
this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage caused by software viruses.
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City of York Local Plan OFFICE USE ONLY:
Publication Draft 2018
Consultation response form
21 February — 4 April 2018

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the inspector to consider them, the Planning
Inspectorate has produced this standard comment form for you to complete and return. We ask
that you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the inspector will
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

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

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

Part A - Personal Details

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

1. Personal Details 2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mrs
First Name Emma
Last Name Jones
Organisation HOW Planning
(where relevant)
Representing Oakgate/Caddick Groups
(if applicable)

Address — line 1

Address — line 2

Address — line 3

Address — line 4

Address — line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight
e To: FREEPOST RTEG-TYYU-KLTZ Local Plan, City of York Council, West
Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA

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

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

What can | make comments on?

You can make representations on any part of the publication draft of the Local Plan, Policies Map or
Sustainability Appraisal. Comments may also refer to the justification and evidence in the supporting
technical papers. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether you think the plan is legally
compliant and ‘sound’. These terms are explained as you go through the response form.

Do | have to use the response form?

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspector 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 representation you wish to make (topic or issue you wish to comment on). You can attach additional
evidence to support your case, but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the
Inspector to invite additional evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.

Additional response forms can be collected from the main council offices and the city’s libraries, or you can
download it from the council’s website at www.york.gov.uk/localplan or use our online consultation form via
http://www.york.gov.uk/consultations. However you choose to respond, in order for the inspector to
consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your response.

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the plan
modified, 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; a list of their names
and addresses, and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action group
meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form with the
information attached. Please indicate in Part A of this form the group you are representing.

Do | need to attend the Public Examination?

You can indicate whether at this stage 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 Inspector will use his/her own discretion in
regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be open to the public.

Where can | view the Local Plan Publication Consultation documents?

You can view the Local Plan Publication draft Consultation documents
¢ Online via our website www.york.gov.uk/localplan.
e City of York Council West Offices
e Inall libraries in York.

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part B -Your Representation

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

3. To which document does your response relate? (Please tick one)
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft

Policies Map

(0 |

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment

What does ‘legally compliant’ mean?

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

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

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

Yes| | No [ ]

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

See attached letter and appendices

What does ‘Sound’ mean?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



5.(1) Do you consider the document is Sound?
Yes [ ] No «x

If yes, go to question 5.(4). If no, go to question 5.(2).
5.(2) Please tell us which tests of soundness the document fails to meet: (tick all that apply)
Positively prepared | x Justified X

Effective X Consistent with
national policy

5.(3) If you are making comments on whether the document is unsound, to which part of
the document do they relate?

(Complete any that apply)
Paragraph Policy Site Ref.
no. Ref.

5.(4) Please give reasons for your answers to questions 5.(1) and 5.(2)

You can attach additional information but please make sure it is securely attached and clearly
referenced to this question.

See attached letter and appendices

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



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

You will need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there
will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further representations will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

See attached letter and appendices

7.(1). If your representation is seeking a change at question 6.(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 u
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
Inspector by way of written representations.

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

The site is a reasonable alternative for employment development

Please note: the Inspector 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 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



Part C - How we will use your Personal
Information

We will only use the personal information you give us on this form in accordance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation) to inform the Local Plan process.

We only ask for what personal information is necessary for the purposes set out in this privacy
notice and we will protect it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t.

City of York Council does not pass personal data to third parties for marketing, sales or any other
commercial purposes without your prior explicit consent.

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

Storing your information and contacting you in the future:

The information you provide on this form will be stored on a database used solely in connection
with the Local Plan. If you have previously responded as part of the consultation on the York
Local Plan (previously Local Development Framework prior to 2012), your details are already held
on the database. This information is required to be stored by the Council as it must be submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate to comply with the law.1The Council must also notify those on the
database at certain stages of plan preparation under the Regulations. 2

Retention of Information

We will only keep your personal information for as long as is necessary and when we no longer
have a need to keep it, we will delete or destroy it securely. The Local Planning Authority is
required to retain your information during the plan making process. The information you submit
relating to the Local Plan can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the
formal adoption of the Plan.3

Your rights

To find out about your rights under the Data Protection Act 1998 (and any successor legislation),
you can go to the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/

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

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

2 Regulation 19 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

3 Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012

Representations must be received by Wednesday 4 April 2018, up until midnight.
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made.



HOW Planning LLP

HOW

Our ref: RPW/EJ/1498 28th March 2018

Planning Policy
City of York Council

By email only:
localplan@york.gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam

YORK LOCAL PLAN PUBLICATION REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION (FEBRUARY 2018)
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF OAKGATE/CADDICK GROUPS

These representations have been prepared by HOW Planning LLP ("HOW") on behalf of
Oakgate/Caddick Groups and refer to land to the east of the Designer Outlet ("the Naburn site"). The
Naburn site extends to approximately 18 hectares and is illustrated edged red on the plan included at
Appendix 1.

Through its appointed professional consultants Oakgate/Caddick Groups have engaged fully with City
of York Council (CYC) at all key stages of the Local Plan process to date. This has included detailed
representations to the Preferred Options Local Plan in summer 2013, the Preferred Sites Consultation
in summer 2016 and the Pre-Publication Consultation in September 2017. This representation has been
prepared in order to directly respond to the Publication Draft Local Plan February 2018 (the 'Publication
Plan').

These representations explain the soundness concerns with the plan and sets out why the site should
be allocated as an employment site for B1a office floorspace. This representation seeks to re-provide
CYC with technical evidence demonstrating the suitability of the site, and sets out Oakgate/Caddick
Groups' observations on the Publication Plan and, where appropriate, the changes which they wish to
see in order to meet concerns and overcome major issues of soundness which the Local Plan currently
faces.

At the Local Plan Working Group on 23rd January 2018 and also Executive on 25th January 2018,
Officers reported to the Members the outcome of the Pre-publication Draft Local Plan Regulation 18
Consultation (September 2017) ('the Pre-publication Plan') and made a series of recommendations to
make alterations to the plan allocations to increase housing numbers and employment land provision to
take account of certain consultation comments. Members rejected most of the options presented by
Officers and only accepted minor wording changes and changes proposed to increase density of York
Central and reduce the number of dwellings at Queen Elizabeth Barracks to increase the on-site
recreational buffer required to mitigate impacts on the nearby Strensall Common SAC. Various minor
wording changes made for clarity were also approved to be made to the Publication Plan.

Planning and Environmental Advisers

Partners: Associates: HOW Planning LLP

Gary Halman BSc FRICS MRTPI Conor Vallelly MTCP MRTPI Registered Office: 40 Peter Street, Manchester M2 5GP

Richard Woodford BA (Hons) BSc BTP MRICS MRTPI Keith Jones BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI Registered in England and Wales Registered Number: OC318465
Jon Suckley MTCP (Hons) MRTPI Emma Jones BA (HONS) DipEP MRTPI HOW Planning LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership

Richard Barton BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI Andrew Johnston — MTCP MRTPI MNZPI  Any reference to Partner means a member of HOW Planning LLP

Neil Lucas MRTPI

Richard Kevan BSc MA (EIA) MPlan MRTPI PIEMA
Fiona Woodford

Julie Halman



Thus, except for the minor wording changes and changes to the capacity of two proposed allocated
sites, the Publication version of the plan remains virtually the same as the Pre-publication Local Plan
consulted on in October 2017, despite the advice of the Council's own officers to increase the housing
numbers and employment provision to make the plan more robust.

HOW Planning has significant concerns that the Council is proceeding with an unsound plan with an
absence of key evidence to support the Council's approach. As presented, the Publication Plan cannot
be found to be sound, or a sound approach which can be built upon, due to the absence of robust
evidence to inform the promoted strategy.

EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY
Employment Land Review 2016 and 2017 Update

On behalf of Oakgate/Caddick, at the Pre-publication stage Regeneris Consulting undertook an update
addendum of their 2016 report (Appendix 2) to review the changes to the Local Plan and the
underpinning evidence base, and revisit/update the conclusions from the original report in light of this
new evidence published. There has been no change to the employment evidence base since that stage.

The Regeneris Addendum (Appendix 3) highlighted that the total amount of office floorspace (B1a)
required to meet jobs growth increased significantly. Table 4.1 in the Publication Local Plan identifies
the need to deliver a total of 107,081 sq m of B1a space (13.8 Ha), compared to 44,600 sq m in the
Preferred Options Plan. This need for office floorspace was based on calculations in the Council's 2016
Employment Land Review (ELR) and the 2017 ELR update. Regeneris conclude that this increase
represents a sound assessment of need and is consistent with CYC’s growth aspirations for the City
and therefore provides a sound basis for planning.

In addition to this increased quantitative requirement, the 2017 ELR update prepared by CYC Officers
contains several findings that also point towards a qualitative requirement for additional B1a office
supply to provide greater flexibility.

Paragraph 3.6 states:

Flexibility requirements were discussed in the original ELR. A number of comments were received
through the consultation that further work was needed on assessing flexibility requirements. Make it
York stated that it will be important in confirming the employment allocations that the Council has
ensured not only sufficient overall quantum but that there is sufficient range and flexibility to deliver land
requirements throughout the whole plan period. Following what Make it York call ‘significant losses’ of
office accommodation under permitted development (PD) rights, it has been suggested that there is a
severe shortage of high quality Grade A office stock within the city centre and old stock being removed
from the market that is not currently being replaced.

Paragraph 4.2 states

'The York and North Yorkshire Chambers of Commerce have suggested that on the basis of sites
identified in the Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) it is unlikely that the future supply will offer a
sufficient range of choices of location for potential occupiers and that there will be a risk that York would
lose out on investment for potential occupiers. The Chamber feels that further land should be identified
to broaden the portfolio of sites available to cater for York’s diverse high value added business. Make it
York suggested that allocating land flexibly amongst use classes will help mitigate risk of undersupply
and is strongly welcomed.’

and

'However, the fact that the Preferred Sites document (2016) proposed to meet all B1a office need
through a single allocation at York Central, may be perceived to undermine the objectives of building in



churn. Whilst development will be phased at York Central allowing multiple developers, outlets and
phased schemes the partnership suggest that it may be appropriate for the Local Plan to allow small
scale B1a uses to be accommodated on additional sites in the district.’

Paragraph 5.2 of the ELR goes on to conclude:

'In terms of the Local Plan it is important to ensure there is sufficient flexibility within the land supply for
a range of scenarios rather than an exact single figure which one can precisely plan to with complete
certainty. The case for further flexibility is enhanced by recent changes to permitted development
enabling offices to be converted to housing without having to apply for planning permission.’

Local Plan Working Group Agenda 10th July 2017
In summarising the ELR the Officers report to Members stated:

The case for further flexibility is enhanced by recent changes to permitted development enabling offices
to be converted to housing without having to apply for planning permission. For York, based on
completions only, there has been some 19,750sqm of office space lost to residential conversion over
the last three monitoring years between 2014/15 and 2016/17. Records show that unimplemented Office
fo residential conversions (ORC) consents at 31st March 2017 include for the potential loss of a further
27,300sqm of office floorspace if implemented.

At paragraph 93 CYC Officers state:

The revised forecasts support the position taken in the Preferred Sites Consultation (2016). However,
the report highlights that during consultation key organisations argued for increased flexibility in the
proposed supply to provide choice. This includes addressing the loss of office space to residential
development through ORC’s and to provide additional choice for B1a (office) provision in the earlier part
of the plan period as an alternative to the York Central sites. [our emphasis]

Proposed Supply

The ELR Update and Officers 10th July 2017 report to the Local Plan Working Group were
unambiguous. In addition to the increased quantitative need, Officers consider that there is a clear
qualitative justification for additional B1a office sites to be allocated to provide greater flexibility and
reduce reliance upon one site York Central with its recognised delivery constraints. However, HOW
noted in its representation to the Pre-publication plan that there was a major disconnect between this
rationale and the strategic sites that were proposed to be allocated in the Pre-Publication Plan which
allocated an undersupply of some 40,000 sgm and also retained the reliance on York Central as the key
office location.

The York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce continued to object to the Pre-publication plan
stating:

The identified employment land supply will not cater for York’s future needs and this will constrain
economic growth. In light of this, the Chamber feels that further land should be identified to broaden the
portfolio of sites available to cater for York’s diverse high value-added businesses. Such sites should
be located in areas accessible by public transport and the major road network and be deliverable in the
short term.

At this Publication Plan stage, the Council has sought to address the shortfall in quantitative supply of
B1a office employment through increasing the allocation of office floorspace at York Central by an
additional 40,000 sgqm. Paragraph 29 of the January 2018 Working Group Paper states that discussions
with representatives from the York Central Partnership have indicated that York Central is capable of
accommodating between 1700 and 2400 residential units and that the higher figure of 2500 units could
be achieved through detailed applications by developers for individual plots and/or flexibility to increase



residential at the margins of the commercial core. It is stated that the figure of 1700 reflects land currently
under the partnerships control; the higher figure includes land in private ownership or currently used for
rail operations. It does not explain how the higher employment land figure can be achieved or why this
has increased.

Table 1 below sets out the strategic employment land allocated in the Publication Plan and how it has

altered throughout the most recent plan stages.

Table 1: York Local Plan Employment Land Supply

Site Ref.

2018
Publication
Plan Sites

Floorspace
(sqm)

2017 Pre-
Publication
Sites
Floorspace
(Sqm)

2016
Preferred
Sites
Floorspace
(Sqm)

Council's Comments

100,000 61,000 (B1a) | 80,000 At the Pre-publication stage, Officer’s stated
(B1a) that the outcome of work to date is
suggesting that the site can deliver a
minimum of 61,000 sq m of B1a office
floorspace (GEA). This is a reduction to the
ST5: York position in the Preferred Sites Consultation
Central which included up to 80,000 sgm B1a office'.
At Publication stage Officer's state that the
amendment has been undertaken to reflect
work carried out by the York Central
Partnership?
49,500 (B1c, | 49,500 (B1c, | 60,000 At Pre-publication stage, Officer’s
ST19Land at | B2 and B8. | B2 and BS8. highlighted that further assessment is
Northminster | May also be | May also be required to understand the predicted
Business suitable  for | suitable for significant  highways  impact around
Park an element of | an element of Poppleton. 3
B1a) B1a)
25,080 (B1b/ | 25,080 (B1b/ | 30,400 (B1b/ | The site will require detailed ecological
B1c/B2/B8) B1c/B2/B8) B1c/B2/B8) assessment to manage and mitigate
potential impacts. The site is adjacent to two
ST26 Land site of local interest (SLI) and candidate
South of SINC sites and previous surveys have
Elvington indicated that there may be ecological
Airfield interest around the site itself. The site is also
Business within the River Derwent SSSI risk
Park assessment zone and will need to be

assessed through the Habitat Regulation
Assessment process required to accompany
the Plan. The proposal would result in
material impacts on the highway network
particularly on Elvington Lane and the
Elvington Lane/A1079 and A1079/A64

" Local Plan Working Group Paper, July 2017
2 Local Plan Working Group Paper, January 2018
3 Local Plan Working Group Paper, July 2017




Grimston Bar junctions. A detailed Transport
Assessment and Travel Plan would be
required.*
Up to 25ha | 21,500 (B1b) | 20,000 (B1b) | To meet the needs of the university
for B1b alongside student housing and an academic
ST27 research facility. Campus East and ST27 will
University of across both sites deliver up to 25ha of B1b
York knowledge based businesses including
Expansion research led science park uses identified in
the existing planning permission for Campus
East.
ST37 33,330 (B8) 33,330 (B8) 0 Whitehall Grange site is allocated as a
Whitehall strategic employment site within the Local
Grange Plan to reflect the planning consent granted.

Regeneris note that potential investors looking for B1a accommodation will have a choice of just two
large sites (York Central and Northminster Business Park). However, they question exactly how much
B1a space will be available at Northminster Business Park, where the Draft Local Plan indicates the
main focus will be on industrial development.

Whilst the Publication Plan has sought to address the shortfall by allocating the ‘missing’ 40,000 sgm
B1 floorspace at York Central it clearly does not address the recognised qualitative need for an
alternative to York Central in the early years of the plan. HOW also has significant concern that the
proposed quantum of development at York Central has not been justified.

Regeneris has also evaluated the 2016 ELR and then the 2017 Update scoring of the market
attractiveness of sites. This has exposed a number of flaws with the scoring framework and relative
weightings given to different criteria, indeed Regeneris conclude that if inconsistencies were addressed
Naburn Business Park would score higher than Northminster and would emerge as one of the most
attractive sites for B1a development.

The Council's stance is deeply flawed. The evidence base prepared by Council Officers readily accepts
that there is an increased quantitative need and a qualitative need for greater flexibility in the
employment land supply to provide additional choice for B1a (office) provision in the earlier part of the
plan period as an alternative to the York Central site and address the loss of office floorspace through
office to residential conversions.

Having regard to York Central, it is concerning that the proposed quantum of employment floorspace
has varied significantly between the 2016 Preferred Sites consultation, the 2017 Pre-publication
consultation and the current Publication consultation and also that the developable area of the site has
not been confirmed.

As recognised by the Council, York Central has significant infrastructure challenges, being entirely
circumscribed by rail lines and restricted access points unable to serve a comprehensive
redevelopment. The site is also in fragmented ownership, albeit the key public sector landowners have
come together as York Central Partnership to assemble land for development and clear it of operational
rail use.

Furthermore, there are heritage constraints that will restrict development and as such Historic England
objected to the lesser quantum of development proposed at the Pre-publication stage in terms of the

4 Local Plan Working Group Paper, July 2017



impact on the site’s many heritage assets and also the potential knock-on to the city centre. They
consider that a lot more work is needed to demonstrate how the quantum of development can be created
on the site in a manner which would also be compatible with the need to safeguard the significance of
the numerous heritage assets in its vicinity and the other elements which contribute to the special
character of the city.

A masterplan is currently being consulted on by York Central Partnership which provides some
indication of how the development might come forward at the site. A significant proportion of
development is proposed on areas that are currently operational rail including the western access road.
It has not yet been demonstrated how the quantum of development proposed will impact upon heritage
assets in York.

We also note that the Sustainability Appendix I: Appraisal of Strategic Sites and Alternatives suggests
that key assessment work which will impact upon viability and the amount of developable area is yet to
be completed:

This is a brownfield site which has predominantly been used for the railway industry. The site is known
to have contamination issues from its railway heritage and there is a need to remediate any the land to
ensure the health of residents. There therefore may be a risk of contamination which would need to be
established through further ground conditions surveys.

Clearly York Central is a complex site to deliver and the required access infrastructure alone is not
estimated to be completed until at least 2021. The site subject to the injection of public funding to assist
delivery due to the scale of constraints and infrastructure required. We understand that funding is
promised by the West Yorkshire Transport Fund and that a funding application of £57 million to the
Housing Infrastructure Fund is through to the final round, with decisions on the latter to be made in
Autumn 2018. The Council state that this will speed up the delivery of houses at the site.

The Council estimate that York Central will take between 15 and 20 years to complete and it is unclear
from the Publication Plan documents when the B1a office developments are likely to come forward. At
the aborted Publication Local Plan (2014) stage, the Council provided the following assessment of York
Central:

York Central: This is likely to be an attractive site with significant investor appeal for HQ and
other corporate requirements due to its central location and connectivity. However there are major
deliverability challenges, which we believe could take a long time to address, including access
issues and compulsory purchase orders. Crucially, there is not yet a developer in place and a
number of questions have been asked about the viability of the scheme. As the Council has not
published a viability of feasibility assessment, it has not been possible to ascertain the likely
timescales for providing office space which is available for occupation. However, given the
complexities associated with the site, we believe this could take at least ten years before any
office development is delivered®. [our emphasis]

Whilst the Publication plan appears to be silent about delivery timescales for York Central, it is stated at
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix |: Appraisal of Strategic Sites and Alternatives:

the mixed use development of this site is likely to provide long-term jobs on site in the long-term. The
York central site benefits from Enterprise Zone status and therefore should be an attractive prospect for
business. Both the allocation and alternative would provide 100,000sqm of floorspace and is therefore
projected to provide approximately 8,000 jobs in the long-term.

HOW believe that the continued reliance on one site to provide for the majority of the needs of York
entails significant risks which could see the City lose out on potential investment. The timescales for the

5 Local Plan Working Group Paper, July 2017



delivery of new office space at York Central remain unclear but it is still likely to be many years, with
York City Council estimating that the development could take 15 to 20 years to complete.

The lack of commitment to early delivery of office development in the Local Plan is considered unsound
particularly given the recent significant losses of office to residential in the city centre (due to the change
in permitted development rights and the lack of alternative housing supply in York).

In addition, HOW consider that the Council has failed to justify how the quantum of B1a employment
floorspace proposed at York Central will be delivered given the scale of constraints at the site and the
outstanding assessment of these.

We are not aware of the timescales for delivery of new B1a office space at other sites such as
Northminster Business Park. Although we note that paragraph 73 of the July 2017 Local Plan Working
Group raised concerns about traffic: “Initial transport modelling of potential residential and employment
sites has shown that increased queues and delays are being forecast in the Poppleton area,
exacerbated by the potential level of development projected for that area, including potential
employment sites at Northminster Business Park (ST19), Land to the North of Northminster Business
Park and the former Poppleton Garden Centre”. This suggests there may be some delays in bringing
forward new development in this location.

Regeneris's Addendum highlights that recent trends show a dwindling supply of office space across the
city. This means that the city is facing a potential shortage of B1a office space in the short term which
could act as a barrier to growth. Regeneris consider that it is important that areas provide a balanced
portfolio of sites to reflect the needs of different markets and occupiers (who will have differing locational
drivers). Whilst York Central will be a highly desirable location for many office occupiers, it will not suit
the needs of those sectors with a higher dependency on car-borne occupiers who need quick access to
the road network (either for commuting or for business reasons). Therefore, in addition to it being
questionable that the plan can deliver sufficient quantity of land allocated for B1a development, the
continued reliance on York Central means there would be insufficient choice for investors.

Regeneris conclude that it is therefore unlikely that the identified sites will meet demand for B1a office
space in the short to medium term (particularly York Central). This means there is a risk of York losing
out on potential investment in the next five or ten years if it does not have an “oven ready” product for
occupiers.

In conclusion, the continued reliance upon only York Central to deliver future B1a office development
would risk losing out on potential investment from those investors who are looking at space in the next
five or ten years and those who are seeking a business park location but are deterred by congestion
and quality of the environment elsewhere. The approach promoted within the Publication Plan
consultation is not in accordance with paragraph 160 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), which advises that local planning authorities should assess the needs of land or floorspace for
economic development, including both the quantitative and qualitative needs for all foreseeable types
of economic activity over the Plan period. The current approach is not consistent with national policy
and is not justified.

GREEN BELT DESIGNATION

As far back as 2005 the Naburn site was identified as a suitable location for meeting development needs
post 2011 and allocated as a ‘reserved’ site in the Draft 2005 Local Plan. However, in more recent
iterations of the emerging plan the site has been allocated for Green Belt.

Paragraph 1.49 of the Publication Plan sets out that the York Local Plan is establishing the detailed
boundaries of the Green Belt for the first time. It explains that the majority of land outside the built-up
areas of York has been identified as draft Green Belt land since the 1950’s, with the principle of York’s
Green Belt being established through a number of plans including the North Yorkshire County Structure
Plan (1995-2006), and the Yorkshire and Humber Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026 (2008). It



states that the overall purpose of York’s Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character of
York, also helping to deliver the other purposes.

Whilst the Council does not have a formal adopted Local Plan which has set the Green Belt boundaries,
the Draft 2005 Local Plan that was approved by the Council on 12th April 2005, represents the most
advanced stage of the draft City of York Local Plan and was also approved for the purpose of making
development control decisions in the City, for all applications submitted after the date of the Council
meeting (12th April 2005). It was to be used for this purpose until such time as it was superseded by
elements of the Local Development Framework (now the Local Plan).

The Draft 2005 Plan included detailed Green Belt boundaries and under Policy GP24a: Land Reserved
for Possible Future Development, 9 hectares of the Naburn site was reserved until such time as the
Local Plan is reviewed (post 2011) as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Extract from Draft 2005 York Local Plan
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The emerging Local Plan will now establish the detailed boundaries of the outstanding sections of the
outer boundary of the York Green Belt about 6 miles from York city centre and define the inner boundary
to establish long term development limits that safeguard the special character and setting of the historic
city. It is therefore the role of the Local Plan to define what land is in the Green Belt and in doing so
established detailed green belt boundaries.

Green Belt Evidence Base

The Council's evidence base for setting the Green Belt boundaries dates back to 2003 and earlier: 'The
Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 2003'. This 2003 16 page long report states that the appraisal
consisted of the following three component parts:

. Desk top study - comprising two parts: firstly a review of relevant written information
including [now superseded] PPG2, the work of Baker of Associates in the East Midlands,
and previous work undertaken by the City of York and North Yorkshire County Councils;
and secondly, the detailed consideration of maps both historic and current of the City of
York Council area.

. Field analysis - A considerable amount of time was spent in the field assessing the land
outside the City's built up area.



. Data collation and analysis. The output from the two stages above was analysed and
evaluated to determine which areas of land are most valuable in Green Belt terms. The
results of this work are included within this document and illustrated in map form.

The report does not include the detailed evaluation outlined above and reads as a conclusion. It is
considered unsound that the empirical evidence base upon which the Council's site selection process
is based has not been made available and relies upon documents that are over 25 years old including
the work of North Yorkshire County Council in their York Green Belt Local Plan, which was considered
at a public inquiry between autumn 1992 and spring 1993.

The 2003 report states that it sought to identify those areas within York’s Draft Green Belt that were key
to the City’s historic character and setting. The outcome was the identification of the following areas of
land important to the historic character and setting of York:

Areas preventing coalescence
Village setting area

Retaining the rural setting of the City
River corridor

Extension to the Green Wedge
Green Wedge

Stray

These areas of land, established in 2003, still form the basis of the Council's approach to site selection
and Green Belt boundaries.

At that stage the Naburn site was not appraised as falling within any of the historic character areas and
indeed it was subsequently partly allocated as a reserved site for development in the 2005 Draft Local
Plan.

The 2003 assessment was updated in 2011 by the City of York LDF Historic Character and Setting
Technical Paper (January 2011), the stated purpose of this was:

'to consider potential changes to the boundaries proposed in the 2003 Appraisal document, in light of
issues raised on historic character and setting designations as part of the consultation on the Core
Strategy and Allocations DPD. It is not intended to readdress or reconsider the background principles
in or behind the Appraisal or make any changes to the principles behind the designation of a piece of
land.' (paragraph 1.2, York Council Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper, 2011)."

The 2011 Technical Paper sets out that the work was undertaken as a response to the consultation
response by Fulford Parish Council which included a review of Fulford’s Green Belt Land and other
consultation responses to the Core Strategy Preferred Options document and to the Allocations DPD
Issues and Options document.

Notably, it did not comprehensively review all of the historic character areas, only responding to specific
concerns raised. The only changes made were around the village of Fulford and reliant upon the Parish
Council's assessment of the Green Belt. At this stage the status of the Naburn site changed in response
to the Fulford Parish Council — LDF Submission including Review of Fulford’s Green Belt Land.

That report states that the objector's response was as follows:

That the Green Wedge (C4) be broadened to encompass the fields and open land of the A19 southern
approach corridor, including both the arable field to the south of Naburn Lane and the field east of the
A19 (adjacent to the Fordlands Road settlement). The arable field south of Naburn Lane contributes to
the openness and rural character of the A19 corridor and prevents urban sprawl and assists in



safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. It also performs a valuable 