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Executive Summary

Context

York Central is a 72 hectare development area on the edge of the city centre,
between York Railway Station and Water End. The site has been allocated as a
Housing Zone and an Enterprise Zone and public investment is planned to deliver
key infrastructure to accelerate this project. A Planning Framework for the site, in
the form of a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), is expected to be
available in early 2017. This Planning Framework will guide future development
on the site and act as a material consideration in the determination of planning
applications that come forward. It will be informed through a programme of
public consultation and community engagement.

As part of this programme of consultation and engagement, an informal public
consultation exercise was undertaken based on the *Seeking Your Views to Guide
Development’ document. As a precursor to the production of the Planning
Framework and formal consultation that will follow, this sought views on the
vision, objectives and key principles that will underpin development of York
Central and form the basis for the Planning Framework.

This Consultation Report provides a summary of the consultation including
publicity, consultation events, a summary and analysis of the responses received,
key themes raised and the proposed response of City of York Council to these.

Public Consultation Approach

The consultation was publicised through social media, invitations to key
stakeholders, emails, press releases and a newsletter article, ward committee
publicity and consultation postcards, which were distributed to the Council’s West
Offices, Hazel Court, all libraries and events.

The consultation was undertaken from 18 January to 18 February 2016. Nine
consultation events were held throughout this period during normal day time
hours, outside of working hours and at the weekend; the timings of these events
maximised the opportunity for people to attend.

Consultation Materials

The “Seeking Your Views to Guide Development’ consultation document was
published prior to the consultation events to allow the public to make an informed
response to the consultation.

The questionnaire was available online via ‘Survey Monkey’ platform and also
available in hard copy at libraries across York and at the Council’s West and
Hazel Court offices. There were 31 questions structured around opportunities,
options and site-specific challenges. These were accompanied by 5 profiling
questions. Key topics requested views on the vision, objectives, landscape and
public realm, York Railway Station, the National Railway Museum, access and
movement, development parameters, and phasing and temporary uses.
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Consultation Comments Analysis & CYC Response

A total of 1,224 consultation responses were received: 1,054 paper and online
surveys and 170 written responses. Statutory consultees, general consultation
bodies and other bodies were some of the key stakeholders to respond including
Yorkshire Water, Historic England, Natural England, North Yorkshire Police, the
York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce, and York Railway Institute. A
full list of these bodies is detailed in Section 3.

There was general support for the following key principles. It is proposed that
these will be taken forward in the Planning Framework. Further work will be
carried out to inform the Planning Framework as required:

1. Redevelopment of York Central;

2. The vision and objectives set out for the development;

3. Creation of a new linear park;

4. Creation of a new public square on the west side (the rear) of the station;
5

Creation of a new public square on the east side (the front) of the station by re-
organising buses and taxis;

6. Creation of a new public square and events space outside the National
Railway Museum;

7. The proposed approach to sustainable travel;
8. Proposed land uses; and
9. Proposed temporary uses.

In some cases there was no clear majority support or clear conclusions to be
drawn from the responses to the consultation questions, and/or the views of
respondents were divided. Further work will be carried out to provide clarity and
inform preparation of the Planning Framework in the following areas:

Proposed classification of buildings;

Options to retain or remove Queen Street Bridge;

Re-route Leeman Road to allow the expansion of the NRM,;

Highway management options on the west side (the rear) of the station;

A

Proposed approach to maximum building heights; and
6. Development options.

Other key issues were raised through the consultation process, including those
listed below. Further work will be carried out to provide an evidence base and
inform preparation of the Planning Framework in the following areas:

1. Deliverability of the site.

2. Retention of the York Railway Institute.

3. Site access and traffic congestion.

4. Demand for, and viability of, offices at York Central.
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Section 5.3 provides additional detail of the further work that City of York
Council’s (CYC) proposes to undertaken in response to the consultation feedback.

Next Steps

The feedback received during the consultation period will play an important role
in shaping the future Planning Framework for York Central. The list below
provides a summary for the next actions that CYC will take.

1. Overall, there is support for the redevelopment of York Central, and based
on this CYC will commence work on the Planning Framework.

2. The Planning Framework will give more detail on the issues raised during
this consultation, as appropriate. An evidence base will be provided to
support the Planning Framework, with the scope of this being informed by
the outcomes of this consultation exercise.

3. A document will be produced accompanying the Planning Framework that
will identify how issues raised during this consultation have been addressed
in the Planning Framework.

4.  The Planning Framework will be published in draft format for public
consultation.
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1 Introduction

This document summarises the consultation undertaken across January and

February 2016 on the York Central ‘Seeking Your Views to Guide Development’
Consultation Document. This consultation is being used to develop the content of
a Planning Framework for York Central, which will be consulted on during 2016.

The purpose of the consultation is to identify the potential for redevelopment of
the site and to ask the views of the public.

The purpose of this report is to provide an account of the consultation process,
summary of the consultation responses and a note of how the City of York
Council (CYC) will respond to the consultation feedback.

The approach to consultation has taken account of the policy requirements for
consultation set at a national and local level.
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2 Consultation Undertaken

2.1 Overview

Consultation on the ‘Seeking Your Views to Guide Development’ was undertaken
over a four week period between Monday 18 January and Monday 15 February
2016, which was then extended to Thursday 18 February 2016. The consultation
was designed to comply with York’s adopted Statement of Community
Involvement. This section sets out how the consultation was undertaken and how
it complies with Council policy. Section 4.5 summarises the responses from the
consultation.

The National Railway Museum (NRM) held a parallel consultation to inform their
plans moving forward. This included separate publicity, a consultation leaflet and
a model of the proposed improvement scheme. Section 4.4 summarises these
responses from the National Railway Museum.

2.2 Consultation Publicity

The Consultation was publicised across a number of outlets. This is summarised
in the following list:

e Article covering the consultation published in the City of York Council ‘Our
City’ newsletter, delivered to 90,000 households citywide plus all city centre
businesses on week commencing Saturday 9th January, shown at Figure 1.

e Invitation out to Key Stakeholder event on Monday 11" January.

List of those invited to the Key Stakeholder Event

Partners

Homes & Communities Agency National Railway Museum

Network Rail

Prescribed Bodies

York, North Yorkshire & East Riding LEP Leeds City Region LEP
Historic England Highways England
Natural England Environment Agency

Neighbouring Business/ Landowners

VTEC Pulleyn Properties

Ashcroft Pollard Reynard Properties

Howarth Timber Carter Towler — Poyner
Unipart Rail Blue 2 Property — Post Office
Principal Hayley Hotels — royal York Hotel York Railway Institute
Commerce

York City Team Make it York
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Retailers Forum York & North Yorkshire Chamber of
Commerce

McBeath Property York Chamber of Commerce

Flanagan James Constructive Individuals

Hudson Moody

Without Walls

Without Walls Board Without Walls York@large
Transport

York Private Hire Association Independent Taxi Association
York Taxi Association Sustrans

Cyclists” Touring Club York Cycling Campaign
Transport Focus First TransPennine Express
Aurriva Trains North Freightliner

Community

St Pauls Square Residents Association St Barnabas Church
Holgate Planning Panel Micklegate Planning Panel

Interest Groups

York Civic Trust Conservation Area Advisory Panel

York Conservation Trust Yorkshire Architectural and York
Archaeological Society

York Environment Forum Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

York Branch of the Local Council’s
Association

Email to 631 recipients, plus a postal letter to 258 recipients were sent on 15
January to specific and general consultees sent 15 January. Addresses were
taken from the local plan database and other sources, and included residents,
businesses, landowners, parish councils, councillors, MP’s, residents
associations, planning panels, officers and specialist interest groups including
the Equalities Advisory Group.

Press release issued on 15" January, including targeted trade media, resulting
in coverage in local radio, TV and press, accompanied by social media
campaign (Facebook/Twitter #yorkcentral). Partners also shared information
on their social media platforms and websites.

Ward committee publicity included posters, email to distribution lists (local
residents, local organisations, “Ward Team” and planning panel), Twitter,
CYC website and “Mod-Gov” (the CYC committee system which notifies
residents by email when Council meetings are to be held), and a flyer
delivered to all houses in the Leeman Road neighbourhood for the second
Holgate Ward Committee.
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e Consultation postcards were distributed to the Council’s West Offices, Hazel
Court, all libraries and events to promote how people could get involved with
the consultation.

e Consultation information and leaflets were taken to Dringhouses &
Woodthorpe (20" January) and Micklegate (21% January) Ward Committee
meetings during the consultation period.

Figure 1: 'Our City' January 2016, showing York Central Consultation
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2.3 Consultation Material

The main document upon which the consultation was based was entitled “York
Central — Seeking your views to guide development’. This provided an overview
of the proposals and, together with an accompanying questionnaire, asked a series
of questions to generate responses.

The 31 specific York Central questions were structured around the opportunities,
options and site-specific challenges and presented proposals to deal with them. In
some cases a number of options were provided as possible solutions to the
identified issues, and the “pros’ and ‘cons’ of each option were listed, and
respondents were invited to show their support or objection to each. A number of
open questions were also included in order to allow respondents to make
suggestions that were beyond those options which they were presented with.
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Figure 2: "York Central - Seeking your views to guide development'

The document and questionnaire were made available in hard copy at libraries
across York, and at the Council’s West Offices and Hazel Court offices. A Word
format version of the consultation document was produced upon request to enable
access by screen readers for people with visual impairments. In addition the
document was published online and the accompanying questionnaire was
transposed onto the ‘Survey Monkey’ online questionnaire platform.

The use of Survey Monkey provided respondents with an easy to use and
functional system to record their views.

In addition to the physical and electronic copies of the document, a number of
consultation boards were produced that summarised the salient points. These
were exhibited at a number of staffed exhibitions and subsequently retained on
display within West Offices throughout the consultation process.

2.4 Consultation Events

The following consultation events were undertaken throughout January and
February. Broadly these events comprised a mix of staffed exhibitions and
specific presentations to committees, panels and partnerships. The events were
attended and supported by partners of the York Central project including City of
York Council, the National Railway Museum, Network Rail and the Homes and
Communities Agency. The dates, times and venues are set out below:

Event Date and Time Venue
Presentation to Property Monday 11th January Royal York Hotel
Forum
Joint Holgate and Micklegate | Tuesday 19 January St Paul’s Church, Holgate
Ward Committee 6.00 till 8.00pm Road
Staffed Exhibition Thursday 21 January West Offices
10.00am till 4.00pm
Stakeholder Event at West Wednesday 27 January West Offices
Offices 4.00 till 6.00pm
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with Residents First Festival

Event Date and Time Venue

Presentation to Quality Bus Wednesday 27 January Severus Meeting Room West
Partnership 12.00 till 1.00pm Offices

Staffed Exhibition to coincide | Saturday 30 January National Railway Museum

10.00am till 4.00pm

Presentation to Conservation
Area Appraisal Panel

(CAAP)

Tuesday 2 February 2.00pm

West Offices

Staffed Exhibition

Wednesday 3 February

York Railway Station

Holgate Ward Committee
with focus on access routes

Thursday 11th February
6.30- 8.30pm

St. Barnabas Church, Jubilee
Terrace

Materials were made available to external meetings upon request, including St.
Paul’s Square AGM and York Railway Institute meeting.
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3 Representations Received

A total of 1,224 consultation responses were received in both hard copy and by
electronic means through the online Survey Monkey platform. Respondents were
each given a Unique Reference Number (URN') between 1 and 1,224. Each URN
has been recorded in Section 4 against the summarised themes arising from the
responses to each question. This allows respondents to trace their particular
comments and will help demonstrate how comments have influenced the future
Planning Framework. A table summarising the main comments from each
response by URN is included as Appendix D.

The breakdown of responses received by method of receipt is set out below:

e 1,054 survey responses received either online or in paper copy format; and

e 170 written responses including emails and letters not using the survey
structure.

Whilst Survey Monkey was set up to allow only one response per user, some
people did then follow up with an email or letter and therefore there may be a
small element of double counting (three have been identified but there may be a
few more as some Survey Monkey responses were anonymous).

Further interrogation of the responses received highlights that 5 responses were
received from Statutory Consultees, with a further 9 responses received from
General Consultation Bodies, as defined by the City of York Council Statement of
Community Involvement.

The table below sets out the Statutory Consultees, General Consultation Bodies
and Other Bodies who participated in the consultation:

Table 1: Statutory Consultees, General Consultation Bodies and Other Bodies

Statutory Consultees General Consultation Bodies

York Consortium of Drainage Boards North Yorkshire Police (Secured by Design
Officer)

Local Planning Authority Royal Mail Property Holdings (2x

Conservation; representations)

Countryside & Ecology;
Design & Sustainability

Yorkshire Water York Natural Environment Trust
Sport England York Bus User Group

Historic England Selby District Council

Natural England York Older People’s Assembly

York Environment Forum

York & N. Yorks. Chamber of Commerce
(York Property Forum)

York Adult Social Care
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Other Bodies

York Railway Institute

Quality Bus Partnership

Sustrans

St Barnabas Church

York Bridge Club

St Pauls Square Association

Holgate Community Garden

Friends of Leeman Park

Chair Holgate Labour Party

Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan Committee

All Saints School

Cyclists Touring Club

York @ Large

Trustee, Science Museum Group

Badminton England

Conservation Area Advisory Panel

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust York Pullman
Confederation of Passenger Transport York Civic Trust
Rachael Maskell MP York Stories

York Green Party

York Rl Judo Club

Treemendous York

Conservation Consultant

Quality Bus Partnership

A number of responses were also received from agents acting on behalf of
developers. The list below shows sets out the developers that provided comments

during the consultation period:

Helmsley Group;
Landid Property;
KCS Development Ltd;

Redrow Homes;

Shepherd Group (2x representations);

York Developer Consortium (comprising Barratt Homes & David Wilson

Homes, Linden Homes and Taylor Wimpey Homes); and

e Oakgate/Caddick Group Plc.

The Statutory Bodies and General Consultation Bodies’ comments are

summarised in Section 4.3.

A response from CYC has been included in Section 5.3, setting out how the
responses from this initial consultation will be considered as the Planning

Framework is drafted.
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4 Summary of Consultation Comments

4.1 Overview

This section provides a summary of the consultation responses received
throughout the process. This section covers the different consultation
events/sessions and summarises the comments received into broad themes.

4.2 Dedicated Meetings

A number of dedicated meetings were undertaken to specifically discuss the
proposals. A summary of these comments is set out below, and the full meeting
notes appended as Appendix A, B and C.

4.2.1 Holgate and Micklegate Joint Ward Committee,
Tuesday 19 January 2016

The main issues from this session can be summarised as follows. See Appendix A
for full meeting notes.

e Concerns regarding viability and request to see full details of appraisals.

e Concerns regarding the number of jobs and corresponding increase in
congestion.

e Suggestion that parking should be restricted and Park and Ride prioritised.

o Need more radical continental solutions — overall transport policy needs more
imagination.

e Concerns regarding the wider infrastructure impacts, specifically the impact of
more homes on schools and other facilities.

e The requirement for an integrated transport hub.

e The development of the site must contribute to affordable and family housing
needs.

e Jobs should support small business start-ups and the growth area of high tech
digital arts.

e The National Railway Museum should stay free when redeveloped.

4.2.2 Quiality Bus Partnership, Wednesday 27 January 2016

The feedback from the operators was very positive at this meeting. Several
suggestions were made for the development of the proposals:

e There was concern about bridge strikes at Leeman Arch and the northern
ECML rail bridge. The bus operators feel that there is increased risk by
moving the coach pick up/drop off point on the western side of the Station.
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e The operators commented that there may be a need to provide electric bus
charging equipment at new bus stops to support York’s proposed use of
electric buses in the city.

¢ Interms of development types, the bus operators had a preference for office
and commercial development as they felt that this was likely to generate
significant numbers of bus-borne in commuting trips to the area.

e Operators said that CYC needed to be clear how any development at the
Station would impact upon Memorial Gardens and the layover space / coach
set down arrangements there.

4.2.3 York Central Stakeholder Event, Wednesday 27
January 2016

The main issues from this session can be summarised as follows. See Appendix B
for full meeting notes.

Transport and Access

e Address congestion at Leeman Road and wider network

e Don’t lose legibility through splitting of public transport front and rear station
e Don’t confuse the rail user community through the new dual facing station
e Opportunity to look at movement around NRM

e Walking/ cycling access must be attractive

o Possible new access — car park outside city

e Modal shift to heavy rail should be encouraged given location of site

e Safeguard space for the Harrogate Line Chord

e Maximise heavy rail connections — interchange

Place Making

e Protect the availability and accessibility of sports facilities such as the Rl

e Don’t segregate existing local communities and new communities

e Ensure local distinctiveness, keep the human scale at micro and macro level

¢ No buildings higher than guidance in Central Historic Core Conservation Area
Appraisal

¢ No tall buildings — sensitively protect views

e Opportunity for major cultural investment at National Railway Museum and
for National Railway Museum to contribute to place-making.

Residential
e Family homes 3 to 4 bed to balance high density 1-2 beds
e Affordable housing and shared ownership for current residents (not just new)

e Deliver more mixed communities including family accommodation
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e Don’t build student housing - the site is potentially a poor location for student
accommodation given distance from universities

e Houses with gardens for families — terraces?

e Live/ work space

e Think about connections across river (Scarborough Bridge is being improved)
Commercial

¢ Do not kill city centre, consider context of existing city centre — sit alongside,
not separate or compete

e Do not create a commercial only wasteland that only operates only during the
day

e Can use new office development to release existing suburban land and
buildings for other uses such as industrial

o Taller, denser development supported, provided this translates in to a higher
quality scheme with the transport provision and amenities to support it.

o Office space — concern existing office space not used.

4.2.4 Conservation Areas Advisory Panel, Tuesday 2
February 2016

Representatives from City of York Council, Network Rail, National Railway
Museum and Alan Baxter Ltd presented to the Panel the proposals for the York
Central site.

The Panel welcomed the Conservation Management Plan for the NRM area and
felt that this should be expanded to cover the whole of the site. The Panel also
welcomed the news that the development of the area would be guided by the
principles adopted in the work still underway on former railway lands at the rear
of King’s Cross station.

The Panel noted that the concept sketches for the NRM site did not include the
retention or re-use of any of the unlisted buildings, including those identified on
York’s Local List. However it was recognised in discussion that indicative
drawings such as these should not be taken as representing the final arrangement.

Concern was also expressed at how access to the area can and will be achieved.
Although not indicated at the presentation members of the Panel were aware of a
possible risk to the former railway buildings adjacent to Queens Street including
the Railway Institute, the former locomotive erecting shops and the water
tower/locomotive fuelling station, which is one of the earliest surviving examples
in the country.

The Panel also felt that as the Planning Framework is developed the significant
views into and out of the site should be considered along with some
recommendations being set down regarding the maximum heights of buildings.
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4.2.5 Holgate Ward Committee, Thursday 11 February 2016

The main issues from this session can be summarised as follows. See Appendix C
for full meeting notes.

e Concerns regarding proposed access bridge and traffic impact on Holgate
Road.

e Concerns regarding parking issues.

e Concerns regarding the closure of Leeman Road, including the effect on
residents and bus services, and question raised regarding whether the National
Railway Museum expansion requires this closure.

e A number of concerns raised regarding the 10 storey high buildings which are
not considered to be in keeping with York. Concern that housing will be
mainly apartments as opposed to family housing.

e Questions raised regarding whether or not the homes will be “Lifetime
Homes’, adaptable for disabled and lifelong needs.

e The creation of 7,000 jobs was welcomed.
e Concerns were raised regarding the limited shopping opportunities.

4.3 Statutory Bodies and General Consultation
Bodies

4.3.1 Statutory Bodies
York Consortium of Drainage Boards

The York Consortium of Drainage Boards provided their views in hard copy
format. The Board requested in their representation that any negative impact from
development is mitigated in relation to Holgate Beck, which is currently running
at capacity. The representation suggests the need to mitigate surface water flows
to prevent drainage into Holgate Beck.

Generally, the Board asks for flood risk to be reduced and for surface water and
drainage problems to be mitigated.

The representation also makes reference to the various consents needed by the
Board for the proposed development. It is noted that the Board’s consent is
required for any structures or planting within 9 metres of the bank or for any
proposal affecting the watercourse. The Board also suggests to undertake an
appropriate Flood Risk Assessment.

Local Planning Authority; Conservation

The Conservation Department provided their views in hard copy format. The
representation notes that there are two other listed structures close to the former
goods station: a former weigh office and its weighing machine and the iron gate
piers.
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The respondent also states that on page 29 of the York Central consultation
document the strategic viewpoints were not established as part of the emerging
local plan. The respondent also states that these strategic viewpoints ‘were
prioritised from many others around the city’. The response suggests that
reference should be made to Section 3 of the Central Historic Core Conservation
Area Appraisal and Historic England’s Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3.

Local Planning Authority; Countryside & Ecology

The Countryside & Ecology Department provided their views in hard copy
format. The respondent notes their support for the key objective related to green
infrastructure. The representation suggests that further opportunities should be
considered to open up Holgate Beck and for enhancing biodiversity throughout
York Central.

In regard to phasing and temporary uses, the respondent requests space for
biodiversity and awareness of the ecological value of brownfield sites. The
respondent also requests new up to date ecological information.

Local Planning Authority; Design & Sustainability

The Design & Sustainability Department provided their views in hard copy
format. The respondent’s representation focuses on the need for a balanced
masterplan approach, the need to be clear on what decisions have been made so
far, and the need for integration with internal council disciplines.

The respondent notes that the objectives are great starting point themes,
particularly supporting the sustainability objective. However, the response
requests more clarity around what the sustainability objective will deliver.

The respondent also provides comments related to heritage, landscape and public
realm, the Railway Station, National Railway Museum, access & movement,
development parameters, and commercial and housing in detail.

Yorkshire Water

Yorkshire Water provided their views in hard copy format. The representation
states that they have no comment to make on the proposals. However, they do
note the existence of a private watercourse crossing the open area at Holgate Park.

Sport England

Sport England provided their views in hard copy format. Sport England notes that
the York Central site includes the York Railway Institute Gymnasium and
associated buildings. Referencing paragraphs 73 and 74 of the National Planning
Policy Framework, Sport England concludes that it has not been demonstrated by
robust and up to date evidence that the Institute is surplus to sporting
requirements. The respondent therefore affirms that it should be preserved as part
of the proposed Planning Framework. However, it notes that if the site is to be
redeveloped, then the facility should be replaced with equal or better provision.
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Historic England

Historic England provided their views via the Survey Monkey consultation and a
written response. Historic England are supportive of the redevelopment of the
York Central site welcoming it as an important regeneration opportunity. The
respondent notes the necessity in ‘understanding the capacity of the site to
accommodate development at the same time as safeguarding and enhancing the
special character and significances of the city.’

The response refers to similar and successful comparison sites to help successfully
realise York’s vision including the King’s Cross Central development in London,
the regeneration of Sheffield Midland Station and the regeneration of Emscher
Landschaftpark in Westphalia. The respondent also commented on
characterisation and heritage, access and movement, station access and
development parameters.

Natural England

Natural England provided its views in hard copy format. Natural England
comments on the close proximity of York Central’s site to Clifton Ings and
Rawcliffe Meadows Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI). The respondent currently
does not have any specific concerns about the impact of the plan on this SSSI.

The respondent also notes their support for the proposal to provide green space
and linking the plan to the wider green infrastructure network.

4.3.2 General Consultation Bodies
North Yorkshire Police (Secured by Design Officer)

North Yorkshire Police provided their response in hard copy format. The Police
emphasize the need to use ‘Designing out Crime’ principles in ensuring the long
term sustainability of any development proposed for the York Central site. The
design and layout of the development of this site should also incorporate the
principles in Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) and
Secured by Design.

The respondent suggests that in the next stage of the process, the Planning
Framework must consider the potential impact of crime and disorder and the
importance for developers to demonstrate how security measures form an integral
part of any design proposed for the site.

Royal Mail Property Holdings (2x representations)

Royal Mail Property Holdings submitted two representations in hard copy format
relating to two separate Royal Mail properties.

The first site affected by the draft proposals is the York Vehicle Service Centre,
used to service Royal Mail vehicles across the wider region. This building is
currently planned for removal within the York Central site and could have a
significant impact upon Royal Mail’s operations in the wider region. Therefore,
Royal Mail objects to these draft proposals to remove the York Vehicle Service
Centre.

| Issue Rev B | 30 June 2016 Page 14

J:\2300001235258-00\0 ARUP\0-01 CIVIL\0-01-08 REPORTS\2016 CONSULTATION REPORT\CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT\2016-06-30 YC CONSULTATION
REPORT_ISSUE REV B.DOCX



City of York Council York Central
Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

The second site affected is the York Delivery Office. This site has been earmarked
within the York Central document as ‘may or may not be removed’, which Royal
Mail has a neutral opinion of. However, Royal Mail objects to the draft proposals
due to traffic restrictions on Leeman Road and the reorganisation of access
arrangements in front of the station on Station Road and Queen Street.

York Natural Environment Trust

York Natural Environment Trust submitted their response in hard copy format.
The organisation welcomes the inclusion of substantial green infrastructure in the
proposals, but suggests the need to quantify the provision in the York Central
‘Development Parameters’.

The representation also requests to deculvert Holgate Beck.
Selby District Council

Selby District Council provided their representation by e-mail. The Council’s
representation provides brief comments on the vision and the proposed uses.

The Council states that the regeneration objectives will provide a clear framework
for the SPD. The Council also notes that they would like to see the evidence base
behind the potential uses.

York Older People’s Assembly

York Older People’s Assembly provided their representation in hard copy format
and comments related to access and transport, residents and visitors, affordable
housing for residents, and open spaces and borders.

The organisation notes the following:

e Bus is the main mode of transport for older residents, the new options of bus
routes will be of interest;

e Many older visitors come to the City by coach — access by coach is not
mentioned in the consultation document;

e York does not have a central bus station, but connectivity would be achieved
through this;

e Housing costs are high; affordable housing for older residents would be
attractive due to ease of access; and

o Fully accessible pedestrian areas are absolutely essential.
York Environment Forum

York Environment Forum submitted their representation in hard copy format. Key
points included:

e The external realm needs to form the design basis for any proposal; issues
such as green infrastructure, sustainable drainage, green streetscaping etc.
need to be considered and a strategy adopted which then shapes the built
environment;

| Issue Rev B | 30 June 2016 Page 15

J:\2300001235258-00\0 ARUP\0-01 CIVIL\0-01-08 REPORTS\2016 CONSULTATION REPORT\CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT\2016-06-30 YC CONSULTATION
REPORT_ISSUE REV B.DOCX



City of York Council York Central
Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

e Other networks such as district heating and sustainable transport should
shape the development;

e Human scale must be maintained for occupants/users/visitors, using good
design and mix of uses and activities, and the value of terraced housing for
higher-density housing should not be forgotten;

e Provision of employment space appears key in combating the drain of
relatively well-paid jobs from the city, but this provision needs to be
forward-looking in catering for rapidly-changing patterns of employment
and self-employment;

e The development should include opportunities for the community to
actually get involved in provision on the site; and

e Make good use of roof space.

York & N. Yorks. Chamber of Commerce (York Property Forum)

The Chamber of Commerce submitted their representation in hard copy format.
The Chamber supports the principle of the development of York Central and
believe it should be considered as part of the wider Local Plan strategy. Some of
the key issues raised within this representation include:

e Process and timescales — Need more clarity about the process;

¢ Viability — would welcome further information regarding the scale of work
required to prepare the site for development (such as remediation work);

e Local Plan — Suggest that the proposals for York Central continue to be
developed alongside the Local Plan, but do not tie the timescales of York
Central and the Local Plan together.

York Adult Social Care

The representation was submitted in hard copy format. York Adult Social Care
notes that they are impressed by quality of information produced and the extent of
engagement achieved. They do make note about the need to ensure provision of
accommaodation for older people and the need for housing ear-marked for those
working in the care sector.

4.4 National Railway Museum

The National Railway Museum received 14 comments on their initial Facebook
post about the consultation and 65 email comments. The comments came from
both local residents and international followers of the museum. A number of
positive comments were made in support of their plans, the museum and the scale
of the plans. A number of comments focused on the specific detail of what will be
in the new exhibition spaces and individual exhibits that individuals wished to see
retained.

The key areas for further discussion and note are:

e Concern over the facade of the new entrance and the loss of the historic
significance of the wider historic site in the City Entrance area. Many
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perceived the artist’s impressions to be ‘bland’, ‘too modern’ and lacking any
historic context that would make it unique.

e Desire to improve pedestrian access into the City via the marble tunnel.

e Questions about the specific detail/lack of disabled parking and also about
ensuring access for electric scooters.

e A number expressed the desire to ensure that rail access to the site is
maintained e.g. to Station Hall.

e Ensuring that the expansion can happen without needing to charge for
admission.

4.5 Survey Questions

Qualitative comments for each question have been compiled and tabulated. Key
issues raised are grouped together according to themes; these themes are
summarised in the column entitled ‘Key Issues Raised’.

45.1 Objectives
Question 1: Do you support redevelopment of the York Central

site?

This survey question was answered by 1,026 respondents. 79% of respondents
supported the redevelopment of York Central, whilst 13% did not support the
redevelopment, 6% didn’t know and 2% had no opinion.

Do you support redevelopment of the York Central site?

No Opinion 21,

Don't Know 62, 204
6%
No 128, 12% e —— .

i},

Yes 815, 79%

= Yes
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Table 2: Table of Qualitative Comments - Question 1

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

20 Comment — noting the importance of | 1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155,
development starting quickly. 1156, 1157, 1158, 1159. 1160, 1161,

1162, 1163, 1164
1165, 1166, 1167

1168, 1169
10 Comment- detailed comments about 1045, 1055, 1060, 1070, 1071, 1072,
the importance of brownfield land 1074, 1075, 1076, 1078

being targeted.

Question 2: Do you support the proposed vision for York Central?

This survey question was answered by 1,013 respondents. 59% of respondents
supported the vision for York Central, whilst 24% did not support the vision, 15%
didn’t know and 2% had no opinion.

Do you support the proposed vision for York Central?

Yes 595, 59%

60% e
50%
40%
No 246, 24%
0 - - Don'tKnow 147,
0% i ko
0, ini ’
20% | B opon 25
10% \-\
|E—
O% T T T T 1
Yes No Don't Know No Opinion
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Table 3: Table of Qualitative Comments - Question 2

Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

2

Comment - regarding the role/identity
of York Central including referring to
the vision for the City as a whole and
how to define York Central.

129; 127

Comment — York Central will deliver a
high-quality car free zero carbon 21%
century urban district. The scale and
quality of new development will
enhance the city as a contemporary
employment, residential, cultural and
leisure destination.

108

Comment — Moving forward, the
regeneration objectives provide a clear
framework for the Supplementary
Planning Document.

125

Comment - Vision is disappointing and
should be strengthened.

127

Comment — The Objectives do not show
or start to indicate how a ‘high quality
and sustainable new urban district” will
be delivered. The objectives should
include clear statements defining the
minimum standards underpinning the
envisaged high quality

132
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Question 3: Do you agree with the following proposed objectives
for York Central?

964 people answered this question. There was general support over the objectives
for York Central. The objective ‘heritage as an asset’ has the strongest agreement,
followed by “‘Green Infrastructure’, ‘Sustainable Development” and ‘National
Railway Museum as Cultural Epicentre’.

Do you agree with the following proposed objectives for York Central”

a) Heritage as an Asset

b) Green Infrastructure

c) Catalyst for Economic
Development

d) A Vibrant New Community

e) Movement and Access

f) A Gateway

g) Creating and Connecting
Communities

h) National Railway Museum
as Cultural Epicentre

i) Sustainable Development

_IIIE 23, 2%

,, 31 3%
1%@ 52, 6%
5. 1t

1 1%

Elllllllﬁ 44, 5%

1”””% 54, 6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mYes =No 11Don'tKnow == No Opinion
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Question 4: Are there any objectives missing, or do you have any
other comments?

Table 4: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 4

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

53 Comment — Various comments 108, 122, 127, 190, 214, 220, 243,
suggesting specific interpretations of the | 244, 269, 276, 296, 322, 326, 341,
‘Creating and connecting communities’ 355, 357, 373, 392, 393, 416, 418,
objective, including the importance of 420, 424, 448, 505, 518, 519, 542,
cohesion, improving routes to connect to | 544, 565, 566, 582, 603, 611, 633,
existing communities, provision of 636, 641, 642, 671, 673, 693, 699,
amenities and value of existing assets. 720, 743, 754, 815, 840, 851, 852,

862, 866, 942, 1103,

23 Comment — Various detailed comments | 11, 12, 13, 229, 243, 387, 442, 651,
regarding the objective to make NRM a 947, 950, 953, 998, 1012, 1021,
cultural epicentre and how this might be | 1081, 1092, 1117, 1122, 1134,
achieved, for example keeping access 1143, 1160, 1170, 1210
free or general design.

22 Comment — reduction in congestion and | 24, 180, 192, 197, 198, 234, 243,
improvements to traffic safety should be | 339, 387, 402, 420, 428, 441, 498,
an objective 518, 651, 725, 833, 851, 907, 966,

1041

20 Comment - there is a need for quality 17, 29, 108, 127, 229, 282, 317,
public space/green space/ streetscape 424, 496, 641, 647, 739, 784, 799,
design/improvements — reflect in 962, 1044, 1055, 15, 17, 127
objectives

15 Comment — Protection of leisure 51, 98, 349, 351, 539, 542, 573,
assets/Railway Institute should be an 646, 679, 697, 699, 720, 754, 868,
objective 1103

11 Comment — Need for a bus terminus / 198, 211, 225, 242, 251, 257, 833,
transport interchange — should be 917, 1037, 1147, 1215,
reflected in objectives

11 Comment — Economic development / 122, 173, 243, 270, 276, 341, 343,
job creation should be an objective 469, 531, 598, 785

11 Comment — Objectives should include 5, 24, 265, 581, 591, 607, 833, 839,
the need for adequate parking for the 948, 1006, 1041
development uses

8 Comment — Development needs to 105, 187, 282, 341, 598, 911, 947,
enhance heritage 1203

8 Comment — various detailed comments | 24, 173, 180, 328, 833, 1006, 1023,
regarding the interpretation of the 1223
movement and access objective

8 Comment - sustainable development 3, 389, 243, 424, 607, 653, 725,
should be included as an objective 1224

7 Comment — There is a need for 189, 306, 653, 725, 805, 966, 994
sustainable transport (including better
public transport) — reflect in objectives

7 Support — NRM as cultural epicentre 229, 387, 998, 1012, 1092, 1143,
objective/improvements 1170

| Issue Rev B | 30 June 2016

J:\2300001235258-00\0 ARUP\0-01 CIVIL\0-01-08 REPORTS\2016 CONSULTATION REPORT\CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT\2016-06-30 YC CONSULTATION

REPORT_ISSUE REV B.DOCX

Page 21




City of York Council

York Central

Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
7 Comment — There is a need for 189, 306, 653, 725, 805, 966, 994
sustainable transport (including better
public transport) — reflect in objectives
7 Comment — various comments 127, 173, 220, 227, 522, 598, 1216
regarding the interpretation of the Green
Infrastructure Objective
7 Comment — Importance of Heritage 1, 266, 282, 332, 341, 572, 745
should be recognised
7 Comment — Detailed comments about 21, 220, 288, 499, 572, 951, 1060
the need for flood
management/prevention
7 Comment — Comment about the need to | 1, 282, 307, 327, 572, 745, 773
preserve and protect heritage
6 Comment — Sustainable energy should 653, 725, 149, 598, 653, 725,
be specifically included as an objective
4 Comment — Affordable Housing should | 27, 611, 673, 925
be an objective
4 Comment - objectives should reflect 4, 395, 833, 953
HS2
3 Comment — Air Quality improvement 17,72,518,
should be an objective
2 Comment — objectives should include 4,953
the need to provide jobs and education
associated with HS2
2 Comment — The need to provide 10, 1015
adequate disabled access and facilities
should be an objective
2 Support — Support for inclusion of 1012, 1170
heritage as an objective
2 Support — objective for quality public 1143, 1193
space/green space
1 Comment — Minimisation of 2
contamination should be included as an
objective
1 Comment — General comment 466
suggesting that the scheme would not
create or connect communities
1 Objection — disagree with NRM 343
objective
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4.5.2 Heritage

Question 5. Do you agree with the proposed classification of
buildings?
This survey question was answered by 882 respondents. 47% of respondents

agreed with the proposed classification of buildings, whilst 18% did not support
the classification, 26% didn’t know and 9% had no opinion.

No Opinion 84, 10%

Do you agree with the proposed classification of buildings?
il il
\
Don't Know 226, 26%_— ||| HMHHH

=Yes

= No

11 Don't Know

= No Opinion
No 159, 18%

Yes 413, 47%

Question 6. Are there any buildings which should be retained?

There were a large number of qualitative comments received relating to the
redevelopment of York Central. Specifically, there were 403 respondents
requesting to retain the York Railway Institute and associated buildings.

Table 5: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 6

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

403 Comment — Retain York Railway 33, 36, 37, 38, 41, 43, 46, 48, 49,
Institute and associated buildings 50, 51, 52, 53, 57, 58, 60, 62, 65,

66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74, 75,
76, 78, 80, 81, 82, 83, 86, 90, 91,
92, 93, 94, 96, 98, 99, 100, 108,
117, 118, 120, 121, 122, 127, 130,
155, 156, 160, 170, 174, 181, 184,
185, 187, 189, 190, 194, 197, 199,
201, 202, 204, 206, 213, 214, 220,
248, 250, 252, 253, 254, 259, 261,
262, 265, 276, 277, 278, 288, 290,
297, 310, 311, 312, 318, 319, 322,
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

325, 327, 330, 340, 343, 348, 349,
351, 352, 353, 355, 356, 361, 362,
364, 367, 371, 372, 373, 375, 376,
379, 382, 383, 384, 386, 391, 394,
396, 397, 398, 400, 403, 404, 406,
409, 411, 412, 415, 418, 4109, 421,
424,426, 427, 432, 436, 437, 438,
440, 442, 448, 451, 453, 454, 456,
457, 458, 459, 460, 462, 463, 464,
465, 466, 467, 468, 469, 470, 472,
479, 480, 481, 483, 485, 486, 487,
488, 490, 495, 499, 503, 504, 508,
509, 510, 511, 514, 515, 516, 519,
524,525, 534, 535, 537, 538, 539,
540, 541, 542, 543, 545, 547, 550,
552, 553, 555, 563, 564, 566, 567,
568, 569, 570, 572, 573, 574, 576,
578, 581, 582, 587, 588, 591, 592,
594, 595, 596, 597, 598, 599, 600,
602, 603, 604, 606, 607, 608, 609,
612, 613, 614, 616, 618, 619, 621,
624, 628, 629, 631, 633, 634, 635,
636, 637, 640, 641, 642, 644, 645,
648, 652, 656, 658, 663, 668, 670,
671, 673, 674, 675, 676, 679, 681,
687, 689, 692, 693, 695, 696, 697,
698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704,
706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 713, 714,
715, 718, 719, 720, 722, 723, 726,
729, 730, 731, 732, 734, 735, 740,
741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 750,
751, 752, 7534, 756, 757, 759, 762,
763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769,
771,773,775, 776, 780, 783, 786,
788, 791, 797, 800, 802, 807, 808,
809, 810, 812, 813, 815, 817, 820,
821, 822, 825, 826, 827, 830, 834,
836, 837, 838, 840, 841, 842, 844,
845, 847, 850, 852, 853, 854, 858,
859, 860, 861, 862, 864, 866, 867,
868, 870, 871, 872, 874, 875, 878,
879, 881, 887, 892, 893, 894, 895,
896, 897, 899, 900, 901, 902, 904,
906, 907, 942, 966, 1030, 1033,
1103, 1157, 1215

27

Comment — Comments regarding the
retention of buildings that are Listed

151, 156, 181, 189, 192, 193, 196,
201, 208, 244, 250, 264, 302, 362,
386, 396, 437, 499, 732, 743, 772,
826, 955, 956, 964, 1025, 1027

10

Comment — Old carriage works should
be retained

153, 155, 169, 183, 188, 269, 276,
307, 356, 647

Comment — Engine Shed should be
retained

54, 282, 310, 416, 499, 566, 738,
764
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

6 Comment — Comments regarding the 168, 307, 319, 321, 550, 552
consultation process and perception that
information was limited

6 Comment - Bullnose buildings should 108, 270, 327, 330, 355, 1150
be retained

3 Comment - Buildings noted in the 282, 396, 566
‘Audit of Heritage Assets’ should be
retained

1 Comment — Warehouse building should | 26
be retained

1 Comment — Fox Inn should be retained | 302

Question 7. Are there any buildings which should be removed?

Table 6: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 7

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
52 Comment — There are no buildings that | 183, 184, 194, 228, 257, 281, 288,
could be removed 302, 311, 329, 343, 356, 361, 417,
443, 451, 468, 488, 504, 524, 543,
596, 602, 618, 640, 642, 663, 676,
740, 755, 782, 788, 818, 862, 877,
887, 894, 917, 928, 984, 1012,
1030, 1048, 1060, 1065, 1122,
1132, 1133, 1145, 1149, 1151, 1181
7 Comment — Unipart building could be 108, 332, 327, 332, 428, 717, 794
removed
16 Comment — Comment Queen Street 212, 220, 246, 249, 296, 304, 318,
bridge could be removed 331, 332, 424, 555, 743, 881, 913,
942, 1223,
14 Comment — No opinion 190, 306, 362, 371, 411, 476, 499,
591, 612, 633, 665, 683, 785, 1004
11 Comment — Railway Institute (on 43, 74, 186, 195, 203, 213, 246,
proviso facilities are relocated 251, 296, 408, 433,
elsewhere)
9 Comment — Don’t know 170, 180, 189, 242, 578, 963, 966,
1031, 1158
8 Comment — Concrete depot could be 205, 219, 235, 375, 441, 478, 920,
removed 1094
8 Comment - Post Office Sorting Centre 22,127, 229, 395, 997, 998, 1037,
should be removed 1157,
5 Comment — Those not listed could be 161, 171, 223, 805, 1006
removed
4 Comment — Water tower should be 199, 460, 869, 907
relocated inside or near the NRM
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

4 Comment — Horse stables could be 205, 218, 219, 478
removed

3 Comment - York Integrated Electric 332,428,478
Control Centre (IECC) could be
removed

3 Comment — Coal managers office could | 218, 219, 478
be removed

3 Comment — Former wagon works could | 172, 431, 478
be removed

2 Comment — Tent in the museum yard 1165, 1203
could be removed

2 Comment — Alliance house could be 172, 478
removed

2 Comment — Those of no historic / 178, 243
architectural interest could be removed

2 Comment — Water tower could be 771,906
removed

1 Comment — Bus stands on Rougier St. 27
should be removed

1 Comment — All buildings to the rear of 256
Queen Street could be removed

1 Comment — the single-storey building 68
which was used at one time as the garage
for the British Railways Road Motor
Department could be removed

1 Comment — Marble Arch underpass 910
could be removed

1 Comment - Flats on Leeman Road 400
could be removed
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4.5.3 Landscape and Public Realm

Question 8.

Do you support the proposal to create a linear park

through York Central?

This survey question was answered by 897 respondents. 67% of respondents
supported the creation of a linear park, whilst 11% did not support the creation of
a park, 16% didn’t know and 5% had no opinion.

Do you support the proposal to create a linear park through York

Central?
Yes 605, 67%
70% S
60%
50%
40%
30% — Don't Know 142
- 16%
= No 102, 11% i
20% —— I u —_ND_QQL?.LQDA_S_,
=—— I 5%
1o Il —]
O% T T T 1
Yes No Don't Know No Opinion

Question 9. Do you have any comments on the landscape

principles?

Table 7: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 9

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

56 Comment — Design suggestions 17, 29, 31, 95, 109, 110, 122, 128, 129,
for green infrastructure including 146, 151, 173, 178, 191, 193, 220, 222,
adding more Gl and enhancing the | 309, 332, 341, 356, 409, 447, 452, 459,
green environment, for example 580, 953, 979, 1145, 1154, 1180, 1207,
spaces for biodiversity 1209, 1216, 1222, 97, 155, 156, 176,
enhancement features, advance, 179, 203, 238, 243, 282, 302, 304, 502,
temporary or permanent 514,593, 683, 728, 856, 898, 922,
landscaping, maximise tree 1214, 328
planting, communal gardens, play,
or food production.

39 Support/Comment — support for | 75, 84, 122, 146, 151, 161, 171, 173,
landscaping principles 175, 739, 191, 193, 229, 309, 341, 368,
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
409, 454, 580, 679, 799, 913, 916, 934,
942, 953, 979, 1018, 1021, 1057, 1065,
1080, 1083, 1108, 1180, 1207, 1209,
1216, 1222
32 Comment — General comments 48, 414, 392, 424, 425, 428, 448, 460,
providing specific, detailed design | 496, 503, 514, 529, 641, 680, 682, 218,
suggestions 698, 722, 769, 830, 835, 839, 840, 908,
936, 994, 997, 1003, 1044, 1055, 1064,
1147
26 Comment — General negative 72,74, 225,943, 181, 270, 276, 300,
comments on landscaping 373, 415, 468, 477, 498, 572, 592, 598,
principles, with no alternative 647, 667, 830, 835, 887, 931, 1060,
suggestions 1147, 1181, 515
21 Comment — Landscape principles | 23, 48, 63, 78, 97, 127, 129, 222, 230,
should improve the built 238, 242, 243, 244, 293, 309, 317, 341,
environment and public realm 555, 975, 994, 997
21 Comment — Landscape principles | 28, 48, 108, 110, 159, 161, 203, 213,
should make a quality 227, 289, 327, 355, 356, 380, 448, 474,
environment for all pedestrians 603, 733, 745, 851, 1210
and cyclists
20 Comment - landscape principles 48, 89, 97, 268, 385, 500, 629, 704,
should retain the heritage 710, 761, 785, 862, 1055, 1116, 1151,
environment 1157, 1158, 1165, 1190, 1193
17 Comment — Consultation needs to | 72, 327, 74,162, 172, 173, 199, 215,
detail required 1037
16 Comment — Flood mitigation 29, 105, 108, 151, 159, 276, 288, 302,
should be considered within the 327, 376, 572,598, 143, 951, 953, 963
landscape principles
16 Comment — General comments 329, 395, 409, 476, 552, 755, 805, 851,
regarding Linear park concept 869, 1019, 219, 220, 242, 243, 270,
293
15 Comment — Biodiversity and 29,108, 151, 161, 171, 227, 282, 327,
ecological value should be 522,647,725, 770, 962, 1026, 1215
enhanced and considered within
the landscape principles
14 Comment — Links should be made | 213, 175, 178, 190, 220, 245, 293, 327,
to other green corridors, existing 344, 389, 598, 755, 914, 1003
green spaces
11 Comment — general comments 31, 338, 48, 251, 478, 592, 596, 753,
referring to example 830, 928, 1217
city/design/scheme precedents
11 Comment — Need for accessible 227, 443, 497, 772, 830, 851, 853,
green space within scheme 1015, 1047, 1081, 1133
at the expense of transport 017
principles should reduce the use of
vehicles including parking
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

7

Comment — Security/safety is a
concern that should be considered
within the landscape principles

199, 48, 225, 289, 78, 392, 753

Comment — various concerns
relating to Leeman Road

269, 381, 668, 958, 180, 289

Comment — the necessary
Costs/Investments are not thought
out

288, 343, 405, 481, 695

Comment - landscaping
principles should include
provision for adequate car parking

873, 243, 917, 965

Comment — Landscaping
principles should be produced by a
high quality design
company/competition

193, 306, 856

Comment — Landscape needed to
provide visual buffer, reduce noise
and pollution

161, 171, 739

Comment — landscaping
principles should refer to not
demolishing buildings

864, 566, 892

Comment - landscaping
principles should support at tram
route

478, 242

Comment — General comment —
landscaping principles should
support effective traffic
management

48, 311

Comment — General negative
comments discouraging office
development, not related to
landscape

373,531

Comment — general comment
relating to concern about outside
investors and proposed
developments, not related to
landscape principles

943, 588

Comment — Noise and Vibration
will get worse — should be
considered within the landscape
principles

272, 668

Comment — Air Quality will get
worse

272

Comment — landscaping
principles should refer to not
removing the Queen Street Bridge

408

Comment - retain Station Square
East

331
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
1 Comment — general comment 1007

supporting landscaping principles
provided that it is not at the
expense of current jobs

1 Comment - landscaping 318
principles should support a coach
interchange

1 Comment — Design principles 328

should include phasing
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45.4 York Railway Station

Question 10: Do you support the creation of a new public square
on the west side (the rear) of the station?

This survey question was answered by 881 respondents. 68% of respondents
supported the creation of a new public square to the west side of the station, 14%
did not support the creation of a public square, 10% didn’t know and 7% had no
opinion.

Do you support the creation of a new public square on the west
side (the rear) of the station?

Yes 603, 68%

No Opinion 63, 7%

=Yes I No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion
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Table 8: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 10

Number of
respondents

Key lIssues Raised

Respondent
Reference

2

Comment - It will be in shadow for most of the day from the
enormous office blocks proposed, so, no, it doesn’t seem
appealing.

155, 156

Comment — The idea of 3 new public squares could be ok,
depending on the layout and design.

63

Comment — The western square should be merged with the
linear park so it acts as a pedestrian and cycle gateway into the
park and so that the square incorporates more green
infrastructure. Active daytime and evening uses will make it
feel safe at night, and a place to relax as well as pass through.
Short stay/ taxi pick up and covered secure cycle parking
covered by CCTV needs to be incorporated as well. Traffic
should be focussed on access only from the new Holgate Bridge
to prevent through traffic.

108

Comment — We see the three public squares as perhaps the
primary building blocks of the entire scheme. Station Square
West should be far more than “a new arrival space’ it has the
potential to be a major public space for the City as a whole.

127
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Question 11: Do you support the creation of a new public square
on the east side (the front) of the station by reorganising buses and
taxis?

This survey question was answered by 881 respondents. 67% of respondents
supported the creation of a new public square to the east side of the station, 16%
did not support the creation of a public square, 11% didn’t know and 6% had no
opinion.

Do you support the creation of a new public square on the
east side (the front) of the station by reorganising buses and
taxis?

No 142, 16%

Yes 591, 67%

Don't Know 99,
11%

No Opinion 49, 6%

=Yes 1'No = Don'tKnow  mNo Opinion
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Question 12. Do you agree with either of the following options to
reorganise Queen Street?

879 respondents answered question 12. 331 respondents were in favour of
removing Queen Street Bridge whilst 286 respondents were in favour of keeping
Queen Street Bridge.

Do you agree with either of the following options to reorganise
Queen Street?

No Opinion 111,

No 170, 23% 15%

Option 1 Keep Queen Street bridge ‘ ‘

Yes 286, 39% Don't Know 159,
22%

. No Opinion 108,
No 164, 22% 14%

Option 2 Remove Queen Street bridge

Yes 331, 44% Don't Know 144,
o ’ 19%
I1No
i ﬁgnotp}frﬂ?,ﬁv 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Question 13. Do you have any comments on the proposals for the
station or thoughts on how the front of the station could be
improved?

There were a high number of qualitative comments received relating to the

redevelopment of York Central. Specifically, 108 respondents commented on the
need to improve vehicle and taxi movements at the station.

Table 9: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 13

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

108 Comment — Improve vehicle and | 63, 74, 89, 108, 122, 115, 171, 175,
taxi movement at the station 178, 179, 181, 192, 194, 199, 222,

223, 242, 243, 256, 257, 270, 282,
289, 298, 311, 312, 375, 379, 395,
413, 416, 420, 433, 458, 460, 463,
514, 520, 521, 550, 555, 565, 569,
572,574, 580, 591, 608, 622, 633,
637, 646, 647, 648, 655, 657, 667,
673, 683, 722, 723, 770, 771, 772,
784, 817, 818, 844, 852, 910, 932,
954, 994, 1006, 1037, 1065, 1116,
1199, 1218, 1222, 555, 580, 583,
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents

608, 622, 628, 633, 637, 646, 700,
711, 722, 743, 816, 835, 881, 883,
916, 920, 947, 951, 965, 980, 1035,
1076, 1150, 1199, 1210

53 Comment- Improve the public 3,6, 63,97, 154, 173, 203, 227,
realm including: create more 243, 262, 280, 288, 293, 298, 306,
space, make it cleaner, more 325, 341, 368, 381, 428, 468, 497,
attractive, ban smoking, etc. 498, 500, 551, 553, 587, 625, 717,

725, 753, 755, 807, 820, 925, 950,
958, 962, 975, 997, 1006, 1015,
1021, 1031, 1035, 1037, 1048,
1055, 1057, 1061, 1083, 1154, 1207

51 Comment — Provide high quality | 45, 108, 175, 191, 205, 229, 232,
infrastructure for all pedestrians 234, 238, 260, 293, 307, 341, 343,
and cyclists 355, 360, 380, 381, 424, 432, 439,

448, 478, 498, 573, 583, 607, 608,
657, 655, 680, 700, 712, 716, 743,
770, 772,780, 785, 799, 851, 856,
953, 1004, 1006, 1032, 1033, 1044,
1083, 1102, 1119

47 Comment — Various detailed 4,27,74,84,108, 171, 172, 175,
suggestions for the station front 186, 201, 229, 239, 306, 327, 356,
including no ticket barriers 406, 408, 409, 424, 463, 480, 504,
(maintain through route), alter 509, 554, 598, 603, 671, 712, 799,
current arrangements for parking, | 816, 830, 835, 856, 916, 936, 958,
vehicle and taxi movement, 964, 981, 982, 1039, 1073, 1075,

improve legibility, and safety and 1076, 1119, 1147, 1157, 1216
accessibility for pedestrians.

43 Comment — Need to provide new | 27, 28, 64, 65, 127, 172, 186, 191,
bus terminal/interchange 199, 203, 215, 220, 221, 249, 251,
254, 261, 310, 318, 328, 408, 423,
431, 442, 477, 487, 545, 552, 555,
565, 592, 622, 651, 665, 686, 695,
700, 712, 771, 1014, 1044, 1066,

1215
40 Comment — Demolish Queen 27,28, 63, 74, 75, 108, 122, 127,
Street Bridge 178, 193, 198, 203, 229, 243, 247,

255, 262, 304, 309, 317, 322, 332,
341, 389, 412, 529, 541, 577, 581,
621, 667, 733, 771, 784, 856, 909,
981, 986, 1026, 1066

25 Comment — Need to reduce 65, 89, 108, 115, 173, 198, 218,
congestion outside of station/ 219, 466, 522, 545, 551, 625, 646,
Reduce vehicles on the road/ mode | 651, 954, 964, 108, 32, 343, 346,
shift 374, 522, 580, 583

25 Comment — Various comments 63, 74, 75, 172, 187, 190, 191, 261,
relating to the retention of the 264, 312, 343, 384, 394, 398, 432,
Railway Institute 457,508, 541, 545, 566, 588, 612,

625, 698, 893

24 Comment — Maintain the heritage | 1, 48, 181, 187, 229, 332, 338, 441,

environment 463, 481, 588, 596, 598, 641, 647,
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
728, 856, 909, 928, 981, 1006,
1021, 1203, 1224
23 Comment — Provides examples 229, 260, 325, 344, 357, 380, 428,
from other cities and towns 478, 553, 572, 717, 753, 769, 770,
788, 799, 873, 883, 898, 936, 947,
977, 1154
22 Comment — General negative 184, 186, 194, 204, 243, 244, 255,
comments about the proposals 350, 376, 523, 621, 737, 835, 841,
with no alternatives provided. 853, 934, 1003, 1060, 1080, 1108,
1145, 1217
20 Comment — Need to integrate 23, 27, 28, 45, 108, 186, 191, 199,
with other transportation modes 203, 221, 318, 328, 366, 395, 424,
478, 953, 994, 1026, 1147
20 Comment — General positive 6, 8,9, 39, 127, 154, 171, 187, 203,
comments about the proposals 229, 230, 232, 245, 331, 725, 844,
856, 869, 1023, 1209
19 Comment — Improve accessibility | 7, 10, 115, 173, 201, 211, 222, 223,
227, 296, 392, 494, 572, 780, 805,
922,997, 1027, 1033
details/More consultation needed 476, 724, 1131, 232, 276, 329, 403,
530, 531
16 Comment — Support for green 29, 39, 97, 108, 173, 178, 215, 332,
infrastructure including adding 338, 341, 452, 498, 553, 625, 1006,
more GI, enhancing the green 1224
environment, and reducing
pollution
20 Comment — Retain Queen Street 23,174,187, 261, 300, 327, 360,
Bridge 384, 501, 545, 671, 908, 1172, 415,
761, 909, 921, 341, 255, 981
12 Comment — Tourist information 122, 226, 64, 428, 515, 551, 700,
needed at the station/ make more 753, 852, 949, 997, 1210
tourist friendly/ make more
welcoming for tourists
10 Comment — Need to provide 21,1713, 213, 214, 223, 431, 448,
adequate car parking 651,673, 881
9 Comment — Commercial 122,171, 226, 290, 388, 511, 883,
development would be welcome 931, 987
8 Comment — The costs/investment | 28, 265, 385, 405, 474, 476, 493,
necessary for Station upgrades 835
have not been thought out
4 Comment — Need to ensure future | 84, 87, 592, 981
proofing throughout
3 Comment — Various suggestions | 11, 195, 592
for the alteration of the existing
railway line alignment or new
platform suggestions
1 Comment — National Railway 3
Museum improvements
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
1 Comment — Enhance Biodiversity | 29
and ecological value
1 Comment — Construction works 2
concerns
1 Comment — Request for new 87
stations
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455 National Railway Museum

Question 14: Do you support the creation of a new public square
and events space outside the National Railway Museum?

This survey question was answered by 876 respondents. 74% of respondents
supported the creation of a new public square and events space outside of the
National Railway Museum, 12% did not support the creation of a public square,
9% didn’t know and 6% had no opinion.

Do you support the creation of a new public square and
events space outside the National Railway Museum?

No 101, 12%

(,

Yes 648, 74% Don't Know 77, 9%

No Opinion 50, 6%

=Yes I No = Don'tKnow = No Opinion
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Question 15. Do you support the re-routing of Leeman Road to
allow the expansion of the National Railway Museum?

This survey question was answered by 880 respondents. 59% of respondents
supported the rerouting of Leeman Road to allow the expansion of the National
Railway Museum, 21% did not support the rerouting, 14% didn’t know and 6%
had no opinion.

Do you support the re-routing of Leeman Road to allow the
expansion of the National Railway Museum?

i N N
No Opinion -l No‘Opér(')l/:)on P
| |

Donft Know 123,
14%

Don't Know

|
AR No 288, 2296
L |

Yes 516, 59%
[T T 17V \

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

~

=Yes 1 No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion

Question 16. Do you have any comments regarding how the
National Railway Museum is incorporated into York Central?

There were a high number of qualitative comments received relating to the
redevelopment of the National Railway Museum. Specifically, 62 respondents
suggested that the National Railway Museum should be the focal point of York
Central.

Table 10: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 16

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

62 Comment — NRM should be the 87, 233, 245, 251, 268, 304, 318,
focal point of York Central 355, 366, 378, 395, 400, 414, 428,

480, 497, 498, 551, 612, 657, 667,
695, 716, 792, 794, 799, 805, 818,
885, 920, 923, 925, 928, 943, 954,
959, 968, 975, 979, 986, 988, 1006,
1012, 1021, 1023, 1035, 1044, 1054,
1057, 1075, 1076, 1083, 1100, 1136,
1158, 1181, 1188, 1189, 1196, 1197,
1207, 1216,
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Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
47 Comment — Leeman Road should | 103, 122,171, 173, 179, 194, 263,
be retained. Various comments 289, 300, 325, 327, 328, 357, 388,
including access requirements of 393, 402, 409, 415, 420, 422, 457,
residents, and impact of closure on | 476, 493, 498, 502, 655, 722, 735,
highway network. 851, 856, 869, 873, 914, 918, 951,
965, 980, 982, 985, 992, 1003, 1026,
1033, 1069, 1131, 1145, 1147
44 Comment — Retain heritage and 87, 108, 226, 229, 242, 261, 276,
culture (needed to incorporate the | 317, 318, 327, 332, 375, 428, 431,
NRM into York Central) 477,481, 497, 545, 583, 657, 728,
799, 805, 877, 907, 916, 917, 928,
942, 954, 975, 1006, 1012, 1021,
1027, 1029, 1047, 1075, 1076, 1081,
1083, 1100, 1136, 1143,
46 Comment — Quality public spaces | 3, 12, 23, 39, 87, 105, 178, 191, 203,
needed to incorporate the NRM 221, 222, 226, 234, 245, 251, 261,
into York Central 268, 276, 288, 293, 317, 329, 338,
344, 376, 378, 392, 424, 452, 541,
553, 557, 755, 785, 830, 852, 898,
907, 943, 951, 997, 1029, 1067,
1158, 1209, 1219
30 Comment — NRM should be left 28, 34, 201, 288, 291, 325, 341, 356,
as is 364, 408, 412, 441, 442, 477, 563,
572,637,641, 699, 717, 722, 761,
770, 782, 791, 845, 853, 862, 1060,
1217
27 Comment — Good cycle and 26, 85,122, 171, 175, 198, 203, 220,
pedestrian access needed to 226, 233, 304, 309, 317, 378, 380,
incorporate the NRM into York 400, 433, 459, 474, 514, 522, 739,
Central 784, 975, 1058, 1061, 1210
26 Comment — Leeman Road should | 178, 203, 220, 228, 234, 243, 289,
be re-routed (in order to 304, 307, 310, 368, 415, 447, 514,
incorporate the NRM into York 520, 529, 592, 612, 667, 700, 755,
Central) 958, 982, 1065, 1131, 1209,
18 Comment — Good vehicular 22,175, 214, 357, 420, 423, 508,
access needed to incorporate the 582, 621, 648, 816, 839, 869, 873,
NRM into York Central 918, 980, 1160, 1191,
17 Comment — NRM should not be 201, 249, 291, 325, 341, 356, 442,
the focal point 583, 641, 651, 655, 717, 722, 743,
770, 791, 845,
8 Comment — Disabled and elderly | 10, 102, 103, 173, 222, 227, 414, 416
user access should be prioritised to
incorporate the NRM into York
Central
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45.6 Access and Movement

Question 17. Do you support the proposed approach to
sustainable travel?

This survey question was answered by 855 respondents. 68% of respondents
supported the proposed approach to sustainable travel, whilst, 10% did not support
the approach, 16% didn’t know and 7% had no opinion.

Do you support the proposed approach to sustainable travel?
No 84, 10%

Don't Know 133,
16%

No Opinion 58,
7%

=Yes 1 No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion
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Question 18. Have the right pedestrian and cycle routes been
identified?

850 respondents answered this question. 35% of respondents suggested that the
right pedestrian and cycle routes had been identified, whilst, 10% did not, 43%
didn’t know and 12% had no opinion.

Have the right pedestrian and cycle routes been identified?

Don't Know 368,
45% Ea=c=y
40% Yes 293, 35% - Yes
———/
35% f
— i No
30% ———
25% = Don't
No Opinion 104,
20% 120 Know
— No 84, 10% - = No
15% \E N -
TTTNT T 1 Opinion
10% | , ‘
5 (e A
0% T T T T 1
Yes No Don't Know No Opinion

Question 19. Do you have any comments on the pedestrian and
cycle routes identified?

Table 11: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 19

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

88 Comment — Designated cycle and | 26, 28, 45, 48, 63, 74, 78, 85, 87,
pedestrian routes should be 108, 127, 155, 156, 161, 171, 172,
included 173,174,178, 187,191, 194, 197,

198, 220, 222, 226, 229, 232, 234,
242, 243, 245, 260, 262, 265, 269,
288, 291, 296, 304, 307, 309, 311,
328, 338, 341, 355, 356, 395, 409,
424, 448, 469, 474, 517, 522, 540,
583, 588, 591, 601, 607, 648, 686,
700, 717, 725, 743, 770, 772, 784,
801, 839, 851, 871, 926, 942, 944,
958, 975, 1019, 1047, 1049, 1060,
1065, 1154, 1157,

29 Comment — Vehicle Access 3, 24,65, 72, 87, 89, 105, 108, 182,
should be restricted 191, 193, 229, 234, 262, 291, 327,
502, 522, 592, 598, 653, 698, 725,
745, 769, 805, 917, 933, 951,
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Option 4 Leeman Road restricted without bus gates

City of York Council York Central
Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
21 Comment — Vehicle Access 72,74,105, 110, 218, 219, 232,
should be retained 239, 262, 340, 398, 405, 474, 477,
498, 530, 625, 655, 909, 940, 1006
9 Comment — Routes should 172, 173, 191, 203, 288, 289, 380,
consider flood defences and 388, 958,

ensure that alternative routes are
available during times of flooding

5 Comment — The needs of disabled | 340, 366, 574, 680, 1067
users should be considered as part
of pedestrian and cycle routes

1 Comment — Cycle Parking should | 1210
be considered and included

Question 20. Do you agree with any of the highway management
options on the west side (the rear) of the station?

This survey question was answered by 853 respondents. Option 1 was marginally
the most popular option, however there was no conclusive view on either this
option or any of Options 2, 3 or 4.

Do you agree with the following proposed objectives for York Central?

/]

e L

il
——

e T

=——

=Yes Il No % Don't Know B No Opinion
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Question 21. Do you have any comments on the highway options

presented?

Table 12: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 21

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
47 Comment — proposed means of access 24, 44, 48, 55, 56, 68, 79, 97,
will lead to greater traffic congestion 176, 191, 194, 217, 221, 233,
243, 265, 315, 325, 331, 340,
355, 376, 381, 394, 410, 415,
416, 423, 438, 500, 502, 516,
521, 588, 592, 625, 646, 775,
851, 853, 974, 1004, 1007,
1008, 1026, 1157, 1214
42 Objection/Comment — against the 26, 28, 77,132, 161, 171, 174,
proposed closure of Leeman Road 178, 217, 218, 219, 220, 222,
(including re-routing suggestions) 289, 310, 311, 327, 340, 341,
356, 388, 393, 402, 408, 409,
416, 417,422, 431, 442, 463,
501, 520, 552, 607, 835, 845,
914, 926, 965, 982, 1003
19 Support — Comments in favour of the 195, 229, 232, 242, 248, 307,
closure of Leeman Road 318, 355, 428, 502, 581, 657,
958, 977, 985, 986, 1023, 1160,
1194
9 Comment — Option 2 is the preferred 286, 309, 474, 514, 598, 612,
option 655, 665, 975
9 Comment — Congestion will lead to air 44,55, 56, 72, 97, 356, 463,
quality concerns 779, 801
8 Objection/Comment — Holgate road 161, 171, 201, 236, 305, 375,
access to site not a good idea due to the 416, 873
junction of the road to Holgate Road
being a congestion hotspot/ not
appropriate for a main road
7 Comment — Option 3 is the preferred 177, 368, 395, 414, 457, 497,
option 1065
6 Comment — All of the options are 328, 346, 591, 869, 953, 1006
insufficient
6 Comment — Restrict vehicular access/ 3,448, 517, 1027, 1032, 1150
focus on alternatives such as walking
and cycling
6 Comment — consideration should be 11, 87,173, 178, 856, 1147
given to road access from Water End
4 Comment — Consideration should be 28, 65, 74, 89
given to accommodating a Bus/Rail
interchange on land identified for short
stay car park/Queen Street bridge
4 Comment — Consideration should be 236, 273, 380, 416
given to moving the access point from
Holgate Road to the site of Holgate
Business Park on Poppleton Road
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

4

Objection/Comment — Holgate road
access to site not a good idea as it’s too
close to existing houses / should not
affect local area and community

273, 326, 438, 728

Comment — Additional parking
provision needed for the wider
development

830, 1131, 1191

Support — Bus gates should be
introduced

433,772,942

Objection/Comment — Bus gates should
not be introduced (buses should not be
prioritised)

244, 1223, (641)

Comment — Highway proposals will
lead to congestion and specifically bring
negative impacts upon buses

44,72, 835

Comment — Consider extension of
parking restrictions in the local area to
avoid commuters taking all of the
parking space

48, 712, 969

Comment — Consider a new road access
from Holgate Road to the railway station

63,72

Comment — Memorial Gardens is a key
coach stop, and its function needs to be
retained. Proposals should consider this.

89, 133

Comment — Proposals should avoid the
Albion Iron Foundry adjacent to
Carleton and Carlisle Streets (heritage
reasons)

261, 545

Comment — Leeman Rd. should be kept
open for buses

122, 203

Comment — Closure of Leeman Road/
Marble Arch underpass should be
extended to peak time before 10am and
after 4pm.

172, 469

Comment — Bus route at Leeman Road/
Marble Arch tunnel should also be
available to residents of York Central
(Leeman Road only)

603, 909

Comment — Leeman Road should be
downsized/ traffic kept to a minimum

712, 1154

Comment — proposals will encourage
‘rat-running’

381, 461

Comment — A new transport corridor
should be considered, running from the
outer ring road (business park) into the
development area along the existing but
little used railway sidings north of Water
End, and beneath that road.

24,920
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

1

Comment — consideration should be
given to a tunnel under the station for
road traffic

371

Comment — Underground parking
would avoid impacts on historic area

22

Comment — Safety concerns linked to
greater traffic congestion

24

Comment — Relocate Freight Avoiding
Lines to run along the East Coast
mainline to allow better road access to
the site

27

Comment — consider an additional
access road to the site from Poppleton
Road

69

Comment — Car access to the railway
station could be taken via Chancery
Rise, across a new bridge over the
Freight Avoiding Lines

72

Comment — There should not be a direct
route from Holgate road, past the west
entrance of the station and to Marble
Arch, as this will be used as a direct
route to the city centre

74

Comment — Dedicated cycle lanes
needed

78

Comment — Proposed turning circle on

the eastern side of the station is a must!

Should not be changed further along the
design process.

133

Comment — Bend in road connecting to
the Freight Avoiding Lines is too sharp

214

Comment — Proposals unsuitable for
road users other than pedestrians, cars
and buses (such as delivery
vehicles/contractors vehicles/taxis)

225

Comment — provision of shared
pedestrian footpaths and cycle routes
should be increased

316

Comment — Less traffic should be
located on the route between the station
and the museum

332

Comment — Consideration should be
given to restricting access from Water
End/ Salisbury Road to ‘residents only’

392

Comment — The outer ring road
(A1237) of York should be improved, so
people don’t feel the need to travel

420
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

through Leeman road and Holgate road
to get to the city centre.

Comment — Leave everything as it is

441

Comment — Improve traffic flow on
Holgate road to mitigate effects of
additional traffic as a result of York
central

444

Comment — new road alignment will
improve access to Museum

560

Comment — proposals will result in
greater congestion on Nunnery Lane and
Blossom Street

583

Support — general support for all
proposals

980

Comment - bus use should be promoted
further within plans

997

Comment — Park and Ride proposals
will not be sufficient to tackle road
traffic problems

72

Comment - consideration should be
given to the introduction of a tram

193

Comment — concerns regarding bus
route diversions and impact on service
provision

212

Comment - consideration should be
given to the tunnelling of Leeman Road

22

Comment - consideration should be
given to only closing Leeman Road
during peak times

1019

Comment — a Zero Emissions Zone
should be introduced at the Leeman
Road/ Marble Arch tunnel

175

Comment — Leeman Road/Marble Arch
underpass should remain open

722
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4.5.7 Development Parameters

Question 22. Do you agree with the proposed uses for York
Central?

This survey question was answered by 819 respondents. 56% of respondents
supported the proposed uses for York Central. 22% did not support the approach,
14% didn’t know and 8% had no opinion.

Do you agree with the proposed uses for York Central?

Yes 458, 56% No 177, 22%

Don't Know 117,
14%

No Opinion 66,
8%

=Yes 1"No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion

Question 23. Are there any other uses that should be considered
for York Central?

Table 13: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 23

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

56 Comment - York Railway Institute 51, 52,57, 58, 60, 62, 65, 66,
existing sport and leisure uses to be 67, 69, 70, 76, 78, 80, 81, 82,

retained (general theme throughout the 83, 86, 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94,
comments that it’s not the building but 98, 99, 100, 226, 318, 319, 349,
the facilities that people want to retain. If | 362, 396, 466, 468, 488, 548,
this building is an obstacle, should be 598, 612, 633, 679, 701, 703,

rebuilt elsewhere on site) 714,716, 741, 753, 771, 773,
838, 840, 850, 868, 871, 897,
1030
57 Comment — Consideration should be 12,23, 39, 108, 122, 171, 175,
given to Leisure Uses 179, 191, 197, 202, 211, 220,

238, 239, 249, 251, 293, 307,
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
311, 319, 325, 329, 352, 356,
372, 385, 395, 412, 415, 422,
460, 478, 502, 504, 525, 554,
576, 592, 608, 629, 641, 667,
675, 686, 700, 712, 717, 743,
752, 807, 839, 901, 997, 1157,
1208, 1224
36 Comment - support should be given to 3,27,87,161, 170, 171, 189,
residential uses across the site 195, 230, 249, 264, 282, 291,
341, 347, 357, 371, 376, 389,
400, 424, 501, 530, 556, 622,
653, 699, 720, 743, 772, 853,
917, 920, 954, 1021, 1154
31 Comment — consideration should be 105, 108, 170, 174, 178, 189,
given to Employment Uses 220, 222, 229, 238, 264, 282,
300, 311, 329, 335, 343, 347,
389, 398, 478, 555, 572, 648,
853, 917, 925, 951, 1021, 1026,
1138
29 Comment — consideration should be 5, 27,186, 214, 221, 242, 243,
given to Transport associated uses 249, 257, 265, 288, 346, 423,
431, 469, 477, 487, 530, 580,
651, 728, 784, 814, 873, 964,
965, 985, 1150, 1194
28 Comment - Public Spaces/ Open spaces | 39, 44, 191, 198, 218, 227, 282,
/ Green spaces / Parks 373, 377,392, 413, 415, 423,
476, 496, 497, 498, 583, 587,
647,720, 728, 770, 835, 945,
962, 1083, 1216
26 Comment — consideration should be 122,161, 178, 179, 188, 197,
given to educational uses 199, 203, 265, 276, 286, 317,
329, 357, 400, 416, 428, 531,
654, 712, 869, 953, 1019, 1022,
1043, 1094
2 Comment — a high quantity of office 238, 389
space should be pursued
22 Comment — consideration should be 108, 191, 202, 238, 249, 251,
given to Sports facilities 293, 319, 325, 329, 352, 356,
576, 608, 629, 675, 686, 712,
743, 752, 807, 901
17 Comment — consideration should be 27,161,170, 171, 189, 195,
given to Low cost / Social housing 282,291, 376, 424, 530, 556,
622, 653, 720, 743, 772, 954
14 Comment — consideration should be 27,186, 221, 243, 249, 257,
given to the inclusion of a Bus 346, 423, 477, 487, 651, 784,
Interchange 964, 985
12 Comment — Consideration should be 122,178, 197, 307, 328, 412,
given to other Community facilities/ 417, 493, 508, 522, 720, 830
centre
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
12 Comment — consideration should be 173, 178, 188, 199, 265, 317,
given to Medical facilities/ centres 406, 428, 501, 531, 556, 1022
11 Comment — consideration should be 108, 170, 174, 178, 189, 220,
given to Light Industry/ Manufacturing / | 300, 335, 555, 853, 1026
warehouse etc.
10 Comment - concerns regarding the 173, 249, 324, 343, 391, 415,
amount of office space (quantum too 442,509, 784, 835
high)
8 Comment — consideration should be 265, 328, 360, 501, 931, 942,
given to Retail, Supermarket/ Local 1001, 1061
shops
7 Comment — consideration should be 282, 311, 329, 343, 478, 572,
given to Start up/ Art space 925
6 Comment — consideration should be 12, 23, 39, 307, 478, 525
given to Restaurants / Cafes
5 Comment — consideration should be 5, 243, 530, 814, 965
given to increasing the level of car
parking
3 Comment — Employment uses should be | 105, 108, 233
considered with limited residential
3 Comment — mixed-use areas of 87, 327, 805
residential, office, etc. should be
considered
3 Comment — consideration should be 211, 395, 1208
given to Cinema/ Theatre
3 Comment — more uses related to the 11, 53,59
NRM (including building space,
appropriate public space for events and
rail lines)
2 Comment — consideration should be 22,415
given to hotels
2 Comment — consideration should be 179, 667
given to an Amusement park / Zoo etc.
2 Comment — consideration should be 4,59
given to Rail Engineering workshops
2 Comment — consideration should be 173, 357
given to care homes
2 Comment — Retain heritage rail 78,782
buildings / heritage
1 Comment — Sleeping 12
carriages/restaurant carriages
1 Comment — consideration should be 23
given to an Outdoor Concert Venue
4 Comment — consideration should be 23, 356, 554, 592
given to an ice rink
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given to homeless shelters

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

4 Comment — consideration should be 356, 412, 422, 592
given to a swimming pool

1 Comment — consideration should be 230

Question 24. Are there any uses that you feel should not be
considered for York Central?

Table 14: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 24

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
24 Comment — Office space should not be 4,61, 63,184, 187, 219, 335,
considered for York Central 346, 350, 356, 373, 396, 498,
622, 653, 684, 686, 699, 882,
945, 1007, 1026, 1061, 1157
22 Comment — Tall buildings / building 180, 181, 191, 193, 205, 208,
height related comments 209, 222, 242, 249, 318, 341,
415, 478, 572, 582, 587, 647,
816, 882, 962, 965
17 Comment — Quantum of office space 4,61, 187, 218, 276, 501, 580,
proposed too high/viability concerns for | 592, 667, 700, 929, 493, 556,
the quantity proposed 616, 728, 784, 835
15 Comment — Comparison retail 108, 273, 327, 328, 372, 380,
389, 395, 469, 572, 598, 651,
712, 1021, 1023
15 Comment — Car parks 108, 258, 260, 327, 355, 448,
460, 514, 598, 603, 643, 917,
942,953, 1154
15 Comment — Residential uses overall 215, 298, 324, 335, 338, 350,
351, 352, 496, 555, 580, 587,
871, 931, 945
12 Comment — Night clubs / evening 173, 179, 181, 191, 220, 269,
entertainment venues 355, 371, 469, 580, 1001, 1019
12 Comment — Restaurants / Pubs / cafes 214, 371, 384, 395, 400, 469,
770, 807, 868, 1035, 1056, 1107
11 Comment — Hotels (budget hotels) 214, 225, 335, 356, 395, 400,
643, 715, 868, 916 (598)
11 Comment — Industrial uses (including 173, 176, 178, 243, 366, 375,
manufacturing) 389, 409, 469, 770, 830
8 Comment — Student accommodation 178, 184, 218, 385, 391, 469,
555, 799
7 Comment — Redevelopment of York Rl | 262, 394, 564, 607, 612, 633,
(including comments asking for it to be 773
replaced)
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

6 Comment — Retail / Leisure park style 273, 328, 389, 598, 805, 1021
development

5 Comment — Casinos (including Bingo 122,181, 191, 220, 612
Halls)

5 Comment — Luxury unaffordable 291, 364, 406, 717, 772
apartments / homes (usually occupied by
commuters / second homes)

5 Comment — Licensed premises (without | 229, 413, 424, 463, 1072
being specific of which types)

5 Comment — Apartments / Flats 225, 356, 498, 580, 592

4 Comment — Poor quality design/ 414, 656, 934, 1147
development

4 Comment — There should be some 398, 415, 477, 782
residential but less than what is proposed

4 Comment — Large supermarkets 199, 214, 572, 916

4 Comment — Low level ‘traditional’ 105, 161, 171, 951
housing

3 Comment — Public square or spaces 381, 853, 914

3 Comment — Floor space occupied by 300, 466, 925
multinational corporations / ‘over-
commercialisation’

3 Comment — Noisy events 625, 1108, 1136

3 Comment — Sports facilities 238, 868, 871

3 Comment — Anything that supports the | 242, 868, 871
heritage / culture of York

3 Comment — Vehicle orientated 108, 199, 686
businesses / services

3 Comment — Uses that will generate 441, 873, 985
further traffic / burden existing
infrastructure

2 Comment — School and other education | 216, 569
uses

2 Comment — Ferris Wheel (the Big 193, 545
Wheel should be reintroduced
permanently on site)

2 Comment — Fast food units 222,1035

2 Comment — All types of leisure 193, 356

2 Comment — Affordable /Council / social | 184, 356
homes

2 Comment — Generally more homes 468, 882
welcomed

2 Comment — Modernise / expand the 347, 801
train station
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

2 Comment — Business / commercial uses | 496, 761
overall

1 Comment — Financial Services 476
industries

1 Comment - Distribution centres 572

1 Comment — Traveller Sites 235

1 Comment — No car free housing 686

1 Comment — Family housing 910

1 Comment — There should not be any 1069
residential use near the NRM

1 Comment — Theatre district 239

1 Comment — Swimming pool 329

1 Comment — Wildlife area 329

1 Comment — Brothels 580

1 Comment — Anything that attracts ‘Hen | 981
or Stag parties’

1 Comment — Petrol station 199

1 Comment — Freight Lines 11

1 Comment — Bridge access to the 315
development

1 Comment — Access road inappropriate 917

1 Comment — Transport hub 933

1 Comment - Station for excursion trains | 1181

1 Comment — Anything that opposes the 213
‘sense of York’

1 Comment — Any use that would 203
undermine the NRM or the Station

1 Comment — Public spaces that will not 1222
remain public

1 Comment — Events spaces that are not 769
often used

1 Comment — High density 414

1 Comment — Large blocks / high massing | 572
buildings

1 Comment — Hard landscaping 572

1 Comment — Trees next to the railway 1147
lines

1 Comment — Sustainable drainage 220
systems (SUDS)

1 Comment — Education uses 329

1 Comment — Dog shelters 376
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
1 Comment — Any use that would restrict | 521
access to the NRM space to fee paying
people
1 Comment — leave the fountain alone in 523
city
1 Comment — Any structural alterations to | 998
the building or its appearance (Could be
making reference to York RI, but cannot
say with the minimal information
provided)
1 Comment — Uses that may result in litter | 1037
1 Comment — Hospital 215
1 Comment — Whatever makes 242
commercial sense
1 Comment — Inclusive uses (something 304
for everyone, no matter who they are
etc.)
1 Comment — Car free development 1216
1 Comment — Restaurants / Pubs / cafes 63
1 Comment — The development should act | 641
as a tourist attraction
1 Comment — Local shops 1026
1 Comment - Should be predominantly 355
residential
1 Comment — Design to be orientated 230
around maximising views etc. of York
Minister
1 Comment - Fair balance of uses 357
1 Comment — Police-able design and 360
spaces
1 Comment — Pursue ideas created by 498
children in schools
1 Comment — Bus Interchange 211
1 Comment — More cycle routes 530
1 Comment — Good public transport links | 583
1 Comment — Car parks 607
1 Comment — Expand NRM parking 801
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Question 25. Do you support the proposed approach to maximum
building heights?

This survey question was answered by 820 respondents. 56% of respondents
supported the proposed approach to maximum building heights, 22% did not
support the approach, 14% didn’t know and 8% had no opinion.

Do you support the proposed approach to maximum building

heights?
No Opinion -l Nb Opinion 66, 8%
% "t{Know 117,
Don't Know | sssssssssass 14%
I/;Lf/{f{f!ﬁf!!f!ﬂf!’ﬂﬁf.-‘IMHHHh‘ 7
No 'l\m\_\\HHHH'.\'.U.‘\'.\‘.N.\'.H.H.MH|H~

|

Yes 458, 56%
Yes

/AN RS R W—

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
=Yes 1 No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion
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Question 26. Do you agree with any of the following development
options?

Option 1 was the most supported option with 33% of respondents saying ‘Yes’.
This suggests respondents favoured a higher proportion of employment uses and
lower quantum of housing. However, no conclusive view was expressed by
respondents for either this option, or Options 2, 3 and 4, with opinion divided as is
evident in the bar chart below.

Do you agree with any of the following development

options?

700
600
500
400
300
200 IR
100 Z

0 —

Option 17,700 Option 2 6,400 Option 3 5,100 Option 4 3,800
jobs & 1,000 jobs & 1,500 jobs & 2,000 jobs & 2,500
homes homes homes homes
=Yes 1INo =Don'tKnow = No Opinion

Question 27. Are there any other issues that you feel should be
considered when setting development parameters for York
Central?

Table 15: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 27

Number of Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
76 Comment — General comments 63, 171, 177, 178, 187, 208,

regarding building heights and various 212,213, 214, 218, 226, 229,
suggestions regarding maximum heights | 243, 248, 253, 258, 261, 262,
(many suggest that proposed building 265, 286, 296, 298, 300, 360,
heights are unsuitable with a wide range | 375, 385, 398, 400, 406, 412,
of views on what constitutes an 416, 428, 442, 444, 446, 448,
acceptable height) 461, 466, 469, 479, 502, 514,
515, 529, 551, 554, 556, 577,
580, 581, 598, 603, 612, 655,
683, 724, 725, 733, 739, 743,
755, 770, 801, 832, 856, 909,
910, 914, 943, 975, 1003, 1041,
1043, 1066, 1075, 1214
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
29 Comment — consideration should be 108, 132, 186, 231, 236, 265,
given to increasing the proportion of 304, 341, 356, 371, 381, 499,
affordable housing units 598, 637, 678, 720, 841, 852,
869, 902, 908, 983, 986, 994,
1019, 1033, 1061, 1076, 1216
29 Comment - York Railway Institute 37, 253, 319, 331, 344, 348,
should be retained 361, 364, 418, 462, 463, 468,
480, 481, 503, 594, 600, 642,
646, 693, 699, 708, 773, 791,
821, 866, 864, 871, 892
28 Comment — Public/ Community 132, 203, 214, 216, 219, 232,
facilities (including schools, medical 304, 311, 384, 401, 417, 458,
facilities and shops) 476, 493, 496, 518, 583, 608,
621, 633, 641, 654, 658, 686,
965, 980, 1015, 1047
19 Comment — Car parking (Insufficient / 3,5,22,174,199, 218, 257,
Greater provision needed) 325, 380, 456, 474, 477, 553,
673, 814, 883, 969, 1014, 1056
18 Comment — Too much proposed office 61, 63, 64, 142, 164, 172, 173,
space which is unviable unless sufficient | 175, 318, 329, 380, 410, 425,
pre-lets can be secured (some have 666, 724, 825, 830, 935
suggested a quantity)
16 Comment — consideration should be 44,21, 326, 349, 352, 441, 520,
given to road congestion / capacity 542, 587, 592, 633, 651, 965,
concerns 982, 1037, 1131
13 Comment - development proposals 97, 108, 214, 219, 328, 395,
should consider Family housing 417, 639, 801, 935, 997, 1006,
1094
11 Comment — consideration should be 108, 227, 234, 356, 376, 474,
given to good public spaces and facilities | 808, 839, 945, 954, 1214
(parks, public toilets, seating etc.)
10 Comment — consideration needs to be 174,193, 220, 293, 325, 346,
given towards ensuring good public 555, 673, 907, 964
transport provision / new forms of
transport
9 Comment — considered that the massing | 143, 218, 329, 388, 469, 616,
and density is too high 806, 043, 1214
9 Comment — Consideration should be 178, 261, 262, 265, 286, 307,
given towards the protection of views of | 448, 545, 1147
York Minister (in some cases the City
walls as well)
9 Comment — Historical context of York 116, 327, 366, 415, 433, 478,
should be respected, creating a good 689, 728, 916
sense of place
9 Comment - High quality architecture/ 178, 423, 475, 657, 712, 722,
design (non-monotonal) should be 743, 1011, 1151
pursued
8 Comment — consideration should be 54,122, 845, 922, 963, 967,
given to various types of 1033, 1219
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

housing/residential for all demographics
and people

Comment — Employment uses should be
prioritised

222, 226, 233, 851, 926, 942,
1069

Comment — It is considered that the
development is unviable or
undeliverable and will result in no (or
delayed) development

61, 84, 500, 531, 656, 1107

Comment — residential units considered
a priority

262, 343, 391, 458, 769, 1065

Comment - Sports facilities should be
considered within proposals

356, 362, 427, 633, 834, 840

Comment — general comments relating
to the type of housing that should be
delivered

194, 251, 680, 944, 951, 977

Comment — Scale of the development is
too much and will have adverse effect on
other areas/infrastructure in the city

173, 215, 261, 351, 392, 582

Comment — Flood risk is a concern

281, 288, 552, 1022, 1026, 1138

Comment — Greater road access (to and
from the site) should be pursued

420, 422, 665, 917

Comment — consideration should be
given to good vehicular movement
provision / priority (such as walking,
cycling etc.)

48, 198, 213, 784

Comment - space for SMEs should be
included

122, 329, 643, 715

Comment — increase use of green
infrastructures and energy (other than
district heating system)

355, 389, 598, 725

Comment - consideration needs to be
given towards the inclusion of a bus
interchange

200, 256, 1147

Comment — proposals should reduce the
number of housing units as it is presently
too high

105, 264, 755

Comment - Air quality is a concern that
the proposals must address

44,105, 193

Comment — District heating system
(DHS) should be considered

108, 197, 698

Comment — High-tech or Engineering
sectors related uses should be pursued

4,393

Comment — development should
consider crime / crime proof design

15, 1157

Comment - consideration should be
given to the conversion of existing
buildings

847,1154
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

2

Comment — proposals must address
existing poor environment issues (noise,
visually unattractive etc.)

161,171

Comment - the development should be
orientated around the Museum (no
houses around the museum)

928, 1045

Comment — Environmental / Ecological
interests on site should be considered
within the proposals

29, 227

Comment — Mix of uses should avoid
putting a strain on the city (e.g. greater
employment use but little housing may
result in greater need for housing)

116, 212

Comment — Leisure and Tourist uses
(such as Hotels) should be considered
within the scheme

414,975

Comment — Consideration should be
given to ensuring vibrancy particularly
on an evening

190, 975

Comment — Proposals should ensure a
balance between the mix of commercial
and residential uses

611

Comment — Consideration should be
given to ensuring proposals don’t
compete with current city centre

238

Comment - consideration should be
given to contamination on site

Comment - consideration should be
given to the retention of freight lines

11

Comment — consideration needs to be
given towards increasing access point to
site from Poppleton Road by moving
Freight Avoiding Lines north

27
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45.8 Phasing and Temporary Uses / Other Comments

Question 28. Do you agree with the proposed temporary uses for
York Central?

806 respondents answered this question. 44% of respondents agreed with the
proposed temporary uses of the York Central site, whilst, 9% did not, 32% didn’t
know and 16% had no opinion.

Do you agree with the proposed temporary uses for York

No 69, 9% Central?

~— Don't Know 255,
32%

Yes 352, 44%

No Opinion 132,
16%

=Yes 1 No =Don'tKnow = No Opinion

Question 29. Are there any other temporary uses that should be
considered for York Central?

Table 16: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 29

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

19 Comment — Leisure uses (e.g. 12, 176, 187, 193, 199, 213, 463,
Theatres/Ice Rink etc.) should be 466, 474, 498, 525, 572, 580, 667,
considered as a temporary use 668, 717, 770, 942, 1083, 1107

10 Comment — Community uses should 368, 376, 375, 380, 448, 514, 607,
be considered as a temporary use 772, 805, 856

4 Comment — Temporary 329, 376, 433, 910

Housing/homeless shelter should be
considered as a temporary use

4 Comment — Car Parking should be 161,171, 222, 1151
considered as a temporary use

| Issue Rev B | 30 June 2016 Page 60

J:\2300001235258-00\0 ARUP\0-01 CIVIL\0-01-08 REPORTS\2016 CONSULTATION REPORT\CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT\2016-06-30 YC CONSULTATION
REPORT_ISSUE REV B.DOCX



City of York Council

York Central

Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

2

Comment — Heritage Open Days
should be considered as a temporary
use

309, 312

Comment — Education/ Research and
Development should be considered as
a temporary use

805, 1055

Comment — Coach/HGV parking
should be considered as a temporary
use

179

Comment — HGV Transhipment hub
should be considered as a temporary
use

917

Obijection — Disagrees with temporary
uses

181

Comment — Additional space for the
NRM should be included as a
temporary use

1072

Question 30. Are there any temporary uses that should not be
considered for York Central?

Table 17: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 30

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

18 Comment - Late night noise 173, 175, 181, 203, 213, 229, 243,
generating uses/Drinking 262, 384, 392, 441, 469, 515, 572,
Establishments/Music VVenues/Music 603, 667, 801, 1214
Festivals should not be considered as a
temporary use

8 Comment - York ‘Big Wheel’ should | 248, 261, 552, 555, 712, 1004,
not be considered as a temporary use 1131, 1214

8 Comment — car parking should not be | 108, 327, 331, 355, 448, 460, 907,
considered as a temporary use 951

7 Comment — Outdoor festivals/markets | 248, 276, 331, 392, 395, 444, 845
should not be considered as temporary
use

6 Comment — Sporting events/facilities | 187, 318, 469, 612, 712, 962
should not be considered as temporary
use

5 Comment — Outdoor catering should 222,225, 229, 265, 830
not be considered as a temporary use

3 Comment — Gypsy and Travellers site | 179, 199, 1021
should not be considered as temporary
use

1 Comment - Fracking should not be 300
considered as a temporary use
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference

respondents

1 Comment — Green Infrastructure 318
should not be considered as temporary
use

1 Comment — warehousing should not 415
be considered as a temporary use

1 Comment - student housing should 469
not be considered as temporary use

1 Comment — Manufacturing should not | 469
be considered as temporary use

1 Comment - expansion of the NRM 498
should not be considered as temporary
use

1 Comment — odour generating uses 514
should not be considered as a
temporary use

1 Comment - housing should not be 587
considered as temporary use

1 Comment — offices should not be 587
considered as temporary use

1 Comment — waste disposal should not | 699
be considered as a temporary use

1 Comment — any use reliant upon 920
public sector subsidy should not be
considered as a temporary use

1 Comment — HGV/Coach parking 1151
should not be considered as a
temporary use

1 Comment — noise generating uses 969
should not be considered as a
temporary use

Question 31. Are there any other comments you would like to
make regarding proposed development at York Central?

Table 18: Table of Qualitative Comments — Question 31

regarding the proposals’
impact upon York RI

Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
141 Comment — Concerns 30, 33, 35, 37, 38, 41, 43, 46, 49, 50, 51, 53,

57, 58, 60, 62, 66, 70, 73, 75, 82, 86, 88, 96,
104, 201, 206, 252, 259, 277, 297, 319, 349,
351, 352, 353, 361, 364, 367, 383, 384, 391,
397, 398, 402, 404, 418, 421, 426, 432, 436,
444,451, 454, 456, 457, 468, 470, 479, 480,
501, 503, 508, 510, 516, 519, 534, 538, 541,
542,563, 567, 574, 581, 600, 612, 633, 634,
635, 641, 644, 648, 658, 662, 663, 672, 673,
674,679, 681, 689, 692, 693, 699, 702, 703,
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents

715, 720, 727,732, 743, 744, 750, 752, 773,
775, 776, 780, 788, 797, 800, 802, 807, 810,
812, 813, 815, 822, 826, 827, 838, 840, 842,
845, 858, 865, 866, 867, 868, 870, 874, 878,
879, 881, 887, 892, 896, 900, 901, 902, 904

33 Support —support for 14, 19, 40, 78, 232, 234, 318, 368, 428,
proposals 447, 429, 556, 611, 612, 657, 722, 755,
461, 975, 977, 981, 1004, 1023, 1029,
1048, 1061, 1062, 1065, 1080, 1154, 1180,

1209, 1224
26 Comment — Concerns about 84, 556, 622, 882, 935, 1066, 1157, 141,
commercial/residential/office | 276, 341, 324, 733, 416, 497, 625, 139,
developments 178, 220, 243, 236, 317, 341 , 582, 588,
522
23 Comment — Design should be | 1, 155, 911, 997, 700, 93, 108, 230, 316,
high quality / sustainable / 329, 355, 365, 389, 400, 414, 423, 656,
unique 830, 175, 582, 588, 712
20 Comment — general 943, 1007, 1131, 1145, 87, 278, 417, 530,

unspecific negative comments | 572, 667, 438, 498, 562, 592, 651, 655,
about proposals for example, | 722, 737, 769

do not spend money to
develop the site, or leave it as
is.

17 Comment — scheme will 856, 942, 965, 173, 251, 306, 322,326,
increase congestion 327, 392, 406, 415, 476, 502, 633, 816
17 Comment — general 152, 1504, 150b, 163, 473, 208, 255, 259,

recommendations relating to 270, 307, 554, 841, 157, 414, 424,712
design including suggestions
about maximum building

heights.
15 Comment — Concerns about 856, 940, 942, 122, 300, 493, 496, 779,

negative impact upon other 315, 44,72, 142,172, 356, 401
areas in York (including

Holgate)

15 Comment — Concerns over 54,59, 84, 139, 317, 375, 405, 410, 853,
costs, deliverability, viability | 920, 1160, 933, 173, 179, 191

13 Comment - Site should 68, 89, 122, 152, 203, 243, 247, 251, 257,
include a bus/coach station 291, 444, 647
interchange

13 Comment — general 13, 85, 428, 477, 1034, 1035, 1029, 1062,
comments relating 1117, 1154, 1160, 444, 446

specifically to the NRM but
not to the wider York Central
Development

11 Comment — Comments 21, 42,917, 958, 152, 199, 181, 220, 288,
relating to concerns on 650
drainage / watercourse /
flooding
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
11 Comment — Highway design | 44, 72, 79, 142, 401, 452, 484, 599, 856,
concerns/suggestions for the 1029, 1037
road network e.g. alternative
access routes or increased
traffic.
10 Comment — other unspecific | 485, 518, 602, 607, 637, 665, 683, 686,
general comments 791
9 Comment - Proposals should | 1033, 1034, 1215, 193, 478, 163, 122, 819,
integrate transport modes 711
9 Comment — comments 3,71, 425, 482, 493, 835, (428), 882, 1027
regarding consultation process
8 Comment — concerns about 963, 965, 163, 169. 196, 218, 484, 639,
level of parking provision 577
8 Comment — various 873, 932, 940, 163, 420, 484, 806, 591
comments voicing concerns
regarding vehicle access
8 Support — comments in 178, 234, 243, 249, 264, 317, 733
support of residential
development
7 Comment — general 14,70, 142, 216, 420, 473
comments relating to
concerns over education
provision
7 Comment — Consider 78, 227, 376, 380, 552, 633
additional community and
sports facilities
7 Comment - future proofing 4,933, 1080, 97, 611, 839, 531
needs to be taken into account
7 Support — comments 71, 975, 151, 219, 234, 414, 583
providing general support for
design principles
6 Comment — Proposals should | 122, 698, 157, 355, 725, 598
include sustainability
measures in design
5 Comment — Scheme should 97, 263, 622, 625, 782
include provision for
Affordable/Starter Homes
5 Comment — Other unspecific | 10, 48, 97, 525, 531
built environment suggestions
5 Comment — Proposals need 1147, 143, 149, 95, 152
more details
3 Comment — various concerns | 188, 227, 725
regarding ecology on the site
4 Comment — Include 163, 309, 424, 698
pedestrian and cycling
measures within the scheme
design
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Number of
respondents

Key Issues Raised

Respondent Reference

5

Comment — CYC should
ensure open and sustainable
communications throughout
consultation/development of
scheme

851, 931, 942, 1027, 163

Comment — Impacts on
nearby communities should
be monitored through
construction period (e.g. air
quality / noise levels)

940, 469, 493

Support — Support for Green
Infrastructure

17,424, 478

Comment — CYC should
begin the development
quickly

853, 979, 1094

Comment — Concerns about
environment (air quality,
noise)

932, 415

Comment — Contamination
concerns

909, 2

Comment — Integrate future
infrastructure/transportation
schemes

4,292

Comment — comments
disagreeing with the inclusion
of residential development
within the proposals

272,675

Comment — document needs
to align with other CYC
documents and strategies

149

Comment — Concerns with
removing Queen Street
Bridge (i.e. disruption caused)

981

Comment — Reduce street
clutter/furniture

928

Comment — Disabled access
should be prioritised

1015

Comment — new stations
needed across the City of
York

87

Comment - student
accommodation should not be
included as part of the
proposals

249

Comment — Do not restrict
vehicles

926

Comment - restrict private
vehicles

108
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Number of | Key Issues Raised Respondent Reference
respondents
1 Comment — CYC should 1039
reduce traffic in York
1 Comment - concerns 1023
regarding rail access
1 Comment — 1026
Recommendations for
construction contractor
1 Comment — proposals should | 138
make provision to include key
worker provision
4.5.9 Keeping Informed

Question 32. If you would like to stay involved in York Central
then you can: a) join our ‘Keep informed’ email list’; b) Nominate
yourself to represent your wider local community on a potential

York Central Community Forum.

396 people signed up to the ‘keep informed” email list and 117 people expressed

an interest in being involved in the proposed community forum.
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45.10 Equality Profiling

Question 33. Postcode

713 people provided the first part of their postcode. Postcodes with over 50
responses are set out in the table below and mapped relative to the York Central
site in Figure 3. Though postcode YO1 has a lower number of responses than the
other postcodes, it is included for context as it adjoins the York Central site and
includes much of the area within the City Walls.

Table 19: Postcodes with a high number of responses

Postcode Number of Responses Origin of Response

Area

Y024 147 Holgate/ Dringhouses/ Westfield

YO26 99 Holgate/ Acomb

YO31 74 Guildhall/ Heworth

Y023 70 Micklegate/ Bishopthorpe

Y030 60 Clifton

YO10 51 Fishergate/ Hull Road/ Heslington/ Fulford
YO1 18 City centre

S5

1“|' Y026, 99 response: ]
dley,
I

Figure 3: Postcodes with a high number of responses
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Question 34. Your Age

For the York Central consultation, 828 people responded to this question. The age
group with the largest amount of respondents was the group 40-55 (218). There
was also a high proportion (204) of respondents in the over 65 category. The age
group 16-24 was underrepresented in the consultation. The responses to this
question are presented in the chart below.

Question 34 - Your Age

Prefer not to say i‘% 4.6%
ss+ V//1IITITTITTTITITTTTTITITTIETTTTITTIT TN 204 246%
60-64 TR 100 12.19%
56-50 IR 58 7%

40-55 #218 26.3%
2539 | §175 21.1%
16-24

0 50 100 150 200 250

The 2011 Census captured a total population of 198,051 in York. The data for this
is presented in the bar chart below separated by age groups. The York Central
consultation grouped age data differently than the 2011 Census and therefore age
groups are slightly inconsistent when comparing against each other. Nevertheless,
the Census data provides for comparison of the age distribution of the general
population of York with those that responded to the consultation.

2011 Census: Population by age group in York

60-64 |11,716 7%

55-59 !10,649 6.4%

4054 |

39,221 23.5%
25-39 | B

as-24 O TN 0.5

0 5000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35000 40,000
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Question 35. Do you consider yourself to be disabled?

819 people responded to this question. The responses to this question are
presented in the chart below.

Question 35 - Do you consider yourself to be disabled?

i f ase
S

100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

Yes

AN

o

For the purposes of comparison, the 2011 Census data for York shows that in
terms of long-term health problems or disabilities there are 30,375 people who
experience some form of limitation in their day to day activities, which is about
15% of the population of York. This data is presented in the chart below.

2011 Census: Long-term health problems or disabilities
in York

=
Limited a little in day to day Z’ 17,357 8.8%
r

activities
L

I

0 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000

Limited a lot in day to day activities
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Question 36. If you ticked “Yes”, please tick as many boxes as
apply.

56 people responded to this question providing information on the type of
disability they have. The responses to this question are presented in the chart
below.

Question 36 - Type of Disability

Long standing illness or health condition
=

Mental health condition

. L 6 10.7%
Learning Disability

I 10 17.9%

Sensory Impairment
onysicatmoarmens NN 2o 250

0 5 10 15 20 25
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5 Conclusion and Next Steps

5.1 Overview

This section highlights the overarching themes raised during the consultation
process. The themes set out in this section will influence, shape and inform the
future Planning Framework. The future Planning Framework will set out how
these themes have been responded to.

5.2 Overarching Themes

Based on the analysis of the responses set out in Section 4, the following key
themes have been identified. These are ordered to correspond with the structure
of the *Seeking Your Views to Guide Development’ consultation document.

e General support for the redevelopment of York Central (Question 1)

There is general support for the redevelopment of the site with 79% of
respondents supporting the redevelopment (13% did not support). Building on
this, in Question 1, a further 20 respondents noted that it is important that the
scheme is realised quickly, and another 10 respondents commented that it is
important that development brownfield land is targeted.

e General support for the Vision (Question 2)

In Question 2, a significant proportion of respondents (59%) stated that they
supported the vision for York Central (24% did not support). The hard copy
comments received made specific suggestions as to how the vision could be
interpreted with many of these focused on ensuring the sustainability of the
Planning Framework. The objective ‘Heritage as an Asset’ received the strongest
support (91% agree; 3% disagree), followed by ‘Green Infrastructure’ (84% agree;
6% disagree) and ‘Sustainable Development’ (81% agree; 7% disagree).

e Suggestions regarding the interpretation of the Objectives (Questions 3
and 4)

A number of respondents provided suggestions as to how the objectives could be
measured or realised. Respondents noted the importance of realising the scheme
quickly and targeting brownfield land for development. However, some
respondents were concerned about the deliverability of the site.

In Question 4, 20 respondents requested that quality public space, green space,
and streetscape design be specifically identified as an objective. Question 3
supported this with almost 800 respondents supporting the objective of green
infrastructure.
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e Call for the retention of the York Railway Institute (Questions 5, 6, 7, 23
and 31)

In Question 6, 403 respondents stressed the importance of York Railway Institute
being retained as a community facility —a common theme throughout the
consultation feedback. This point was reiterated in Question 31 where 141
comments were made regarding the removal of the Institute building, with a
further 56 responses (in Question 23) suggesting that the Railway Institute’s sport
and leisure uses should be retained on the site.

Respondents particularly noted the importance of the facility for sport and leisure
activities and the important role it played in community life. Some respondents
noted that they would support the removal of the Institute building on the proviso
that alternative like-for-like or enhanced provision is incorporated within the
development, citing current problems with the condition and maintenance of the
existing Railway Institute buildings.

Sport England, the statutory undertaker for sport, highlighted that “[it has] not
been demonstrated by a robust and up to date evidence base that the Institute is
genuinely surplus to sporting requirements”, and that it should therefore “be
preserved as part of the York Central Plans”.

e Support for green infrastructure (Questions 8 and 9)

As suggested in Question 8, there is wide support for providing green
infrastructure across the site, with 67% of respondents specifically supporting the
proposal to create a linear park. When asked about the suggested landscaping
principles (in reference to Question 9), 56 respondents provided specific
suggestions on increasing the amount of green infrastructure, and a further 39
respondents stated general support for the landscaping principles as set out.

e Support for creation of a new public square on the west side of the station
(Question 10)

The majority of respondents (69%) to Question 10 supported the creation of a new
public square to the west side of the station. Five respondents provided qualitative
comments on this new public square:

e Concern that there public square would be covered by a shadow so would be
unappealing;

¢ The potential for the square depends on the layout and design;

e Merge the western square with the linear park to create a pedestrian and cycle
gateway; and

e Has the potential to be a major public space for the City as a whole.

e Call for reorganisation of the station frontage to reduce conflicts
(Questions 11, 12, and 13)

In response to Question 11, 67% of respondents supported the creation of a new
public square on the east side (the front) of the station by reorganising buses and
taxis. This corresponds to the issue of conflict between different modes of
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transport with comments on the need to improve pedestrian legibility, safety, and
accessibility. In Question 13, a significant number of respondents (108) suggested
that the station environment would be improved if the approach to vehicle and taxi
movement through the drop-off area was altered. The reorganisation of the station
frontage was also supported by 333 respondents.

The issue of conflict between different modes of transport was also raised at the
various stakeholder events and workshops. Comments noted that the current
arrangement makes it difficult to navigate as a pedestrian, and legibility should be
improved.

In Question 12, a small majority of respondents (331) supported the removal of
the Queen Street Bridge. This was also a recurring theme at many of the
Stakeholder sessions. The removal of the bridge could be an important step in
reordering the highway network to allow for the reorganisation of the station
frontage.

Linking with this, in Question 13, 53 respondents suggested that public realm
improvements should be pursued, particularly where additional space could be
created for pedestrians.

e Support for expansion of NRM but careful treatment of Leeman Road
required (Questions 14, 15, 16, 20 and 21)

59% of respondents to Question 15 supported the re-routing of Leeman Road to
allow the expansion of the National Railway Museum.

Four proposals were tabled within the consultation documents regarding different
options for managing Leeman Road. Option 1 proposed the retention of Leeman
Road as a route open to all traffic through the NRM and was marginally the most
popular option. 19 respondents to Question 21 specifically supported closure of
Leeman Road with a further 9 respondents making qualitative comments in
support of Option 2. There was general acceptance that creating a new public
square can best be facilitated by closure of a section of Leeman Road. However,
no conclusive view was expressed in support of any of the options.

Options 2, 3 and 4 also proposed different proposals for managing traffic through
the Leeman Road Underpass (Marble Arch) to reduce “rat running”. There was no
clear support for one option over the other.

There were also a number of concerns raised regarding the impact upon the
Holgate area, to the north-west of the site, which could result from the closure of
Leeman Road. Many concerns raised were from residents living in the area
around Garfield Terrace/Livingstone Terrace and Salisbury Road, suggesting that
the closure of Leeman Road would negatively impact upon their ability to access
the City Centre. Concerns were also raised regarding the impact on bus routes
that any closure might represent (i.e. by pursuing Option 4), and in particular the
impact that this would have upon the Park and Ride service that currently operates
along Leeman Road.

The contradictions in response to these Questions on Leeman Road suggest that
greater clarity is needed as to how future options would work.
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e Call for high quality pedestrian and cycle infrastructure (Questions 13,
17, 18 and 19)

There were 51 responses received to question 13 that suggested the provision of
high quality pedestrian and cycling infrastructure was essential. This theme was
also picked up across various questions in the consultation, with respondents
flagging the need for high quality pedestrian and cycling infrastructure most
notably at questions 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, and 31. This theme was also raised at the
Stakeholder Event held on the 27th January.

Question 17 supports this with 68% of the respondents supporting the proposed
approach to sustainable travel. In response to Question 18, 35% of respondents
agreed that the correct routes had been identified, however a significant number of
respondents (43%) did not know whether the correct pedestrian or cycling routes
have been identified or not.

Responses suggested that consideration should be given to provision of pedestrian
and cycle routes separate from highway infrastructure.

e Concern regarding traffic congestion (Questions 4, 13, 21, 27, and 31)

A common theme running throughout the responses to all questions was the issue
of traffic congestion with numerous residents suggesting that either the proposals
in general, or the specific highway management proposals, could result in
increased levels of congestion throughout the City. This includes associated air
quality issues.

In Question 13, 25 respondents commented on the need to reduce congestion
outside of the station; in Question 4, 22 suggested that reducing traffic congestion
should be an objective; in Question 21, 47 respondents were concerned about the
proposed means of access causing increased congestion; in Question 27, 16
respondents mentioned that consideration should be given to road congestion and
capacity issues; and in Question 31, 17 respondents were concerned that the
proposed scheme would increase congestion.

Concerns were raised in particular by residents in Wilton Rise/Cleveland Street/St
Paul’s Square about the negative impact of the proposals on the Holgate area, and
from residents in Garfield Terrace/Livingston Terrace and Salisbury Road, and
residents within the York Central site about the impact of proposals on the
Leeman Road and Salisbury Road area.

e Concern regarding building heights (Questions 25 and 27)

Although the general approach to building heights was supported, a number of
respondents were concerned about the potential impact of tall buildings and high
density development on the historic character of the city and key views.

The response to Question 25 showed that 56% of respondents (820 total)
supported the approach to building heights as set out in the consultation
document, with only 22% suggesting they did not support the approach.
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As stated in Question 27, 76 respondents articulated concerns that the proposed
building heights are unsuitable and do not recognise the unique character of York.
In particular concerns were raised that tall buildings would detract from the
importance of the Minster and impede key views.

e Proposed uses accepted but views on split of uses divided (Questions 22,
23, 24 and 26)

There was overall support for the proposed uses, however, there was no
conclusive view about the quantum of jobs or housing that should be provided on
the site. Question 22 asked respondents whether they agreed with the proposed
uses for York Central, with 66% suggesting that they did agree. There were 57
respondents in Question 23 that suggested giving consideration to leisure uses.

Respondents were also asked at Question 26 to specifically give their preference
as to the quantum of jobs and housing that they would prefer to see on the site.
Option 1, which tabled the largest quantum of jobs and the smallest quantum of
housing, had marginally more support, however it should be noted that differences
were small and all four options had broadly similar levels of support.

e Support for residential uses and call for provision of affordable housing
(Questions 22, 23, 24 and 26)

Across all questions, there was large support for residential uses on the site.
Respondents also commented on the need to provide housing to meet a range of
needs, including affordable housing units and housing for older people. In
supporting affordable housing, there was acknowledgement of the impact of the
City’s high house prices on young people and those on lower incomes. 36
respondents supported residential uses across the site in Question 23; a further 15
mentioned this in Question 24; and, in Question 26, 29 commented on the need
for affordable housing units and 8 others stated that various types of housing
should be considered.

Several comments suggested that the site would be appropriate for Starter Homes.
One comment noted the difficulty in attracting key workers to York owing to the
high cost of housing, and suggested the consideration should be given to
providing accommodation specifically for key workers on the site.

e Concern raised regarding the viability of offices at York Central
(Questions 24 and 26)

Whilst Question 26 generally favoured options with higher levels of employment
and less housing, a general theme raised across a number of question responses
was concern over the viability of the proposed quantum of office space on the site.
Respondents cited the conversion of a number of key existing office buildings in
the City Centre for residential occupation, with several other office buildings
currently vacant, as evidence of there being little demand for B1(a) floor space
within the city.
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e Support for leisure uses (Question 23)

Several respondents (57) felt that leisure uses should be supported on the site.
Numerous respondents suggested that the NRM could contribute towards
providing a wider leisure offer.

Several comments suggested that leisure uses would be an important part of the
overall scheme as these uses will stimulate activity outside traditional office
hours.

e Support for Temporary Uses, but further work required (Questions 28,
29, 30)

Of the 806 respondents to question 28, 44% gave their support to the proposed
temporary uses on the site, indicating an acceptance of the role temporary uses
play in creating an active and vibrant environment in advance of comprehensive
regeneration.

It is notable however that 32% of respondents indicated that they did not know
whether they agreed with the proposed temporary uses, and a further 16%
suggested that they had no opinion on the matter.

From the qualitative comments received to Question 29, 19 respondents indicated
that leisure uses such as theatres or temporary ice rinks should be considered as
temporary uses. This however needs to be considered against the qualitative
comments to Question 30, against which 18 respondents suggested that they
would not support late night noise generating uses, such as drinking
establishments, music venues or festivals.
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CYC Response to Stakeholder Views

The following table summarises the key findings of the consultation based on
feedback received for the 31 questions asked relating to the development. The
Council’s response to the consultation is set out in the third column.

Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Redevelopment
Question 1.

Do you support
redevelopment of

74% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There was significant
support for the proposed redevelopment of the
York Central site (79% supported; 13% did
not support).

The council note and welcome
support for the principle of
redevelopment at York Central.

Do you support the
proposed vision for
York Central?

support for the Vision (59% supported; 24%
did not support).

Key points raised included:

i) A number of qualitative comments related
to the need to strengthen the Vision in terms
of the identity, role and relationship of York
Central with the existing historic city, and
opportunity for exemplar (particularly
sustainable) development on the site.

ii) The need to set out how the quality of
development will be delivered was also raised.

the York Central
site? i) Work to support the delivery
i) Whilst supportive of the principle of of the site is ongoing and
regeneration, a number of respondents were significant progress has been
concerned about the deliverability of the site. | made to address the concerns
Particular issues were around the uncertainty | raised. The York Central
of delivery timescales and process, phasing Planning Framework will
and release of land for development, site establish key delivery
capacity/density of development, and financial | parameters. Further more
viability and funding. detailed appraisal to substantiate
the deliverability of the site will
be publicly available as
evidence base to support the
B Local Plan process.
ii) A number of respondents also noted the
importance of developing brownfield land and | )
need for quick delivery of the scheme ii) The council note the
comments made.
Vision 73% of the total number of respondents The Vision will be taken
Question 2. answered this question. There was overall forward into the York Central

Planning Framework.

i) The council note the
comments made. Further work
will be undertaken on the city
setting which will inform
preparation of the Planning
Framework.

ii) The Planning Framework
will articulate quality
expectations and these will be
used to assess planning
applications.

Objectives
Question 3.

Do you agree with
the following
proposed objectives
for York Central?

69% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There was significant
agreement with the objectives. The objective
‘Heritage as an Asset’ has the strongest
agreement followed by ‘Green Infrastructure’,
‘Sustainable Development’ and “the National
Railway Museum as a Cultural Epicentre’.

The council note and welcome
support for the objectives. The
objectives will be taken forward
into the Planning Framework.
The Planning Framework will
consider how the objectives are
articulated and how they
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Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Heritage as an

(91% agreed; 3% disagreed)

Development

Asset

Green (84% agreed; 6% disagreed)
Infrastructure

Catalyst for (69% agreed; 11% disagreed)
Economic

A Vibrant New
Community

(66% agreed; 13% disagreed)

Movement and
Access

(74% agreed; 13% disagreed)

A Gateway

(62% agreed; 15% disagreed)

Creating and
Connecting
Communities

(67% agreed; 11% disagreed)

National Railway
Museum as
Cultural Epicentre

(78% agreed; 11% disagreed)

translate into proposals for the
site’s redevelopment.

Avre there any
objectives missing
or do you have any
other comments?

Sustainable (81% agreed; 7% disagreed)
Development
Question 4. A large number of qualitative comments were

received. Key points raised included:

i) Many respondents requested further clarity
and specific detail to be reflected within
individual objectives.

ii) A number of respondents raised significant
concerns about the potential impact of tall
buildings and high density development on the
historic character of the city and key views.

See also Question 25.

iii) Respondents noted the need to undertake
appropriate heritage assessment work and
archaeological investigation. Other comments
noted the need for robust and up-to-date
information on ecology.

iv) A number of respondents highlighted the
importance of a comprehensive approach to
green infrastructure/open space, biodiversity
and sustainable networks (e.g. SUDS/district
heating/transport). The importance of
interaction with areas outside the York Central
boundary was also noted.

See also Questions 8 and 9.

i) The objectives within the
Planning Framework will be
further expanded.

ii) Further work will be
undertaken to model the impact
of height and density to
understand the implications and
inform preparation of the
Planning Framework.

iii) The council note the
comments made. Further work
will be undertaken to inform the
preparation of the Planning
Framework.

iv) The council note the
comments made. Further work
will be undertaken to inform
preparation of the Planning
Framework.
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Question 5. Do you
agree with the
proposed
classification of
buildings?

answered this question There was overall
support for the proposed classification of
buildings (47% agreed; 18% disagreed).
However, just over a quarter of respondents
(26%) did not know. This was reflected in
qualitative comments where several
respondents also noted that they were unclear
about what they were being asked.

Question Key Findings CYC response
V) A large number of respondents emphasised | v) The council note the
the importance of community cohesion and comments made. Further work
connection with existing local communities will be undertaken to inform
inside and outside the boundary of York preparation of the Planning
Central. In particular, comments were made Framework. A York Central
about the provision of leisure and cultural Community Forum will be
facilities (such as the existing York Railway established to engage with and
Institute) as a driver for community represent the views of the local
establishment and sustainability. community as the site
See also Question 6i. progresses.
vi) Comments supported the NRM as a local | Vi) The council note the
and national asset and major attraction for the | comments made.
city. Opportunities to enhance the rail
investment/engineering /education offer and to
improve the route to the NRM from the city
and other social attractions were noted.
See also questions 14, 15 and 16.
. vii) The council note the
V".) Rgspondents suggest_ed that a new comments made. Further work
objective relating to quality of place should be - .
. to inform preparation of the
included. - .
Planning Framework will be
undertaken.
Heritage 63% of the total number of respondents Further heritage assessment

work to inform preparation of
the Planning Framework and
clarify the approach to the
proposed classification of
buildings will be undertaken.

Question 6. Are
there any buildings
which should be
retained?

Question 7. Are
there any buildings
which should be
removed?

A large number of qualitative comments were
received including:

i) Almost a third (403) of the total number of
respondents to Question 6 called for the
retention of York Railway Institute and
associated buildings. Respondents highlighted
the value of York RI as a social hub for
community sport, leisure and cultural
activities (some of which are unique in York)
in the heart of York.

ii) A number of other buildings were also
identified which respondents felt should be
either be retained or could be removed.

The council note the comments
made. Further work will be
undertaken to inform
preparation of the Planning
Framework.

Consultation and engagement
with York RI will continue to
inform both the Planning
Framework and development
plans for the site.
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Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Landscape & Public
Realm

Question 8. Do you
support the
proposal to create a
linear park through
York Central?

64% of the total number of respondents
answered this question There is a high level of
support to create a linear park at York Central
(67% supported; 11% did not support).

The principle to create a linear
park at York Central will be
taken forward in the Planning
Framework.

Question 9. Do you
have any comments
on the landscape

A large number of qualitative comments were
received including:

Further work will be undertaken
to inform preparation of the
Planning Framework.

Question 10. Do
you support the
creation of a new
public square on the
west side (the rear)
of the station?

of support to create a new public square on the
west side (the rear) of the station (68%
supported; 14% did not support)

Qualitative comments included the potential

for the square to be a major public space for
the city and pedestrian/cycle gateway.

principles?
i) A number of comments were made that the | 1) The council note the
landscape principles should be expanded to comments made. The landscape
include, for example, spaces for biodiversity | Principles within the Planning
(including design to support wildlife) and Framework will be expanded.
biodiversity enhancement features; advance,
temporary and permanent landscaping;
maximising tree planting; communal gardens;
food production; and play.
ii) Some respondents also commented that if) The council note th; K
Holgate Beck should be de-culverted. comments made. F_:urt Ier wor
. to understand the implications
See also Question 4v) of de-culverting Holgate Beck
will be undertaken.
York Railway 63% of the total number of respondents The principle to create a new
Station answered this question. There is a high level public square on the west side

(the rear) of the station will be
taken forward in the Planning
Framework.

The council note the comments
made.

Question 11. Do
you support the
creation of a new
public square on the
east side (the front)
of the station by re-
organising buses
and taxis?

63% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There is a high level
of support to create a new public square on the
east side (the front) of the station (67 %
supported; 16% did not support).

The extent to which the station environment
can be improved and a public space created is
potentially influenced by whether Queen street
Bridge is retained or removed. Whilst the
principle of creating a new public square on
the east side of the station was strongly
supported, there was no clear majority
agreement whether Queen Street Bridge
should be retained or removed. See also
Question 12 and Question 13.

The principle to create a new
public square on the east side
(the front) of the station will be
taken forward in the Planning
Framework.

Further work on the potential
benefits and impacts of
removing Queen Street Bridge
will be undertaken to inform the
preparation of the Planning
Framework.
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Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Question 12. Do
you agree with
either of the
following options
to reorganise Queen
Street?

Optionl. Keep
Queen Street
Bridge

Option 2. Remove
Queen Street
Bridge

63% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. Option 2, to remove
Queen Street Bridge, was marginally the most
popular option. However, for each option a
similar number of respondents either
disagreed or did not know.

(39% agreed; 23% disagreed; 22% did not
know).

(44% agreed; 22% disagreed; 19% did not
know).

Further work to inform the
preparation of the Planning
Framework and clarify the
approach to improve the station
environment will be undertaken.

Question 13. Do
you have any
comments on the
proposals for the
station or thoughts
on how the front of
the station could be
improved?

A high number of qualitative comments were
received including:

i) A significant number of respondents
supported reorganising the station frontage,
and improving the station environment by
altering current arrangements for vehicle and
taxi movement. The issue of conflict between
various modes of transport was also raised at
various stakeholder events and workshops.

ii) It was noted that the current arrangement

makes it difficult for pedestrians to navigate

and legibility, safety and accessibility should
be improved.

iii) Some respondents noted that the removal
of Queen Street Bridge could be an important
step in re-ordering the highway network in
order to allow for the reorganisation of the
station frontage.

iv) A number of respondents suggested that
public realm improvements should be
pursued, particularly where additional space
could be created for pedestrians.

The council note the comments
made. Further work to inform
the Planning Framework and
clarify the approach to improve
the station environment will be
undertaken.

National Railway
Museum

Question 14. Do
you support the
creation of a new
public square and
events space
outside the National
Railway Museum?

63% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There is a high level
of support to create a new public square and
events space outside the National Railway
Museum (74% supported; 12% did not
support).

See also Question 16

The principle to create a new
public square and events space
outside the National Railway
Museum will be taken forward
in the Planning Framework.
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Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Question 15. Do
you support the re-
routing of Leeman
Road to allow the
expansion of the
National Railway

63% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There was overall
support to re-route Leeman Road to allow the
expansion of the National Railway Museum
(59% supported; 21% did not support).
However, this is contrary to the findings of

Further work to inform the
preparation of the Planning
Framework and clarify the
approach to highway
management of Leeman Road
will be undertaken.

regarding how the
National Railway
Museum is
incorporated into
York Central?

i) A large number of respondents suggested
that the NRM should be the focal point of
York Central and that quality public spaces
with good pedestrian and cycle access were
needed to incorporate the NRM into York
Central.

ii) A number of respondents had conflicting
views about whether Leeman Road should be
retained or re-routed to incorporate the NRM
into York Central.

See also Questions 4 and 21

Museum? Question 20, Option 1.

See also Questions 16, 20 and 21
Question 16. A high number of qualitative comments were | The council note the comments
Do you have any received including: made. Further work to inform
comments the preparation of the Planning

Framework and clarify the
approach to the proposed
highway management of
Leeman Road will be
undertaken.

Access and
Movement

Question 17. Do
you support the
proposed approach
to sustainable
travel?

61% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. There is a high level
of support for the proposed approach to
sustainable travel (68% supported; 10% did
not support).

The principle of the proposed
approach to sustainable travel
will be taken forward into the
Planning Framework

Question 18. Have
the right pedestrian
and cycle routes
been identified?

61% of the total number of respondents
answered this question.

35% agreed that the right pedestrian and cycle
routes had been identified. (10% disagreed;
43% did not know).

Question 19. Do
you have any
comments on the
pedestrian and
cycle routes
identified?

A high number of qualitative comments were
received including:

i) A large number of respondents suggested
that dedicated pedestrian and cycle routes
should be included separate to highway
infrastructure. Provision of high quality
pedestrian and cycling infrastructure was
noted as essential.

ii) Other comments included the need to
consider flood defences/accessibility of routes
and the needs of disabled users.

The council note the comments
made. The approach to
pedestrian and cycle routes in
the Planning Framework will be
further expanded.
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Question

Key Findings

CYC response

Question 20. Do
you agree with any
of the highway
management
options on the west
(the rear) side of the
station?

61% of the total number of respondents
answered this question. Option 1 was
marginally the most popular option. However,
this option would constrain the delivery of
NRM expansion and contradicts the findings
of Question 15.

There was no clear support for any of the
Options.

Option 1

Leeman Road open
for all traffic; No
bus gate

(38% agreed; 31% disagreed; 20% did not
know).

Option 2

Bus gate in place on
Leeman Road
Underpass; Leeman
Road through the
NRM site open for
pedestrians only

(35% agreed; 34% disagreed; 20% did not
know).

Option 3

Bus gate in place on
Leeman Road
Underpass; Leeman
Road though the
NRM site fully
closed

(29% agreed; 35% disagreed; 23% did not
know).

Option 4

Leeman Road
diverted around
NRM, NRM
expanded, diverted
Leeman Road and
Underpass remains
open for all traffic
(no bus gates)

(17% agreed; 44% disagreed; 25% did not
know).

Further work to inform the
preparation of the Planning
Framework and clarify the
approach to the proposed
highway management of
Leeman Road will be
undertaken.

Question 21

Do you have any
comments on the
highway options
presented?

There were a high number of qualitative
comments received including:

i) Concerns were raised regarding the impact
on the Holgate area and in particular Wilton
Rise/Cleveland Street/St Paul’s Square
resulting from the proposed new access bridge
into the site from Holgate Road and from the
closure of Leeman Road.

ii) Many concerns were raised by residents
living in the area around Leeman Road,
Garfield Terrace/Livingstone Terrace and
Salisbury Road about the negative impact on
residents’ ability to access the city centre

The council note the comments
made. Further work to inform

the preparation of the Planning
Framework will be undertaken.

i) Detailed consultation will be
undertaken with residents close
to the proposed access road.
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Question Key Findings CYC response

caused by the volume of traffic passing
through the area.

iii) Concerns were raised about the impact
closure may have on bus routes and in
particular the impact on the Park and Ride
service.

iv) A large number of respondents raised
concerns about the proposals leading to
increased levels of traffic congestion
throughout the city as well as locally to the
site. Some respondents were also concerned
about the impact this may have on air quality.

v) Concerns were raised about the adverse
effect of road closure/re-routing Leeman Road
on businesses along Leeman Road.

Development 59% of the total number of respondents The proposed land uses at York
parameters answered this question. There was overall Central will be taken forward in
Question 22. support for the proposed land uses at York the Planning Framework.

0, . 0, i
Do you agree with Central (56% agreed; 22% disagreed).

for York Central?

Question 23. A high number of qualitative comments were | The council note the comments

Are there any other received including: made. Further work will be

uses that should be | i) There were split views on comments undertakgn to inform _

considered for York | providing residential uses, commercial/ preparation of the Planning

Central? office/employment/industrial uses, hotels and Framework.
restaurants/cafes, car parks.

Question 24.

Are there any uses ii) Specific uses that could be considered for

which you feel York Central included providing low

should not be cost/social housing, educational, community

considered for York | and health facilities, local shops, a concert

Central? venue, bus interchange and transport

associated facilities.

iii) A number of respondents suggested that
consideration should be given to leisure uses,
including sports facilities. Several comments
suggested the importance of leisure uses to
stimulate activity outside traditional working
hours.

iv) Specific uses that should not be considered
for York Central included large supermarkets,
budget hotels, night clubs/evening
entertainment venues, casinos, student
accommodation, luxury homes/apartments,
and a petrol station.
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building heights?

disagreed).

However, views were divided about what is an
acceptable building height. Respondents also
noted the need to clarify the proportion of
different building heights.

See also Question 4iii) and Question 27

Question Key Findings CYC response

v) A number of respondents commented about

the demand and viability of proposed office

space.
Question 25. 59% of the total number of respondents Further work will be undertaken
Do you support the | @nswered this question. There was overall to inform preparation of the
proposed approach | Support for the proposed approach to Planning Framework and clarify
to maximum maximum building heights (56% agreed; 22% | the approach to building

heights.

Question 26. 55% of the total number of respondents
Do you agree with | @nswered this question. Respondents did not
any of the support any of the four development options
following put forward. The differences between the
development Op'[lOﬂS were Sma”

options?

Option 1 (15% agreed; 31% disagreed; 21% did not
120,000m2 know)

commercial

development +

1,000 homes

Option 2 (16% agreed; 35% disagreed; 23% did not
100,000m2 know)

commercial

development +

1,500 homes

Option 3 (16% agreed; 38% disagreed; 22% did not
80,000m2 know)

commercial

development +

2,000 homes

Option 4 (16% agreed; 37% disagreed; 21% did not
60,000m2 know)

commercial

development +

2,500 homes

Further work will be undertaken
to understand the implications
of different options and inform
preparation of the Planning
Framework.

Question 27. Are
there any other
issues that you feel
should be
considered when
setting development
parameters for York
Central?

A large number of qualitative comments were
received. These predominantly related to
topics covered by the other qualitative
questions.

See also Questions 4, 21, 24 and 31
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Do you agree with
the proposed
temporary uses for
York Central?

for York Central (44% agreed; 9% disagreed)

Question Key Findings CYC response

Phasing and 58% of the total number of respondents The proposed temporary uses
Temporary Uses answered this question. There was overall will be taken forward in the
Question 28. agreement with the proposed temporary uses | Planning Framework.

Question 29.

Avre there any other
temporary uses that
should be
considered for York
Central?

Question 30.

Avre there any
temporary uses that
should not be
considered for York
Central?

i) Other suggested temporary uses included:
leisure uses (e.g. theatres/ skating rink);
community uses; temporary housing/homeless
shelter; heritage open days; education/research
development; and car parking.

ii) Suggested temporary uses that should not
be considered included: late night noise
generating uses/drinking establishments;
music venues/music festivals; car parking; and
outdoor festivals/markets/catering.

The council note the comments
made.

Other comments
Question 31.

Are there any other
comments you
would like to make
regarding the
proposed
development at
York Central?

There were a high number of qualitative
comments made, the majority of which are
reflected in qualitative comments relating to
previous questions. Other specific points
raised included:

i) The need to monitor the impacts on nearby
communities through the construction period
(e.g. air quality/noise levels).

ii) The need for open and sustainable
communications throughout consultation and
development of the scheme.

i) & ii) The council note the
comments made and will make
due provision as required.

The council has committed to
undertaking additional
consultation with residents
living in the vicinity of the
proposed new access bridge off
Holgate Road.
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5.4 Next Steps

Following this informal consultation process, the following actions will be
pursued:

1. There is overall support for the redevelopment of York Central. City of
York Council will therefore commence work on the Planning Framework,
building on the responses received during this initial consultation.

2. The Planning Framework will give more detail on the issues raised during
this consultation, as appropriate.

3. A document will be produced accompanying the Planning Framework that
will identify how issues raised during this consultation have been addressed
in the Planning Framework. In some cases, supplementary/supporting
information will be provided to demonstrate how the final design proposals
have been arrived at.

4.  The Planning Framework will be published in draft format for public
consultation. Consultation feedback will be analysed and incorporated into
the final draft of the Planning Framework which shall be considered by the
Council Executive/Members.
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Al Holgate and Micklegate Joint Ward
Committee Notes of Question Session

Date: Tuesday 19 January 2016, 6-8pm
Venue: St Paul’s Church, Holgate Road
Chair: Clir Crisp

Panel: Cllr Cannon, Clir Derbyshire, Clir Gunnell, Clir Kramm, ClIr Hayes, Neil
Ferris, Tony Clarke, Tracey Carter, Catherine Birks, Mike Stancliffe, Richard
Bickers, Paul Kirkman

Councillors’ aware winners and losers — how to influence decisions, ensure where
there is any detriment that officers look at ways of mitigation.

Slides “financially viable” — where can we see appraisal, and what cast iron
guarantees, no ifs and buts, mustn’t cost York taxpayers.

¢ Not a straight forward answer, the scheme will evolve over time, have done
initial feasibility assessments, financial yield will influence costs

e Taxpayer’s subsidy — no decision from members, worked up business case,
how risks are shared is complex and commercially sensitive. The next report
to members will outline financial commitment and risks between partnerships

e Concept is that the rates from new office premises pay back the debt. The
business case will have to be robust. There is no magic funding pot/ plan B,
the public sector risk will be outlined during next consultation stage.

Agree imaginative scheme and about time, BUT propose 7000 jobs, York has
horrendous congestion, has to be within a coherent transport strategy for the
whole city. Will need to restrict parking and move Park & Ride. Need more
radical continental solutions — overall transport policy needs more imagination.

e Do need to be imaginative, but it is a very sustainable location next to the
railway station, bus routes and cycle networks. The quantity of development
will have an impact on the road networks, we will need to minimise the impact
and use the existing facilities better including P&R sites

Not heard the word devolution. Have conversations been held with Local
Enterprise Partnerships (LEP’s)? Are there any benefits of going with either?

e LEP are new city region structures which include funding for transport. We
are currently in talks with both LEP’s (York, North Yorkshire & East Riding
and also Leeds LEP/ West Yorkshire Combined Authority). York Central is
the number one priority of both; therefore either will have priority for this
scheme.
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As a bus user, concerned about cutting the Leeman Road route into the city centre.
More traffic will have to use A19/ A59, which will already have extra traffic from
British Sugar. It will impact on immediate area and wider routes.

e The impact of any highway changes will be taken into account. Won’t divert
all routes through the site. New infrastructure will create a quicker service to
rear of Station from Park and Ride. The bus service along Leeman Road will
not be stopped, but diverted. There will be benefits to all services in avoiding
Blossom Street to reach station. Will need more services from the British
Sugar site, and this will be included in the transport assessment.

If loose Park and Ride stop at National Railway Museum then Leeman Road will
only be left with an hourly bus service. Could the bus stop at Kingsland Terrace
instead?

e Will look at park and ride options for express service, and stops in residential
areas. Leeman Road could be diverted to the south of the museum.

If improvements to National Railway Museum are made, will residents be charged
to enter like the art gallery?

e There may be a charge for any special exhibition. The government policy is
currently to have free access to museums, and don’t foresee any change to this
for the foreseeable future. The National Railway Museum has no plans to
charge for access.

Access to and from 7000 jobs and 2000 homes will create a lot of movements.
New bridge — concern inevitable strain. Island north of Salisbury Terrace is
already an air quality management area; will this be honoured with minimal
increase to through traffic?

e Air Quality Management Areas are a statutory target therefore we will look to
mitigate any changes.

Unipart Rail service centre located on the site would like reassurance from the
team. 100 staff members are concerned about the future of their jobs.

¢ Indiscussions with managers to see whether can buy the site and assist in
relocating within the city to enable growth of the business. Want to retain and
attract new business. Unipart have expressed a big desire to stay within the
city.

Share concerns of Salisbury Terrace regarding impact of development. Will the
wider infrastructure impact be looked at including impact of more homes on
schools and other facilities?

e Regarding the transport infrastructure, aware that any closure cascades traffic
elsewhere. More modelling to be done to inform the Planning Framework,
including the impact on the broader network across the city.

e Social infrastructure — will need to ensure that it is a good place to live and
work, including access to health, education and other facilities. Need to work
out the number and mix of homes (1000 — 2500) before this can be modelled.
Will work with education colleagues — aware that schools are already heavily
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subscribed. May require a new school within the phased development but too
early to say.

e Extra infrastructure requirements to accommodate York Central will come
from developer contributions. Any developer is required to pay ‘Section 106
contribution’ to invest in the city’s infrastructure.

Impressive scheme. Highly dependent upon Network Rail to enable the
development to proceed. Are they a reliable partner/ to what extent are they
signed up?

e Network Rail is a fully committed partner. Hope that regulatory process to
release land for development will be in place by the end of April.

e Network Rail has made significant movements. Chancellor of Exchequer is
asking Network Rail to convert land into housing stock, and it therefore is a
committed partner.

Is the commitment from Homes & Communities Agency in terms of housing zone
in writing?

e HCA £10million plus capacity grant £365 to support resourcing the scheme.
Their Advisory Team for Large Applications (ATLAS) are providing
technical support. The Chief Executive visited the site yesterday.

Has CYC got the capacity to deliver York Central given the cutbacks that have
taken place?

e Itisacomplex scheme. Will need ongoing CYC team supplemented by
expert technical advisors for legal, financial, commercial matters.

Need an integrated transport hub to avoid shambles at front of station.

e Need to improve the current situation with buses to the front of the station. A
single bus station will not work in this location. York needs bus hubs around
the city centre. Bus stops and routes at the rear will provide a better
interchange

With reference to transport in Micklegate, how will manage traffic off site? Will
different scenarios be modelled (Leeman Road open or closed)? Main crunch
point is Holgate Bridge — what is the maximum number of car journeys per day
will it be able to accommodate?

e CYC will do in house and external modelling of traffic flows, from macro
(ring road) to micro (in front of station). Initial results suggested that the
development options can be supported, but more detailed work including
wider area will be carried out going forward.

Rail based traffic solutions — British Sugar, light rail from station to Poppleton
Park and Ride would be totally separated from the road network

e York Central as a development cannot solve York’s wider traffic problems.
Our Park and Ride system is one of the best in the country. Electric buses
have been introduced to help improve air quality.
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As one of the 40% of graduates currently working in retail, will training be given
to local people to fill the railway/ skilled jobs or will people be shipped in?

e Local growth fund includes up-skilling of the York workforce e.g.
apprenticeships and graduate up-skilling is part of the mix.

Is there any European funding?

e Flood prevention was considered through the growth fund but Environment
Agency said it was not necessary for this site.

The government has made major changes to affordable housing types in the
future. Local plan evidence base suggests 800 affordable homes needed per
annum. The bulk of these will be to rent. Need family housing. To what extent
will these policy aims be delivered through York Central?

e Affordable housing has changed nationally. Move from historic model of
social rented towards affordable to buy, which is £250,000 outside of London.
Local Plan will have a policy for affordable housing and housing mix across
the city. York Central will be in line with this policy. It is a prime city centre
location which will yield premium development values and supply Section
106 infrastructure. York Central is one of the local plan sites. There will be
affordable housing on site.

Terry’s didn’t deliver affordable housing. Must contribute to affordable and
family housing needs.

Holgate is used as an unofficial park and ride, with people parking in unrestricted
areas and walking into the city to work.

e Will take this on board.
Will phased development qualify for five strikes Section 106 revenue?
Will service charges be affordable?

e There will be affordable housing. Within the Kings Cross redevelopment, a
prime location, Camden Borough Council have delivered social rented
housing next to private residential and commercial property, without any
visual difference to the build quality.

Jobs will be targeting the rail and financial sector. Given the high proportion of
graduates, is there scope for small business start-ups and the growth area of high
tech digital arts?

e Targeting growth potential and digital media/ creative sector. Guildhall
scheme will offer attractive units for creative sector. How build start-up into
the facilities at York Central — short / cheap commitments may be better suited
to other accommodation across the city.

e The new Hiscox office has desks available for start-up businesses within their
top class office environment. Equally keen to create this buzz at York Central.

e Working with both Universities to create a lifecycle for business start-ups to
enable them to grow or contract. Create places where they want to stay.
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Attendees were invited to complete the questionnaire and consider both issues and
solutions.
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Bl York Central Stakeholder Event

Date: Wednesday 27" January 2016, 4-6pm

Venue: City of York Council, West Offices

B1.1  Meeting Summary

e Welcome and introduction (Neil Ferris)

e Presentation (Tracey Carter & Paul Kirkman)
e Breakout session — key points noted below

e Summary and next steps (Neil Ferris)

B1.2 Notes from the Breakout Session

Figure 4: Slide reproduced from session presentation

Breakout session ~ Planning Framework

Planning Framework
Top 3 Things we definitely need to do
Top 3 Things we should not do

1. Access and Movement: roads/pedestrians/cyclists

2. Place making: heritage/public realm open
space/quality/community facilities

3. Commercial space

4. Residential

An overarching comment from Table 2 was that the status quo of an underused
and undeveloped York central site should be avoided at all costs — all parties
agreed with this.

B1.2.1 Access and Movement
Table 1

e Do Local Plan
e Remove Queen Street Bridge
e Future proofing

e Balanced car ownership — different options for different demographics/
occupiers e.g. young professional/ family have different requirements

e Encourage sustainability
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Table 2
Do

e Address congestion at Leeman road and wider network

e Seek to extend Park and Ride opening hours and frequency to provide a
service that complements the rail station and offsets impacts of Leeman Rd
closure

e Deal with immediately adjacent pinch points for all modes of transport

e Leeman Road closure should be an objective decision informed by traffic flow
issues only

e Understand the global traffic impacts and seek to deliver net benefit

e Consider options to maintain the way that existing enterprises (e.g. north of
Leeman Road) are able to operate

Don’t
e Don’t lose legibility through splitting of public transport front and rear station

e Don’t confuse the rail using community through the new dual facing station
e Don’t inhibit free movement through the site for sustainable modes

Table 3

e Key question is vehicular access

e Need to look forward — long timescale. Will we still need car?

e Issues — Holgate Road/ Outer Ring Road congestion

e Opportunity to look at movement around NRM

e Interchange rather than bus station, e.g. Sheffield

e Holgate Road — busy

e Avoid conflict of movement within the site by different modes

e York Station — place other than interchange? Must have return on offer
e Remove Queen Street Bridge — release space, opportunity to use arch
e Remove RI — opposing views/ heritage/ movement

e Consider transport of all kinds

e Walking/ cycling access must be attractive

e Proper entrance on west side of station

e Understand impact of transport on network. Package of options

e Sort Ring Road before YC! YC never happen

e Possible new access — car park outside city?

e Think about connections across river (Scarborough Bridge is being improved)
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Table 4

e Increased density could lead to improved viability and provision of better
infrastructure, e.g. tram/ train

e The consultation document appears to suggest that the development quantum
has been determined around how many cars can you get on the site. Feedback
was that doesn’t seem to be the right message, i.e. sustainable transport
measures should be adopted to encourage increased density.

e Concern about highway capacity and the congestion that could result from
increased movements to and from the development site, particularly on the
A59 corridor.

e Minimise car trips through provision of sustainable transport and
encouragement of modal shift. This could include setting targets for modal
shift.

e Encouraging use of car clubs and taxis could provide an alternative to the
private car.

e Make sustainable transport as easy as possible

e People’s behaviours and attitudes are changing — more people, including
within older age groups, are making less use of the car (anecdotal evidence
from Civic Trust)

e Modal shift to heavy rail should be encouraged given location of site
e Safeguard space for the Harrogate Line Chord
e Maximise heavy rail connections — interchange

e Provide safe cycling and walking routes that are segregated from other traffic.
One stakeholder questioned whether pedestrians / cyclists could be vertically
segregated from vehicles, e.g. have raised footways.

e Do not create congestion elsewhere on the highway network, or displace
problems to other parts of the city

e Avoid a car dominated development

e It was agreed by all that the congestion at the front of the station should be
addressed and that conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles should
be resolved in that area.

e Need to limit the number of car based trips and respond to constraints.

¢ Need to maximise the integration with the adjacent communities by improving
pedestrian and cycling routes over/under railway.
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B1.2.2 Place Making
Table 1

e Local community involvement

e Independent shops

e Opportunities for local small businesses
e Respect existing railway heritage

e Community facilities e.g. schools

e Green spaces e.g., trees

e Not too corporate/ clinical
Table 2
Do

e Protect the availability and accessibility of sports facilities such as the RI
e Ensure High quality

e Ensure Good accessibility

e Ensure delivery through a viable and high quality vision

e Site presents opportunities for bold design solutions (but robustly tested in
terms of City Setting and heritage impacts to establish net benefit)

e The City wall is York’s ‘motif’ — extend the site boundary to include the
whole wall in the station area

e Make sure this is aligned with local plan process
e Take account of context

Don’t

e Don’t create unfeasible visioning
e Don’t segregate existing local communities and new communities

e Don’t lose the “York-ness’- compact, human scale — ensure local
distinctiveness, keep the human scale at micro and macro level

Table 3

e NRM - major cultural investment. Opportunity to expand functions and
particularly evening.

e Need sense of arrival and occasion

e Schools — sense of place not really been considered

e Building height —challenge concept of height

e Principles of quality/ design need to be built in at the outset
e Respect heritage but understand there are compromises

| Issue Rev B | 30 June 2016 Page B4

J:12300001235258-00\0 ARUP\0-01 CIVIL\0-01-08 REPORTS\2016 CONSULTATION REPORT\CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT\2016-06-30 YC CONSULTATION
REPORT_ISSUE REV B.DOCX



City of York Council York Central

Seeking Your Views to Guide Development: Consultation Report

Rail history - 2013 audit of heritage assets

No buildings higher than guidance in Central Historic Core Conservation Area
Appraisal

No tall buildings — sensitively protect views

Table 4

Protect and enhance the built heritage assets to reinforce the history of the site

Retain story of this area by keeping valuable parts of the heritage that
contribute to identity of the site. This could include those that are currently
not visible.

This should be an urban development, not suburban

The development should provide facilities and amenities for the York Central
community and neighbouring areas, e.g. healthcare, shops, cafes, creches etc.

The zoning of land uses should not be prescriptive and there should be more
overlap between residential and other uses than that shown in the consultation
document. The ‘commercial’ zone should contain a mix of uses.

The Railway Institute provides an important function that should be retained
for the city (183,000 people use these facilities every year, Source: RI).
However, the function is more important than the buildings which need not
necessarily be retained.

It was suggested that building heights proposed may be on the high side,
however further discussion indicated this was in part due to a feeling that the
proposed parameters may not be suitably well enforced by CYC, and therefore
a lower bound should be stated in the document.

It was felt that further work would be needed on understanding massing and
built form.

More detail will be needed in future on visual impact, including preserving
critical views toward the Minster.

There is no need for iconic buildings — interesting high quality buildings are
ok.

Through good design, there is opportunity to use the height of buildings to
provide viewpoints across the development and wider city

There should be a range of development densities across the site

There was support for a bridge that would span the full width of the River
Ouse, rather than terminating on its southern bank

The public realm spaces on either side of station were felt key to creating a
sense of place

There was a view that the new buildings should mirror the existing buildings
on the site however a pastiche development should be avoided.
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B1.2.3 Residential
Table 1

e Family homes 3 to 4 bed

e Sustainability

e Community

e To balance high density 1-2 beds

e Look at demographic needs of the city

e Affordable housing and shared ownership for current residents (not just new)

e Don’t underestimate how community helps in crime reduction
Table 2
Do

e Deliver more mixed communities including family accommodation

e Provide new family facilities as part of development e.g. children’s swings —
there are currently only 2 within the city walls. Make the place family friendly
generally

e Provide opportunities for older people to downsize — strong appetite from
market and good to maintain local social links and structure

e Opportunity for the NRM to play a role in terms of new primary school
provision? STEM education.

e Match the residential model to the types of job being created in terms of target
demographic.

Don’t
e Don’t create a second St Peters quarter in terms of housing mix

e Don’t build student housing - the site is potentially a poor location for student
accommodation given distance from universities

e Don’t under provide - need to deliver a critical mass of family accommodation
for it to function socially

Table 3

e Create/ build sense of community — facilities that people need

e YC offer — need to create residential offer and PT links to other areas of the
city

e Houses with gardens for families — terraces?
e Urban development
e Live/ work space

e Flexible approach
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e Variety — exemplar

e Not repetitive modular house building from volume house builders
e Future proofing so not compromise development in the long term
e Understand demographics

e Attractive routes pedestrian/ cycle

¢ Night time economy important

e Think about connections across river (Scarborough Bridge is being improved)
Table 4

e There is a need to encourage integration with existing communities, both in
terms of linkages but also in the way the development is designed, massing
and typology of residential units etc.

e Taller, denser development was supported, provided this translates in to a
higher quality scheme with the transport provision and amenities to support it.

e Residential development should provide a range of unit sizes and demographic
mix.

B1.2.4 Commercial
Table 1

e GF active uses
e Evening economy
e Retail opportunities

e Consider context of existing city centre — sit alongside, not separate or
compete

e Do not Kill city centre

¢ Do not have commercial waste land that only operates during the day
Table 2
Do

e Links to and dialogue with occupiers must be cultivated
e Capitalise on the York brand and identity

e Can use new office development to release existing suburban land and
buildings for other uses such as industrial

e The selling point isn’t a square foot of office space, it is York’s uniqueness
and connectivity — national benchmarks could be looked at to establish
appropriate values.

e Government office relocations would be ideal for the site.
e The unique opportunity needs to be marketed effectively
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e Don’t extrapolate historic York trends — the site offers the opportunity to think
more innovatively (in terms of values and more)

e Don’t give up - embrace and address scepticism and cynicism through

dialogue

e Don’t rule options out - need to break mould to “make them come”

Table 3

e Office space — concern existing office space not used.

e Think about target audience and build to meet requirements for sustainable

development

e Look at exemplars elsewhere e.g. in Europe — lessons learned

Table 4

e Taller, denser development was supported, provided this translates in to a
higher quality scheme with the transport provision and amenities to support it.

e Active uses should be provided on the ground floor of commercial buildings.

B1.2.5 Working Groups

Table 1

Table 2

Birks, Catherine (Facilitator) City of York
Council

Murphy, Ben (Facilitator) City of York
Council

Kirkman, Paul (Facilitator) National Railway
Museum

Stancliffe, Mike (Facilitator) Network Rail

Slater, Mike City of York Council

Redfern, Neil Historic England

Morrell, Phil Unipart Rail

Robinson, Kevin Howarth Timber

Hepworth, Paul Cyclists’ Touring Club

McBeath, Andrew McBeath Property

Price, Laura First Trans Pennine Express

Wilkinson, David Freightliner

Simpson, Ursula St. Barnabas Church

Askew, Rob St. Barnabas Church

Goldshorough, Peter Conservation Area
Advisory Panel

O’Neill, Janet O’Neill Associates

Ridge, Julian Quality Bus Partnership

Paterson, Frank CPRE

Buchanan, Baz York Cycling Campaign

Table 3

Table 4

Houghton, Sue (Facilitator) City of York
Council

Clarke, Tony (Facilitator) City of York
Council

Bickers, Richard (Facilitator) ARUP

White, Phil (Facilitator) ARUP

Hedley-Jones, Tim Virgin Trains East Coast

Kinslow, Tim The Leeman Public House

Witcherley, Phil City of York Council

Grainger, Martin City of York Council

Cllr D’Agorne City of York Council

Weir, Colin York Railway Institute
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Hudson, Ben Hudson-Moody

Bixby, Phil Constructive Individuals/ York
Environment Forum

Bailey, Chris Without Walls York@large

Hatfield, Keith York Taxi Forum

Sworowski, Nick First Trans Pennine Express

Jones, David Arriva trains North

Sinclair, Alison Conservation Area Advisory
Panel

Fraser, David York Civic Trust

Devine, Tom National Railway Museum

Powell, Peter York Local Council’s
Association

Jones, Dilys Homes & Communities Agency

McNally, Keith Quality Bus Partnership

Philip Thake York Conservation Trust

Support

Apologies

Ferris, Neil
Carter, Tracey
Atkinson, Katherine

Richard Flanagan, Property Forum/ C of
Commerce

Mark Goldstone, WNY Chamber of
Commerce

Susie Cawood, York & North Yorkshire
Chamber

Simon Jones, Highways England
Mr J Rudd, YNYER LEP
Dave Holeksa, York Private Hire Association
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C1l Holgate Ward Committee Notes of Question
Session

Date: Thursday 11 February 2016, 6:30-8:30pm
Venue: St Barnabas Church, Jubilee Terrace
Chair: ClIr Derbyshire

Panel: CllIr Crisp, Clir Cannon, Tony Clarke, Tracey Carter, Catherine Birks,
Mike Stancliffe, Richard Bickers, Paul Kirkman

Cleveland Street. Not NIMBY’s or BANANA’s but route over recreation space
used as park, garden and basketball pitch raises concern. Timescale to address
concerns. Feel foregone conclusion. Drop in levels. Open cul-de-sac to thieves.
Where will the cycle route go on the narrow street? Will exit into busiest park of
Holgate Road which is already gridlock. Alternative entrance through the
business Park. Don’t decimate our community. Cannot afford to move. Didn’t
come up on property searches. Want commitment to discuss so it doesn’t affect
us or destroy what we have got.

e Options were evaluated based on issues such as air quality and cost.
Millennium Green would require a long bridge which isn’t financially viable.
We do need to do more work and share the evaluation to prove or be
disproved. Cycle route is an indicative high level concept. Needs to further
discuss any detail.

e Other options failed on financial viability. The predicted £100M return from
the site needs to cover roads and other aspects such as power, water,
archaeology and public spaces. The previous retail led scheme stalled. Have
looked at access issues in detail, all options have impacts. A benefit of the
proposed location is that it can provide bus routes with a short cut to the
station. Roads will be designed to minimise traffic and avoid people cutting
through the site. More traffic modelling and surveys will be done and shared
during the next consultation.

e The site is very sustainable, next to the railway station, bus route and cycle
network. There will be an impact on the network. Holgate Road would have
a new junction and a possible bus lane behind The Fox pub into the
development site.

Cleveland Street has had terrible trouble with parking since the new Network Rail
building was built. Is this considered in feasibility work? Concerned that
parkland/ green corridor at the end of cul-de-sac will be replaced by a grey
corridor at the end of our street/ flyover next to houses. Is this option just the
cheapest? Will homeowners be compensated? Park has made the area better, but
this proposal does the opposite.

e Recognise the impact on Wilton Rise, Cleveland Street and Leeman Road.
There will be more consultation with these streets when more detail is
available, including where else amenity space will be provided.
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