Annex 6 Table 1: Summaries of comments received by respondent (please refer to the full copies of representations for details)

SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
073 | Private Section 10 Managing GB4 ‘Exception’ Not legally sound as it does not comply with NPP on provision of TSP sites, which are
Individual Appropriate Sites for Affordable | inappropriate on green belt sites, 'The stables'. GB4 makes provision for small scale affordable
Development in the Housing in the sites, not meeting the PPTS definition of a Gypsy or Traveller to address need that may not be
Green Belt Green Belt accommodated on strategic sites through policy H5.
073 | Private Section 10 Managing GB4 ‘Exception’ Not legally sound, (PM68) attempt to circumnavigate the law on TSP sites by classifying it as
Individual Appropriate Sites for Affordable | affordable housing" where appropriate”, under NPP this is not appropriate.
Development in the Housing in the
Green Belt Green Belt
073 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 Not legally sound, (A4;102): Important that important that land outwith boundaries 1 and 4
Individual remains open in order to aid the understanding of the historical relationship of the city to its
hinterland”, 'the stables' lies along this boundary toward main part of the village and allowing
development there is thus illogical and legally unsound.
073 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 | Not legally sound, TSP site is not "non-time limited" to national planning inspectorates thus plan
Individual is not legally compliant. (A4:112) "non-time limited consent to use of land".
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
073 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 | Not legally sound, (A4;106) "business park and the land extending beyond all boundaries is
Individual within a District Green Corridor (number 5)", 'the stables' is within green corridor and
development for mixed purpose TSP sites is legally inappropriate. Whilst allocating site for TSP,
against NPP, council clearly acknowledge site remain greenbelt which is unsound planning and
contradicts NPP.
073 | Private Whole Plan - No attention paid to view of locals.
Individual
073 | Private Section 05 Housing H5 Gypsies and Massive housing delivered West of Elvington lane with the opportunity to place a site to
Individual Travellers accommodate all CYC's gypsy and TSP needs.
073 | Private Section 10 Managing GB4 ‘Exception’ Document unsound of internal content and illogical. The use of land West of Elvington Lane used
Individual Appropriate Sites for Affordable | to deliver massive housing was not explored as a site for Gypsy and TSP needs due TSP
Development in the Housing in the expressing preference for certain green belt site. And secondly CYC does not think people would
Green Belt Green Belt want to move into houses in an area which contains gypsies or travelling show people and so
does not wish to inflict them on that site.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Village boundary set out on page A4:115 incorrectly identifies two areas of domestic housing as
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) lying within Elvington Industrial Estate.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 | Village boundary for Elvington begins at the entrance of Elvington Airfield as demonstrated by
Individual Strategy the sign set at that location. Thus the village of Elvington includes Brinkworth and the site known
as 'the stables', which contains now illegal TSP occupation. As Brinkworth exists within
boundaries of Elvington (EX/CYC/59F), states this is surrounded by countryside which needs to
remain open, development on the stables site is illogical and contrary to CYC's own stated aims
for the village. Reinforces the green belt site status of 'the stables’, plan is unsound in evidence.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map The Village of Elvington extends to encompass Brinkworth, the external boundary of the
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) Greenbelt should extend that far and encompass and surround the airfield industrial estate,
becoming contiguous with the airfield industrial estate that currently lies empty with little
immediate need to further develop area.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 | The map on page 100 of EX/CYC/59F, shows the stables clearly lies outsides area encompassed
Individual Strategy by the requirement for 2 or more services within 800m, which is marked for development on
this basis. The initial reasoning for wanting development on the stables was to allow easy access
to services, CYC's support for any application is illogical by it's own subsequent criteria for ease
of access.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Page 107 (A4:100) of EX/CYC/59F, states incorrectly that the village of Elvington is 1KM. Thus the
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) supposition that purpose A4 is factually flawed.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 | EX/CYC/59F (page A4:101), states "Boundary 1 is therefore particularly important in preventing
Individual Strategy development coalescing with Elvington Industrial Estate". 'The stables' lies along this boundary

with CYC regards as important to protect. Yet CYC is not enforcing a NNP inspectorate
requirement to remove Travelling show people from that site. Issue of internal logic and legally
unsound.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
073 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 | EX/CYC/59F (page A4:105) first paragraph, "To the north east of the business park, beyond
Individual boundary 1 and the access road into Brinkworth Hall, land is allocated to give non-time limited
consent to use of the land as a plot for Travelling Showpeople (SP1). Although in close proximity,
this is isolated development, disconnected from the business park, and has no relationship with
the inset site. SP1 remains a green belt site". TSP site is not "non-time limited" in eyes of
national planning inspectorate and thus not legally compliant.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 | TSP site is sprawl of the least attractive kind and should not be allowed within your own policy.
Individual Strategy (page A4:106) 'The entirety of the business park and the land extending beyond all boundaries is
within a District Green Corridor (number 5)'. Thus the Stable site is within a green corridor and
development for mixed purpose TSP is legally inappropriate. (page A4:112) Allocating this as a
site for TSP, quite against NPP, council acknowledge site remains greenbelt, unsound planning
and contradictory to NPP.
073 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map (page A4:115) Map on SP5 incorrectly identifies two areas of domestic housing as lying within
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) the boundaries of the "Elvington industrial estate". The conifers and Elvington Park are
residential and part of the village.
073 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 | Removal of TSP site known as the stables, Elvington, as contrary to NPP and inspectorate
Individual decisions.
075 | Heslington Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Respondent does not consider the document to be sound. General welcoming of the defined

Parish Council

Strategy

(Green Belt)

Green belt Boundaries. Perception of the Green belt could be further enhanced by viewing it not
as an empty space, but as an active food producing belt. Rural areas of Heslington (PM87) sit
within productive agricultural land, with potential of providing locally sourced food, impacting
on carbon emissions as well as maintaining historic land use.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
075 | Heslington Section 03 Spatial Policies Map The Green Belt should be considered more as a food resource vital to the city, contributing to a
Parish Council Strategy (Green Belt) reduction in carbon emissions as well as maintaining the historic agricultural setting of the city.
075 | Heslington Whole Plan - The proposal has been prepared in line with statutory regulations, the duty to cooperate, legal
Parish Council procedural requirements such as the sustainability appraisal.
075 | Heslington Whole Plan - Respondent considers the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Proposal has been
Parish Council prepared in line with statutory regulations such as the sustainability appraisal and the council
have followed the guidelines in its duty to cooperate - making the document readily available.
075 | Heslington Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation ST27 | Respondent does not consider the document to be sound. Welcomes the reduction of site ST27
Parish Council Strategy and the maintenance of Green belt status for the remains of the buffer zone between Campus
East and Heslington village. However, concerns regarding the status of tarmacked /
surfaced roads from built areas to development areas. Respondent highlights Low Lane between
Heslington Village and ST27 as an example. It is important to maintains this as a no through
traffic road - protection needs to be explicit in the Local Plan.
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation H39 | Preference of residents for development of H26 instead of H39 has been ignored
Individual
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Land covered by site H39 determined by the 1992/3 Inquiry Inspector to serve Green Belt
Individual Strategy purposes as the site has value in protecting the character of the village and makes an important
contribution to setting
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Provision of access to Site H39 would be difficult without harming the character of the village
Individual Strategy and amenity of residents as determined by the 1992/3 Inquiry Inspector
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Objection to the lack of recognition of Elvington as one cohesive place incorporating the
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) Industrial Estate and Airfield Industrial estate - this cohesion is demonstrated by the
developments of Elvington Park, the Conifers and Elvington Medical Centre (currently
considered as part of Elvington Industrial Estate) shifting the centre of population and social
focus westward along the B1228 from the historic core of "Elvington Village"
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Objection to Boundary 1 - H26 is a preferred location for expansion of Elvington as it would be
Individual Strategy behind woodland therefore creating zero visual impact, would not constitute ribbon
development, children can safely walk to school and the site offers the opportunity to create
social cohesion between was has been identified as the separate clusters of Elvington Village
through suitable footpaths
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Object to Boundary 4 - challenge description of the northern section as following field
Individual Strategy boundaries from the mid-19th Century which are less apparent in the southern part - as no

evidence found when consulting maps from late 19th Century and no evidence on the ground
earlier than 20th Century
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Object to Boundary 4 H39 - challenge assessment of permanence to existing southern section -
Individual Strategy existing boundary not insignificant, development further east (H39) would open up more land
beyond the village up to Wheldrake Lane
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Object to Boundary 4 H39 - development here would impact on purpose 3 of the Green Belt to
Individual Strategy safeguard the Countryside from Encroachment. The boundary to the south of Beckside Estate
(North of proposed H39) is ancient, substantive and visually opaque, land to the south of this
(H39) has a strong relationship to the surrounding countryside and rural setting of Church Lane
but not the main urbanised village,
084 | Private Whole Plan - The document is not sound as not positively prepared - based on inherited opportunism where
Individual landowners have sought to offer sites (or not) and shows little evidence of collaboration with
those who know the terrain
084 | Private Whole Plan - The document is not sound as it is not justified - it does not take into account of proportionate
Individual evidence to alternative strategies in terms of site alternatives and conclusions are not fully
justified
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | The document is not sound as it is not justified - as no consideration has been given to the close
Individual proximity to ST15 on the character and access to the village of Elvington
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
084 | Private Whole Plan - The document is not effective - as the document is not fit for purpose as a high quality and
Individual sustainable way forward for the community and does not show sound judgement.
084 | Private Whole Plan - Areas west of the school along the B1228 should be re-assessed in relation to the integrity of
Individual Elvington. The need for housing in Elvington, proposed sites and impact, should be re-examined
in the context of the overwhelming nearby ST15 proposal. Effective communication should be
engaged between CYC, Elvington Parish Council and villagers to make decisions based more on
local knowledge and on-the-ground sensitivities, particularly in relation to site H39.
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Objection to the lack of recognition of Elvington as one cohesive place incorporating the
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) Industrial Estate and Airfield Industrial estate - this cohesion is demonstrated by the
developments of Elvington Park, the Conifers and Elvington Medical Centre (currently
considered as part of Elvington Industrial Estate) shifting the centre of population and social
focus westward along the B1228 from the historic core of "Elvington Village"
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | The document is not sound as it is not justified - as no consideration has been given to the close
Individual proximity to ST15 (its design and location) on the character and access to the village of Elvington.
Its close proximity to the entry of Elvington on the B1228 suggests that the development will
lack a buffer zone from the village.
084 | Private Whole Plan - Document as does not account for the views expressed directly by residents or their local Parish
Individual Councils due to little or no direct engagement.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Document is not fit for purpose — ST15 proposal takes up only about 14 pages in this specific
Individual document and considers this a totally inadequate amount of planning and consideration for
approval of a development of this magnitude and impact.
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation ST15 | Location of ST15 is not justified — position is too close to Elvington village and doesn’t provide
Individual Strategy sufficient space between settlements and due to a lack of boundary justification, the proposed
garden village will turn into a large town.
084 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation ST15 | Proposed location of ST15 astride the airfield is not Positively Prepared, Effective or Justified —
Individual Strategy Objects to the boundary constraints as too weak and appear to be exaggerated — concerns that
there are no boundary constraints along the length of the airfield itself.
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Concerns regarding environmental and economic cost of excavating and disposing of the existing
Individual runway.
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Document is not positively prepared — Lack of consideration presented regarding the impact
Individual upon Elvington — the magnitude of ST15 and quantity of housing is an argument against further

development of housing in Elvington in an attempt to retain the character of the village as a truly
independent rural settlement
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
084 | Private Whole Plan - Consideration to be given to all affected communities and groups, in terms of environmental and
Individual transport and traffic flows, with acceptable solutions put forward and agreed — requiring
extensive consultation and positive engagement with representatives, such as Parish Councils
084 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Location of ST15 to be reviewed — The site boundary should be located where it can be an
Individual independent settlement and not adversely affecting any other villages, in particular maintaining
a good distance from Elvington
091 | Westfield lodge | Whole Plan - Respondent considers the document to be not sound, in relation to the Green Belt boundary 1 at
and Yaldara Ltd Haxby.
091 | Westfield lodge | Whole Plan - Respondent does not consider the plan to be sound. It fails on all four tests of soundness.
and Yaldara Ltd
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | H37/Site 6. With respect to compactness, the text incorrectly states that boundary 1 is bordered

and Yaldara Ltd

Strategy

by an 'area preventing coalescence' (A4:144). This ignores the fact that site H37 which lies
directly to the south of Boundary 1 is completely excluded from this area of coalescence as
previously this same site was identified to be removed from the GB and identified for Housing.
the allocation of Site H37 and the demarcation of the GB boundary would have no material
impact on compactness of Haxby as originally proposed.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | H37. With respect to landmark monuments, the exclusion of the site in question will have no
and Yaldara Ltd | Strategy material bearing on the perception of the siting and context of York Minster and its visual
dominance over the landscape.
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | H37. With respect to landscape & setting, the village of Haxby will still be freestanding and
and Yaldara Ltd | Strategy defined and not affect the setting of York. Defining the boundary around H37 will still create a
clear and distinguishable boundary.
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | H37. With respect to safeguarding countryside from encroachment, the village of Haxby already
and Yaldara Ltd | Strategy has existing development which encroaches into the countryside to the southeast.
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | The proposed Boundary 1 on the southern edge of Haxby is illogical, given the Haxby gate ribbon
and Yaldara Ltd | Strategy development protruding southwards.
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | Site H37 should be included in Policy H1 and that the detailed GB boundary is amended to

and Yaldara Ltd

Strategy

exclude the subject site from the GB boundary.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
091 | Westfield lodge | Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H37 | In order to maximise the potential to deliver dwellings, particularly in the short term, to help
and Yaldara Ltd | Strategy meet the under-delivery of housing, site H37 should be excluded from the GB and re-allocated
for 47 dwellings, as originally proposed.
102 | Elvington Whole Plan - Opposes document CD13A that states meetings were held with Elvington residents - residents
Parish Council not properly consulted with views ignored.
102 | Elvington Whole Plan - The evidence base presented is incomplete and inaccurate
Parish Council
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Original proposed sites for ST15 (provided by rep as a supporting document) is omitted which
Parish Council was generally more supported due to its limiting impacts on the biodiversity. Separation of
original site is more consistent with green belt aims of preserving Elvington as a rural village.
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Site ST15 is not in accordance with the sustainable development principles. Proposed

Parish Council

development for ST15 will have negative impacts on the Elvington Airfield which is a designated
Site for National Conservation (SINC) for birds including Lapswing and Golden Plover's and
species-rich grassland.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
102 | Elvington Whole Plan - Does not consider the document to comply with Duty to Cooperate, considers Elvington Parish
Parish Council Council and the residents of the village have not been properly consulted. Document CD13A
states that area-based meetings were held but this is incorrect.
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Site ST15 threatens York's historic environment, cultural heritage, character and setting as well
Parish Council as impacting the natural habitats that exist within the airfield - again threatening one of York's
biggest attractions in Elvington Airfield.
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Does not consider the document to be sound as the presented evidence base is incomplete and
Parish Council inaccurate. Believes that Elvington would be adversely affected by the ST15 proposal and
therefore the document is in conflict with National Policy Site ST15 as it would not converse of
enhance York’s historic environment, cultural heritage and character, whilst arguably destroying
one of York’s biggest attractions.
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Original ST15 site should be re-instated as this was consistent with national and local policies in
Parish Council terms of local cooperation and reduces this risk to biodiversity.
102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Objects location of ST15 — Original location of the proposed site was generally supported by the

Parish Council

residents and Elvington Parish Council as it is believed this site would cause less harm to the
biodiversity of the area given the protected greenspace. Not enough separation between ST15
and Elvington — original location would retain Elvington as a rural village but new location leaves
Elvington as a suburb of a new town, thus creating an urban landscape the plan seeks to avoid.
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102 | Elvington Section 05 Housing Site Allocation ST15 | Do not believe the allocation of ST15 is in accordance with sustainable development principles —
Parish Council Document EX-CYC-62 Sustainability Appraisal (Modifications) states that ST15 will have a

significant negative effect on the biodiversity of the area given that Elvington Airfield is identified
as a SINC for birds and species-rich grassland.

114 | lan Henderson | Whole Plan - Respondent does not consider the document to be sound as it fails on the test of soundness with
respect to justification.

114 | lan Henderson | Whole Plan - No consideration has been given to the effects of either Brexit or the pandemic on the whole
scope of the local plan.

114 | lan Henderson | Whole Plan - The Census, the results of which may be known by the time of the hearing, should be
considered.

114 | lan Henderson | Whole Plan - Local residents' views not just on the scope of housing need but on the whole effect on the
environment of the city must now be taken into account far more than previously.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
118 | Historic Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Supportive of the proposed approach to simplify and clarify the methodology for delineating the
England Strategy Sustainable Growth | proposed green belt boundaries.
for York
118 | Historic Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering The definition of 5 assessment criteria, each related directly to one of the three green belt
England Strategy Sustainable Growth | purposes identified as relevant to York, provides a clear logical thread between the different
for York stages of the methodology. The origin of the three criteria relating to Green Belt purpose 4 'to
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' lies in the Heritage Topic Paper.
Compactness, Landmark Monuments and Landscape setting demonstrably contribute the special
character of York to varying degrees depending on the location. Reducing the number of
considerations referred to and being clearer about the purpose of each, through explanation of
their relevance, has provided a stronger and simpler rationale for the extent of the green belt.
118 | Historic Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Acknowledge and support proposed amendments to the boundaries around the University in
England Strategy (Green Belt) order to align with clearly defined features as consistent with national policy - but with
amendments (see proposed modification)
118 | Historic Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Section 7 Boundary 7-8 are unchanged and it remains respondents view that Lakeside way
England Strategy (Green Belt) would form appropriate boundary in accordance with the para. 8.47 of TP1
119 | Environment Section 12 - No Policy added in relation to Water Framework Directive as requested in our Regulation 19

Agency

Environmental Quality
and Flood Risk

response (28 March 2018) and subsequently agreed in a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
(6 December 2019) with the City of York Council (CoYC).
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
119 | Environment Section 12 - Add Water Framework Directive as requested in our Regulation 19 response (28 March 2018)
Agency Environmental Quality and subsequently agreed in a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (6 December 2019) with the
and Flood Risk City of York Council (CoYC).
119 | Environment Section 12 - Attended a Duty to Cooperate meeting with CoYC on 17 June 2021 and it was agreed that CoYC
Agency Environmental Quality would address our concerns (Water Framework Directive) in line with the SoCG later in the
and Flood Risk examination process.
119 | Environment Whole Plan - Strategic | - Submitted Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) is intended to supersede the previous version
Agency Flood Risk Assessment from 2013. Welcome the updating of the evidence base in relation to flood risk. Have some
concerns with revised SFRA, in the context of the Local Plan we consider it sound. Raised these
concerns at the Duty to Cooperate meeting and subsequently provided feedback to CoYC on the
document directly.
122 | York Whole Plan - Respondent considers the document to be broadly sound. Previous concerns regarding the lack
Racecourse of evidence underpinning the Green Belt Strategy and inconsistency in its proposed boundaries
have been resolved, to the point the respondent considers the document to be sound.
122 | York Section 03 Spatial Policies Map With respect to PM93, the respondent supports the removal of its developed area from the
Racecourse Strategy (Green Belt) Green Belt however suggests amendments that would make this PM more sound.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
122 | York Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Failure to include the whole of the built footprint of the Racecourse will not support its
Racecourse Strategy (Green Belt) sustainable development, contributing to valuable social, cultural and economic contributions
within the city.
122 | York Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering It would be prudent to exclude the whole of the main racecourse where future development is
Racecourse Strategy Sustainable Growth | most likely to take place, particularly given that CYC's stated aim is to avoid having to further
for York alter the GB boundary at the end of the Plan period 2033.
122 | York Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Respondent agrees broadly with the comments set out in Topic paper 1, that the land to the
Racecourse Strategy (Green Belt) west of the proposed boundary and beyond is identified as being of primary importance to the
setting of the historic city as part of an historic stray. However, the respondent argues that this is
not applicable to the developed footprint of the Weighing Room and adjacent buildings.
122 | York Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Whilst the respondent supports the removal of its developed area from the Green Belt, the
Racecourse Strategy (Green Belt) revised boundary should include the entire built-up area of the site rather than using the access
road running through to define the boundary. Respondent proposes that the boundary should
follow the outside edge of the racetrack along the western boundary. A revised boundary which
excludes the whole of the developed footprint would make the plan sound, consistent with the
five purposes of the GB set out in para 134 of the NPPF.
122 | York Section 03 Spatial Policies Map The developed footprint of the Weighing Room and adjacent buildings should be excluded from
Racecourse Strategy (Green Belt) the GB.
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122 | York Section 09 Green Gl6 Open Space Respondent supports the PM102 under Policy GI6.
Racecourse Infrastructure Provision

122 | York Section 09 Green GI6 Open Space The wording of the revised Policy GI6 must make it clear that the land is used by the Racecourse
Racecourse Infrastructure Provision operationally and that as a private, gated site it is not accessible as amenity space for the general

public.

127 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation H39 | Plan is not positively prepared as site H39 is not based on comprehensively and consistently
Individual applied objectively assessed development and infrastructure considerations.

127 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation H39 | The plan strategy leading to the allocation of site H39 is not the most appropriate strategy when
Individual considered against alternative locations for this site.

127 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation H39 | Strategy leading to allocation of H39 does not deliver sustainable development in accordance
Individual with the policies in the NPPF.
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SID

Respondent

Plan Section

Related Policy/ Site
Allocation(s)

Summary of Comments

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan

Dissatisfaction with the nature of the consultation process and public engagement. Not user-
friendly or transparent in terms of decision making. Assumption of high degree of IT
competence. Not genuine public consultation.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

Site Allocation H39

Location of Sustainable Development & Sustainability Appraisal City of York Local Plan: Preferred
Sites Consultation Document (2016) notes claim H39 would reduce impact on climate change,
but lack of published methodology so no more than an unsupported assertion. Planning and
Environmental team does not explain how the development of this site would ameliorate
climate change, particularly when Elvington has such limited local transport services and so
distant from where people work and spend their money(compared with alternative sites). Great
reliance on the use of private cars.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

Plan Pre-Publication (Reg. 18 consultation, September 2017), the following was said: common
practice for the Sustainability Appraisals is to select Sustainability Objectives and divide them
into more detailed Sub-Objectives, providing consistent basis for testing the sustainability
performance of proposed development sites. Removes some subjectivity otherwise inherent in
appraisals at strategic level. No attempt has been made to weight the sustainability scores and
performance of alternative housing sites. It must be the case some sustainability objective (e.g.
maintaining openness and amenity of green belt are more important than others. This criticism
applies equally to Wood City of York Local Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum for
the Proposed Modifications Consultation (June 2019).

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Appendix 'G' Residential Sites paragraph 2.5 sets out SA criteria 1 to
4. They do not include "Green Belt" and this is and error of omission.
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SID

Respondent

Plan Section

Related Policy/ Site
Allocation(s)

Summary of Comments

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

SA methodology not fully explained in rational terms. Simply asserts sites must score 22 overall
without explanation to why this cut-off is appropriate. Was it selected because the sustainability
process would not otherwise identify sufficient land for development? If so this is hardly
scientific in terms of protecting environmental capital. The methodology fails to incorporate
weighting of the scoring according to relative importance of individual sustainability criteria. It is
not realistic to assume all criteria of the same importance. For example, protecting and
maintaining the openness of green belt should be given more weight than other criteria. In these
respects, SA is not sufficiently objective.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

Site Allocation H39

SA Appendix 'J' Managing Development in the Green Belt (GB1 to GB4). "potential negative
effects" on the Green Belt (because of providing housing to meet local needs), does not explain
what these negative effects would be. "monitoring [the effects of housing on the Green Belt] can
be applied”, without saying whether the monitoring will actually be carried out, or how, or when
it will be carried out to have meaningful influence on SA. Given Green Belt status of Site H39 this
is a significant omission. Proposed Modifications (2021) there is still no transparency about this
monitoring, whether it has been carried out and if so the influence it has had on the Local Plan
process.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

SA Appendix 'K' policy topic- Location of Housing Growth (Page K103), sets out approach to
development in the Green Belt, but given absence of Green Belt as a sustainability criterion
there in no clarity over the influence of Green Belt in SA Appraisal process. Core Strategy Issues
and Option, Option 2 (September 2007) states that when considering which area is most suitable
for exclusion from green belt, it may be necessary to apply different tests to different
circumstances. Goes against fundamental principle of SA, which is that all alternative housing
sites should be appraised comprehensively and consistently against the same sustainability
objective criteria, for fair comparison of sustainability performance of alternative sites.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

The correct methodological approach is to apply the same tests to different circumstances at all
alternative sites to assess their sustainability performance. (Page K108) referring to consultation
responses to Local Plan Preferred Options (June 2015), states a mixture of objections to the
wording of the Green Belt policy. Take the view that there was a lack of clarity, definition and
consistency in application of Green belt policy by CYC within SA process.
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SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
127 | Private Whole Plan - - Local Plan Publication draft 2018, consultation form Part B Question 5.(4), we were concerned to
Individual Sustainability Appraisal note that our comments on the inadequacy of the SA in respect of Green Belt issues rather
dismissively misrepresented and inadequately addressed within the LPPD process. SA is flawed
and the LPPD is neither justified or sound. Wood City of York Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal
Report Addendum — Proposed modifications Consultation (June 2019), addendum SA does not
address or invalidate the above points
127 | Private Whole Plan - - SA needs to integrate housing allocations and transport planning. Residents of Elvington are not
Individual Sustainability Appraisal well-served by public transport and the existing residents rely on the private car to get to
work/shopping/leisure activities. Adding to the population in this location is not a sustainable
development.
127 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 | Respondent believes Local plan fails the test of soundness. "Positively Prepared", allocation of
Individual Strategy site H39 is not based on comprehensively and consistently applied objectively assessed
development and infrastructure considerations. "Justification", plan strategy leading to the
allocation of site H39 is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against alternative
locations for this site. "Consistency with National Policy" strategy leading to allocation of H39
does not deliver sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.
127 | Private Whole Plan - Site Allocation H39 | Green Belt City Of York Local Plan: Preferred Sites Consultation Document (2016), states: “the
Individual Sustainability Appraisal site represents a modest extension to the existing village of Elvington and would provide a

logical rounding off of the settlement limits. Therefore, the site is not considered to serve
greenbelt purposes.” This statement pre-empted the emerging local plan which detailed green
belt boundaries for the first time, and revealed prejudice against retaining the Green Belt at site
H39. Rounding off of settlements might appear convenient, but does not negate the
contribution of land thus lost from the green belt. Rounding of the settlements is not a
sustainability objective, and variability of the urban fringe is a quality that contributes to the
character of the landscape around the villages greenbelt. These points are supported by the
notes to the consultation document, that states planning inspector had previously concluded
that “this site served greenbelt purposes and that its development would radically alter the
character of the village”.
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127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

Wood City of York Local Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum- Proposed
modifications consultation (June 2019). Within the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum,
the Sustainability Objectives for landscape make no reference to Green Belt. Potentially
inconsistent and subjective analysis in respect of implications of Green Belt SA.

127

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Site Allocation H39

SP5 states Elvington village "does not contribute to openness of the Green Belt (page A4:81).
However, parts of the village environs, like the land at H39, do contribute to openness of the
greenbelt. Greenbelt purpose 1 (criterion 4) (page A4:86) refers to, “presence of low-density
residential buildings [in the vicinity of site H39 (Site 95)] with a strong sense of openness”, this is
stated as an increase risk of "sprawl!", but he green belt analysis fails to recognise that inner
boundaries of H39 represent a soft boundary and gradual transition from agriculture to village,
which is a valuable visual amenity. There's an existing, well established "landscape buffer".

127

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Site Allocation H39

Green Belt purpose 1 (Criterion 4) (page A4:87) , “Towards the south-western extent of the
village, land at the former rectory and adjoining farm has seen infill development; the presence
of a number of similarly large, detached properties in extensive grounds south of Church Lane
risks further sprawl occurring”. It is not explained why detached properties, (which are
otherwise said to contribute towards the strong sense of openness in this area (see Green Belt
purpose 1, Criterion 4 are considered a risk of "further sprawl". Green Belt purpose 3 (Criterion
5) (page A4:88), “while there are a number of isolated detached properties positioned along
Church Lane, their setting in extensive grounds or agricultural use gives surrounding land a
predominantly open and rural nature, in contrast to the more densely developed village edge to
the north....”. Points to the existing visual amenity value of site H39 in this part of the green
belt, which seems to have gone unremarked in the green belt analysis. An oversight, when
Church lane is part of Wilberforce Way, a major recreational route used by many, including
Elvington residents.

127

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Site Allocation H39

Strategic Permanence. (page A4:90) refers to "meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development when defining Green Belt boundaries.... and directing development to the most
sustainable locations”. It stated, “Land to all edges of Elvington has access to two or more
services within 800, and therefore could potentially provide a sustainable location for growth.”
Not stating what these services are, there is also much more sustainable development than the
convenient availability of services. Topic paper does not explain how building houses in green
belt site H39 can be considered a sustainable development when Elvington has such limited local
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services. Village is so distant from where people work and spend their money, with a reliance on
private cars.

127

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Site Allocation H39

Determining a Clear and Defensible Boundary, (page A4:95), “potential for the village of
Elvington to grow within a sustainable pattern of development, to the southern extent of
Boundary 4; the site represents a modest extension to the existing village of Elvington”. The
Topic paper does not explain how building houses on the green belt at site H39 can be
considered sustainable development or contributing towards a sustainable pattern (undefined)
of development. Permanence of Proposed Boundary (page A4:98) refers to need to create
"landscape buffers" to the western boundary of H39 allocation. This would be a consequence of
building houses on land that currently has a strong sense of openness with an established soft
boundary and gradual transition from agriculture to village, valuable visual amenity. The
introduction of artificial "landscape buffer" for new houses would represent an obvious urban
extension and loss of visual amenity.

127

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Site Allocation H39

Topic paper is an exercise in working back from the answer, i.e. conveniently "rounding off" the
green belt site H39. Unfortunately Annex 4 presents an unsubstantiated, contradictory and
subjective analysis that ignores the value of the existing green belt transition into Elvington
village that is currently enjoyed by many people. NPPF Para. 133 states, “the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence”. Analysis of H39 does not
acknowledge the important contribution that this site currently makes toward openness in this
part of Elvington. Para. 136 states, “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be
altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified...". The local plan
process despite the complexity and volume, has not provided the evidence or justification for
the proposed alteration of the green belt site H39. Para. 145 (e) refers to limited "infilling" in
villages as permitted exception to the protection of green belt, but H39 would be visually
apparent as an obvious urban extension.
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127 | Private Whole Plan - - The omission of green belt protection as a Sustainability Objective from the Sustainability
Individual Sustainability Appraisal Appraisal is a flaw in the methodology applied.
127 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation H39 Other Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt has to be carried out
Individual Strategy with a consistent approach to Green Belt issues in respect of all sites, and without prejudice
against site H39 (Site 95).
127 | Private Whole Plan - Habitats Site Allocation H39 | HRA: preferred sites consultation document (2016), in response to this document we said H39
Individual Regulations lies within250m of the River Derwent, a Ramsar, SAC/SPA, and SSSI. Natural England's condition
Assessment assessment in 2009 found the river in an unfavourable condition and the Environmental Agency
is working with them to restore the river and it environs to a favourable condition. With H39
having the assumed occupancy rate of 2.4 people per household, a development of 32 houses
and 77 new residents in the southern part of the village closest to the River Derwent. A
significant number of people will use the footpath by the Church alongside the river, this will
include additional dog waters. this will add additional pressures to the River Derwent.
127 | Private Whole Plan - Habitats Site Allocation H39 | Additional dog walkers using the footpath by the church alongside the River Derwent
Individual Regulations (Wilberforce way) causes concern of pet predation of wildlife in respect of Ramsar and European
Assessment Habitats. 2021 household pet ownership (33% dogs/27% cats-Pet food manufacturers

association). With the development of around 32 houses at site H39, 10 dogs and 8 cats would
be introduced in addition to pets already in the area and those using the Wilberforce way. Dog
walker are likely to use the footpath from the church and allow them to run free on the
floodplain of the Derwent. Dogs will chase wild animals, ground-nesting birds, introduce
unwanted eutrophication by fouling. Studies on Thames Basin Heath SPA, Natural England
recognises cats will roam within 400m of their keepers home, up to 1km. Most cats would be
free to roam with the floodplain forming part of their territory, predating mammals and birds.
These additional pressures on the River Derwent are likely to work against the restoration of this
habitat.
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127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan - Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Site Allocation H39

Preferred Sites Consultation Document (2016) we said site H39 likely to require a HRA to
determine whether the development would have a significant effect on the RAMSAR/SAC/SPA.
Carry out appropriate assessment under the HRA. Pre-Publication draft (Regulation 18
Consultation (September 2017) in response to this document HRA was carried out by
consultants in respect of new housing developments of the River Derwent SAC and H39 was
incorrectly screened out as having no conceivable effect on the condition of the SAC.
(September 2017) HRA carried out at a high (i.e. generalised) level, issues of recreational
pressure and pet predation were not properly addressed. screening test under the Habitats
Regulations (Regulation 105(1) refers) states that “Where a land use plan.... (a) is likely to have a
significant effect on a European site.... (either alone or in-combination with plans or projects).”
Wilberforce Way is such an in-combination “project”. The Waterman report (page 7) goes on to
say that “likely” in the context of a “likely.... significant effect” is “a low threshold and simply
means that there is a risk or doubt regarding such an effect”. It is not clear what Waterman
means by a “low threshold”, and “simply means”, but in general ecological practice, a
precautionary approach is required for HRA screening for the protection of Ramsars, SACs, SPAs
and SSSls of national significance, like the River Derwent. The Waterman approach (“low
threshold”, and “simply means”), is not precautionary. Table 5 (page 34) of the Waterman report
shows that site H39 (Site95) has been screened out from the need to carry out an Appropriate
Assessment because this allocation is “not likely to have an effect on a European site”. The table
refers to “No conceivable effect on a European site”. This is an exaggerated overstatement, is
not based on any factual evidence. It ignores the precautionary principle and the evidence of
increased recreational pressure and pet predation we have presented.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan - Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Site Allocation H39

Appendix B recognises site H39 is situated a few hundred metres from the River Derwent, but
goes on to say “Even in such close proximity, localised effects associated with development can
be ruled out.”. However no evidence has been put forward to support this assertion. “Given the
lack of access locally, the proximity of the allocation is considered to be largely inconsequential.
Even where access can be gained, the European site is largely confined to the channel and
regarded as relatively resilient to public pressure.” Clearly misleading, no lack of access locally,
the Wilberforce Way follows Church Lane and the public footpath beside the church down to the
River Derwent. That the European site is said by Waterman to be “largely confined to the
channel and regarded as relatively resilient to public pressure” is not said in the Appropriate
Assessments carried out for policies SS13/ST15 (Wheldrake) and SS18/ST33 (New Garden Village,
Elvington), therefore this so-called resilience does not apply to recreational pressure from site
H39.Table 5 (page 35) recognises the likely significant effects on the River Derwent as a result of
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recreational pressure arising from policies SS13/ST15 (Wheldrake) and $18/ST33 (New Garden
Village, Elvington), and Table 9 (page 136) states that “mitigation must be added” to these
policies if pursued. Extensive mitigation measures considered to be appropriate for these sites
by Watermann set out in Table 8 (page 102) not mentioned in respect to H39.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan - Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Site Allocation H39

Summary in respect to H39 HRA Waterman report does not address with sufficient scientific
certainty the potential effects of increased recreational pressures and pet predation on the
designated features and conservation objectives of the River Derwent RAMSAR/SSSI/SAC/SPA.
Waterman (“No conceivable effect”, “localised effects can be ruled out”, and the
“inconsequential” proximity of site H39 (Site 95) demonstrate a dismissive, rather than
precautionary approach. Appropriate Assessment was carried out for policies S513/ST15
(Wheldrake) and SS18/ST33 (New Garden Village, Elvington), and mitigation measure proposed.
H39 (Site 95) is closer to the River Derwent and would, combined with the Wilberforce Way
subject the River Derwent to increased recreational pressure. It is untrue that H39 would have
“No conceivable effect on a European site”, as asserted by Waterman, based on no evidence.
The HRA is flawed, because an Appropriate Assessment has not been carried out on Site H39 and
no mitigation has been considered, mitigation must be sufficient to remove all reasonable
scientific doubt about the risk of potential effects, and the findings of an Appropriate
Assessment require a high degree of scientific certainty.

127

Private
Individual

Whole Plan - Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

Site Allocation H39

The HRA should have included an evidence based Appropriate Assessment of recreational
pressures and pet predation on the River Derwent statutory nature conservation site of
international (Ramsar), European (SAC/SPA), and national (SSSI) significance.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

Draft plan fails to address York's employment needs by not allocating or safeguarding sufficient
employment land as part of the review of Green Belt boundaries. This is a major failing of the
draft Plan.
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers the PM's to fail to address the shortfall of employment land identified in
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | the draft local plan.
for York
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent believes the drafted Local Plan put forward is not the most appropriate strategy in
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | terms of overall sustainability. Without comprehensive Green Belt review, reliable and up to
for York date evidence base and subsequent analysis of employment allocations, it is not possible to
properly conclude the Local Plan is justified, likely to be effective, positively prepared or
consistent with the NPPF.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Draft Plan cannot be considered most appropriate strategy in terms of overall sustainability
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | without a new comprehensive Green Belt review and subsequent allocation of further land to
for York meet the identified shortfall in employment land needs. As submitted, it is not possible to
conclude that the draft Plan is justified, likely to be effective, positively prepared or consistent
with the NPPF.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering TP Addendum January 2021 does little to build upon the previous Addendum submitted or
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | address concerns raised during the course of the examination of the Local Plan over
for York methodology behind the Green Belt review for York. TP 1 Addendum and its subsequent Annex's
is considered to provide selective review of York's Green Belt and retrospectively seeks to justify
Local Plan strategy already adopted. CYC acknowledge that the growth planned in the Local Plan
cannot be accommodated without a review of Green Belt boundaries but, as submitted, the
Local Plan evidence base only includes a selective review of York s Green Belt, which has been
carried out retrospectively to justify a pre-existing employment (and housing) strategy.
141 | Oakgate Group | Whole Plan - CYC s approach only assessing selected allocations means that more suitable land has potentially
PLC (Oakgate) been overlooked and it is not possible to conclude that the Local Plan can be put forward as the

most appropriate strategy in terms of overall sustainability.
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers TP 1 Addendum fails to demonstrate how Council has assessed the Green
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | Belt contribution of individual parcels of land and is absent of robust scoring system. They
for York consider the Council to rely on historic and incomplete work on the green belt, including the
2003 'The Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal', 16 pages long, and subsequent 2011 update,
which did not methodically review the 2003 Appraisal but was limited only to responding to
comments submitted.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Only referral to the review of individual sites is within Annex 5 which assesses sites proposed to
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | be allocated by the Council. There is no equivalent Green Belt assessment of discounted sites in
for York the Council's evidence base which demonstrates that comparative analysis of reasonable
alternatives has been properly undertaken.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers the council to have a backward approach to the green belt, with the lack
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | of availability of this data, and also the time period it has taken the Council to even prepare an
for York updated Addendum with Annex's showing the Council's methodology which should have been
readily available upon publication of the Local Plan (February 2018) but has instead taken over 3
years to formulate.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Considered a comprehensive Green Belt appraisal should be completed to allow for all
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | reasonable alternatives to be considered. .
for York
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Considered a comprehensive Green Belt appraisal should be completed to allow for all
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy (Green Belt) reasonable alternatives to be considered. Should include Land at Naburn (Naburn Business Park)

which was assessed by the Council as not warranting inclusion in the Green Belt in 2003 and
2005 and only subsequently altered in 2011 for inclusion within the Green Belt following an
objection from Fulford Parish Council with no comprehensive appraisal or justification.
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondents consider a comprehensive Green Belt review is necessary to ensure consistency
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | with the spatial strategy and to ensure that the boundaries will not need to be reviewed again at
for York the end of the plan period in accordance with NPPF para. 85. This is the same conclusion that the
Inspector for the Leeds City Council Core Strategy reached in September 2014. This is particularly
relevant in York because: a) it will be the first time that York's Green Belt has been properly
defined; and b) the identified shortfall of employment land identified in Policy EC1.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers further Green Belt evidence submitted in the form of TP 1 Addendum,
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | does not address previous concerns over the methodology behind site allocations and a
for York comprehensive Green Belt review should be undertaken.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent believes the drafted Local Plan put forward is not the most appropriate strategy in
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | terms of overall sustainability. Without comprehensive Green Belt review, reliable and up to
for York date evidence base and subsequent analysis of employment allocations, it is not possible to
properly conclude the Local Plan is justified, likely to be effective, positively prepared or
consistent with the NPPF.
141 | Oakgate Group | Whole Plan - Respondent does not consider the document to comply with duty to cooperate, no justification
PLC (Oakgate) given.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Naburn Business Park (EX/CYC/59f_YDO boundary 1) In June 2019, planning application
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land submitted to the City of York Council for a new business park on the site (application ref:

19/01260/0UTM). (Respondent include masterplan). The proposals will meet employment
needs that have not been adequately addressed through the Local Plan, delivering 2,000 new
jobs, an enhanced park and ride facility and better public access to the Green Belt. The
application is yet to be determined.
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers draft Plan fail's to address York's employment needs by not allocating or
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | safeguarding sufficient employment land as part of the review of Green Belt boundaries. This is a
for York major failing of the draft Plan. Draft Plan therefore cannot be considered most appropriate
strategy in terms of overall sustainability without a new comprehensive Green Belt review and
subsequent allocation of further land to meet the identified shortfall in employment land needs.
As submitted, it is not possible to conclude that the draft Plan is justified, likely to be effective,
positively prepared or consistent with the NPPF.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering To be found sound respondent considers, flaws should be remedied now, with the opportunity
PLC (Oakgate) Strategy Sustainable Growth | for informed participation. They believe this will require a new comprehensive Green Belt
for York review and analysis of alternative options to meet employment (and housing) needs taking into
account the current economic position of York in 2021. This would allow a detailed review of the
deliverability of identified employment land and an assessment of the consequences of the
proposed employment strategy on job creation to ensure that the Local Plan can be put forward
as the most appropriate strategy in terms of overall sustainability. Without this analysis it is not
possible to properly conclude the Local Plan is justified, likely to be effective, positively prepared
or consistent with the NPPF.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of PM 16/17 -Policy EC1 (Employment Allocations), which seeks to deliver forecast employment
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land land requirement of 231,239 sqm, including 107,081 sgm of office floorspace, over the plan

period. Historic undersupply of office space in York, which has led to a vacancy rate of less than
2%1. The PM's to Policy EC1 are minor and relate only to the footnote and explanatory text for
Proposed Employment Allocation E18 (Towthorpe Lines, Strensall). The land identified for
employment therefore remains unchanged within the Local Plan by

modifications proposed. Respondents therefore maintain that the Local Plan does not allocate
sufficient office floorspace through the employment allocations identified. They reiterate that
the Council are over reliant on York Central which accounts for 93% of the total office floorspace
requirement and over 40% of all allocated employment land within the Plan. York Central is
considered to have significant constraints, in terms of deliverability, but is also limited by the
type of office floorspace it can deliver to the market.
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141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

PM's fail to reflect latest position at York Central and continue to overstate the amount of office
space that can be delivered: Planning permission for York Central, approved in March 2019,
includes between 70,000sgm and 87,693 sgm of office space. The majority of which (anticipated
76,762sq.m) is intended to be delivered within Phases 3-4 of the scheme's phasing plan with
Phases 1 and 2 focused on the delivery of residential development. Phases 3 and 4 are set to be
completed by 2033 and have start dates ranging between 2023 and 2026 (as of July 2021 no
reserved matters applications have been submitted as of yet relating to office

development). Proposed allocation for York Central in the draft Local Plan is for 100,000

sgm. This means at York Central there will be a shortfall of at least 12,000 sqm, and potentially
up to 30,000sgm, of office floorspace against the draft Local Plan allocation. This is alongside,
very little Page 3 delivered in the early stages of the plan period (anticipated 8,525sg.m within
Phase 1) with the majority focused within Phase 3 and 4.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

Respondent considers PM's don't alter the fact that there are no other allocations included

in draft Local Plan that include a specific requirement for office floor space. Each of the other
remaining allocations within the draft Local Plan therefore only include for the potential for
some B1 floorspace. There is no guarantee that office floorspace will be delivered at these
remaining sites as ancillary to other uses which means combined with the shortfall at York
Central, there is potentially 37,000sq.m of office floor space unaccounted for in the draft Local
Plan.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

In respondents hearing statements prepared in December 2019 (Appendix IV) each of the
remaining office employment allocations have in addition been analysed based upon land
ownership and tenancy which further demonstrates that the likelihood of office floorspace being
delivered on these sites is severely limited.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

Since preparation of these hearing statements, an application at Northminster Business Park
(Ref:21/00796/FULM) has been approved with further substantiates respondent statements
made previously and highlights failure to provide office floorspace on allocated land.
Northminster Business Park is allocated under Policy EC1 as ST19: Land at Northminster Business
Park for 49,500sq.m of employment floorspace. The suitable employment uses for this site as set
by the draft Local Plan include Blc, B2, B8 and an element of Bla. The application determined
for this site at the CYC July 2021 committee nonetheless only approves permission for a
5,570sg.m distribution centre (Use Class B8). This application therefore demonstrates the highly
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likely scenario that outside of the York Central, limited office floorspace will actually be realised
in the remaining employment allocations with a key focus of these sites falling within B2 and B8
uses.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Respondent states, Naburn Business Park includes 25,000sgm of office floorspace, they consider
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land that this could help plug office floorspace gap they have identified in the draft Local Plan. An
application has been submitted to CYC, which is supported by an EIA and a suite of technical
documents which demonstrates how the proposals represent sustainable development, which
could be delivered immediately to meet York's unmet employment needs.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Employment allocations in draft Plan, respondent believe should identify a mix of sites to
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land reflect needs of different markets and occupiers (who will have differing locational drivers). York
Central will be desirable location for some office occupiers, but it will not suit the needs of those
sectors with a higher dependency on occupiers who need quick access to the road network
(either for commuting or for business reasons). Other types of occupiers may also prefer a
campus style business park environment to a city centre location for reasons of security or
privacy, for example headquarters of large businesses, defence organisations and data centres,
which the Naburn Business Park is designed to the meet the needs of.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Respondent maintain, Policy EC1 is not justified, is unlikely to be effective, does not represent
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land positive planning and is not consistent with the NPPF. Policy EC1 should therefore be re-
addressed taking into account the recent positions on each of the allocated sites and should
allocate further employment sites to address the shortfall in office floorspace.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Policy EC1 should take into account the recent positions on each of the allocated sites and
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land should allocate further employment sites to address the shortfall in office floorspace.
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141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

York Economic Outlook report aims to provide update to 2015 results which were used to
underpin the Local Plan. It is stated that the update is to understand the current outlook for York
and assess whether there has been any significant change to the forecast since Local Plan was
produced. Respondent consider, the Council have taken some significant time to respond to all
outstanding matters and queries raised during the Hearings Stage 1 in December 2019 and are
now in a position whereby this document is again out of date. The evidence base which
underpins the Local Plan therefore does not account for the past year and a half which more
importantly than just the passage of time, does not reflect one of the most pivotal periods of
time for the world's economy due to the impact of Covid-19. It consequently cannot be said that
the evidence base for the Local Plan, and most certainly this document, is reliable and it is not
possible to properly conclude the Local Plan is justified, likely to be effective, positively prepared
or consistent with the NPPF as a result.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

An up to date, reliable economic evidence base is imperative to the Local Plan for various
reasons but in particular when it comes to assessing the employment land allocated within the
Plan. Impossible to ensure only the most suitable and sustainable sites for employment have
been chosen if the Council does not have a clear steer on the economy within York and where
this is likely to be heading over the course of the Plan period.

141

Oakgate Group
PLC (Oakgate)

Section 04 Economy
and Retail

EC1 Provision of
Employment Land

Para. 80 NPPF state planning policies and decisions should help create conditions which
businesses can invest, expand and adapt and significant weight should be placed on the need to
support economic growth and productivity . The Plan for York should therefore set out a clear
economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic
growth , enables a rapid response to change in economic circumstances and will meet
anticipated needs over the Plan period (Para. 81, NPPF). In accordance with Para. 82 of NPFF the
Plan should also recognise and address the specific locational requirements of different sectors.
This includes making provision for clusters or networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative
or high technology industries; and for storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales
and in suitably accessible locations .
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Updated Economic Outlook report should thus be produced to inform the Local Plan and in
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land particular Policy EC1 so that the sites allocated for employment can be assessed as to whether
these are still most suitable and sustainable sites for York s economy and market sector going
forward. It will be critical to understand whether the correct amount of floorspace has been
allocated to kick start the economy and also whether correct locations have been chosen based
upon the impacts of Covid-19 and the sectors currently seeking to invest.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Respondent considers its clear that the demand for office space within the centres of cities has
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land slowed as a result of Covid-19 and a key focus for all cities, including York, will be about ensuring
sites are available in alternative locations to continue to attract and retain business in the city
for those who may prefer sites which are located outside the centre and are better connected to
good transport links.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of In relation to general business/workspace demand that the industrial warehouse and
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land distribution sectors continue to demonstrate high levels of demand nationally, regionally and
locally. Employment land and building availability in York in this sector is currently only restricted
to handful of smaller sites going forward and thus the potential to capture jobs and investment
from the larger internet based manufacturers/business's and distributers for York are currently
limited.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Taking Proposed allocations at Northminster Business Park, Annamine Nurseries site and

PLC (Oakgate)

and Retail

Employment Land

Poppleton Garden Centre which would be only sites which could in theory support these
companies going forward, it is proving impossible to see how these sites could cater for this
growth. The Annimine Nurseries site is reserved by the Shepherd Group exclusively for potential
future use by their Portacabin business, the Poppleton Garden Centre is in full use by owner
occupier Dobbies and the Northminster Business Park is focused on B8 uses with no current
plans for office space. As an example, respondents are aware that Pavers Group have been
looking for 20,000 sq ft of office building with a preference for the South of the

City. Respondents then take this company therefore as a case study of a successful and
expanding York based manufacturing and internet sales group, then expansion options to bring
together their sales & distribution services are extremely limited in York. These business's need
floor and site area to work efficiently together with good road and infrastructure connectivity
which is not currently provided by any of the allocations in the Local Plan. Resultantly,
businesses like Pavers could consider a relocation in the medium term to cities such as Leeds
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which would result in lost business for York and cut the city off from further, desperately
required, investment in this sector.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Naburn Business Park would provide a range of choice for variety of occupiers, which reflects the
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land fact that city centre space at York Central will not meet needs of all occupiers, particularly cost
sensitive SMEs and businesses that need good access to road network (for example industrial
warehouse and distribution companies). Naburn site will therefore be attractive to current
market in light of Covid-19, being well located for road network, accessing skilled workforce and
capable of providing a high quality business park environment and would help to address not
only the quantitative shortfall in office floorspace as highlighted previously in these
representations but the qualitative lack of alternative office locations outside of the centre of
York.
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of The PM's fail to address the shortfall of employment land identified in the draft Local Plan.
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land
141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Council s PM's fail to reflect latest position at each of the office employment allocation as
PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land identified by Policy EC1 in particular York Central and continue to overstate the amount of office

space that can be delivered.
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141 | Oakgate Group | Section 04 Economy EC1 Provision of Economic evidence base for Local Plan, Economic Outlook 2019, out of date and does not take

PLC (Oakgate) and Retail Employment Land into account the critical impact of Covid-19 on York's economy and the shift in the market to
inform suitable and sustainable employment allocations. An updated Economic Outlook report
should be published.

160 | CPRE North Whole Plan - Respondent considers document to comply with Duty to Cooperate. Respondent considered the
Yorkshire amended DtC document and consider the GB addendum document has been properly consulted
(CPRENY) on and prepared following consultation and work with neighbouring authorities, statutory

consultees and interest groups.

160 | CPRE North Whole Plan - CPRENY consider document to be sound, meeting the 4 tests as set out in the NPPF.

Yorkshire
(CPRENY)

181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Does not consider the document to be sound. Insufficient land is being released from the Green

Development Strategy Sustainable Growth | Belt to meet housing need. The approach to the Green Belt fails to reflect exceptional
for York circumstances for the release of land.
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Section 8 Boundary 34/PM95 — Alternative Site 220 to the south of the proposed boundary

Development

Strategy

(Green Belt)

should be included within the urban area.
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181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial Policies Map (Site 220) Land at Sim Balk Lane south of York College should be removed from the
Development Strategy (Green Belt) Green Belt Boundary.
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Does not consider the document to be sound. The plan fails to meet the true housing needs for
Development Strategy Sustainable Growth | the city of York and therefore the allocation of Site 220 is necessary to fulfil this.
for York
181 | Gateway Section 05 Housing H1 Housing Allocation of site 220 as an area for residential purposes to fulfil the housing need of the city
Development Allocations
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Policy SS1 fails to meet the level of housing require in York over the plan period and is not
Development Strategy Sustainable Growth | effective, not justified and not consistent with national policy as it will fail to meet the NPPF
for York approach to housing delivery and particularly to significantly boosting the supply of housing.
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering There is an undue level of reliance on the 2018 household projections

Development

Strategy

Sustainable Growth
for York
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181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Current annual provision of homes in the plan does not account for the application of the
Development Strategy Sustainable Growth | standard method. Does not account for the need for 573 affordable homes per annum
for York
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Current annual provision of homes in the plan does not account for historically low delivery of
Development Strategy Sustainable Growth | affordable housing of less than 10% of completions.
for York
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering The plan should provide a minimum of 1026 dwellings per annum
Development Strategy Sustainable Growth
for York
181 | Gateway Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Green Belt boundary should be repositioned (site 220) to the south of the school playing field
Development Strategy (Green Belt) and along the A64 eastwards to the point in which it intersects with Sim Balk Lane
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent does dot consider the document to be sound. Fails to meet the full OAHN.

Developments

Strategy

Sustainable Growth
for York
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182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Increase the housing requirement. otherwise recommend that upon adoption a review of the
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | Local Plan is immediately triggered.
for York
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Recommended that the housing requirement is increased to reflect the most up to date
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | Standard method. The HNA includes the 2020 Standard method calculation at 1,026 dpa.
for York
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering In order to make the local plan sound, the Housing Requirement in Policy SS1 is increased to a
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | minimum of 1,013 in line with the Standard Method Local Housing Need calculation.
for York
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent continues to recommend that the current supply of 512 units is annualised over the
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | first 5 years of the Plan rather than over the plan period.
for York
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent does not consider the document to be sound. Issues with the methodology;

Developments

Strategy

Sustainable Growth
for York

inadequate justification for inclusion of land west of chapelfields in the Green Belt.

73



SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering In relation to landmark monuments - not all views of Minster contribute in the same way - not
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | every single view of the Minster being significant or worthy of protection or contributing
for York towards the understanding of the historic core. Methodology is not robust in identifying Green
Belt boundaries that would serve the function of purpose 4 of GB.
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Lack of explanation for the derivation of the boundaries. Not clear how the boundaries have
Developments | Strategy Sustainable Growth | been decided - no explanation. In particular in the context of land west of Chapelfields.
for York
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Lack of consideration of the potential development put forward and the potential for an
Developments | Strategy (Green Belt) alternative boundary which allows for appropriate development to be accommodated in the
longer term.
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial Policies Map No consideration of proposed development put forward by interested parties - land at
Developments | Strategy (Green Belt) chapelfields has been submitted in great detail identifying a potential developable area but this
does not appear to have been considered in the assessment of defining detailed boundaries.
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Methodology does not define parcels of land and so is unable to quantify how much land

Developments

Strategy

Sustainable Growth
for York

extending from the suburban edge should be kept open to safeguard against sprawl,
encroachment.

74



SID | Respondent Plan Section Related Policy/ Site | Summary of Comments
Allocation(s)
182 | KCS Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Designate land west of Chapelfields outside the Green Belt.
Developments | Strategy (Green Belt)
191 | Private Whole Plan - Respondent does not consider document complies with Duty to Cooperate, believes no true
Individual consultation has taken place with the residents and elected representatives of Elvington.
191 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 EX/CYC/59f - Elvington Airfield Business Park (page 112) green belt proposal inconsistent and at
Individual Strategy odds with proposal elsewhere in draft document. Later papers retain SP1 within green belt
where as other papers in overall plan documents propose its removal from the greenbelt.
Believes its correct to retain within the greenbelt.
191 | Private Section 03 Spatial Policies Map Should SP1 not remain in the green belt, then they request that in the interest of equality and
Individual Strategy (Green Belt) non-discrimination, then the adjoining residential properties (Oaktrees, Brinkworth Hall,
Brinkworth Park House, The Old Coach House and Brinkworth Lodge and for consistency Hazel
Lodge) are also removed from green belt.
191 | Private Section 03 Spatial Site Allocation SP1 SP1 remaining in the green belt ceases to be an acceptable use of green belt under various items
Individual Strategy of legislation and national policy and thus, should itself, be removed from the plan.
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191 | Private Section 05 Housing Site Allocation SP1 | SP1 to be removed from the entire plan.
Individual
192 | Selby District Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Discussions have been ongoing between Selby District Council and the City of
Council Strategy Sustainable Growth | York Council throughout preparation of the Local Plan. Agreement that both Selby and York will
for York meet their own objectively assessed housing need within their own authority boundaries. This
position has been formalised by Selby (and York) and all other Local Authorities comprising the
Leeds City Region through the Leeds City Region Statement of Common Ground (March 2020).
192 | Selby District Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering The unique geography of the City Region determines that partner Councils have a close, but not
Council Strategy Sustainable Growth | dependent, relationship on each other for accommodating housing need/ That each Local
for York Planning Authority is planning for their own needs within their own boundaries. For the
avoidance of doubt this means that there is no housing shortfall or distribution of unmet need
required. New evidence base produced for the City of York Council includes a housing figure of
822 dwellings per annum (Housing Needs Update, September 2020). This differs significantly
from the standard methodology figure of 1,026 dwellings per annum. In light of the new
evidence base, the standard method and York’s complex housing supply position and to ensure
that the agreed position of meeting need is delivered, it is essential that the Inspectors are
confident that City of York can meet their own housing need within their own authority
boundary. Whilst we are aware that City of York Council are being tested under the NPPF
transitional arrangements, Selby council wish to seek assurances that City of York Council are
able to meet their future housing needs without impacting on Selby District.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Respondent considers Council failed to apply its own methodology in assessing housing sites for
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | potential site allocation through the site selection process. Failure of the Council to undertake a

for York

proper, objective assessment of the sustainability of sites coming forward for potential
allocation fails to meet the requirements of national planning policy and renders the plan
unsound. Furthermore, the Council has failed to provide justification for its methodology relating
to the upper site size threshold (35ha) leading to a flawed evidence base and unsound
Sustainability Appraisal.
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199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

The Council identified how Green Belt was assessed at the start of the plan process, but then
either failed to make the results sufficiently clear to follow, or simply ignored the findings when
allocating land for development. Alternative is that the Green Belt assessments were insufficient
as they only considered existing development and they were never designed to help to guide
where development might be acceptable in the future. This means that there are allocations
that do not follow the guidance which is set for existing development and there is no logic to the
process. Similarly, whilst it is noted that Green Belt boundaries should follow established
physical boundaries, in a number of cases they follow lines that have been drawn across fields
where there is no physical boundary and there never has been a physical boundary even in the
past. Some boundaries are following the field boundaries, are also not acceptable as there are
no physical features apart from the division between crops. The result is a Plan which fails to
give sufficient weight to existing Green Belt land and will not give sufficient protection to Green
Belt land in the future due to poorly considered decisions during the plan process.

199

Private
Individual

Whole Plan

Plan is fundamentally flawed. The only reasonable action that should be taken is a complete
restructure of the Plan and to start again in the Plan making process

199

Private
Individual

Whole Plan -
Sustainability Appraisal

2014 NPPF (Para.165) makes clear that 'planning policies and decisions should be based on up-
to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area'. This
paragraph also suggests that the sustainability appraisal should be integral and should 'consider
all the likely significant effects on the environment, economic and social factors'.

199

Private
Individual

Whole Plan

Para. 167 indicates assessments should be proportionate but should be started early in the plan-
making process. Para. 169-170 also indicate that the Historic environment should also be
considered, as well as landscape character assessments, particularly 'where there are major
expansion options assessments of landscape sensitivity'.
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199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Green Belt updates provided in January 2021 and addendums produced in May 2021 suggest
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | that the Green Belt work was carried out prior to the plan production, despite not being
for York produced until 2021.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Defining Green Belt' produced in January 2021 sets out how the Green belt was taken into
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | consideration in shaping the preferred options stage. Para. 4.58 indicates that a 'balanced’
for York approach would be taken, to protect and enhance the city's built natural environmental assets,
avoiding significant negative effects and delivering economic growth. As a result (para. 4.61)
Option 1 of spatial distribution of growth was taken forward which would prioritise development
within and/or as an extension to the urban area and through the provision of a single new
settlement. It is therefore not surprising that the Wiggington Road site (ST14) was, at the
preferred option stage, clearly designed to be an extension to the urban area, and the one new
settlement was ST15.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Having allocated sustainable urban extension, that would provide a significant level of
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | population that would support services and was connected to existing services and facilities
for York inside the ring road. However, having failed to realise that it was precluded by the apparently
identified need to retain open land around the main urban area, it might be thought that this
should have triggered a significant reconsideration to be made.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Green Belt update papers produced in 2021 aim to demonstrate that the Green Belt was
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | properly assessed before plan was submitted. However, analysis demonstrates that either the

for York

documents did not say what the 2021 documents suggest, or that this was ignored in the early
allocations in the plan. This led to a fundamental problem i.e. the urban area of York being
extended beyond the ring road at ST14.
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199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Highlights the flaw in the process which allowed only the Green Belt importance of land in
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | relation to existing development to be considered. This meant that sites were allocated on
for York Green Belt land that did fulfil important purposes of Green Belt (as the redrawing of ST14
indicates) because parts of the Green Belt where development was being considered were not
assessed for importance before sites were allocated.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering These mistakes are compounded by the failure to follow the clear principles set out in their own
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | documentation on the setting of new Green Belt boundaries, with boundaries being set that
for York have no physical features, and some that do not even follow historic field boundaries.
199 | Private Whole Plan - - Respondent refers back to their previous representations submitted on behalf of Mr J Harrison,
Individual Sustainability Appraisal the general principle of York's Sustainability Appraisal appears to be sound but the
document(s) have been produced on the basis of a flawed evidence base and so cannot
reasonably come to the correct conclusions in terms of assessing and testing of reasonable
alternatives. This continues to be the case despite the further evidence and justification
produced as part of the Council's audit trail document, which cements our thoughts entirely. The
Sustainability Appraisal and therefore the Plan itself is flawed and unsound on that basis.
199 | Private Section 03 Spatial SS1 Delivering Table 1 respondent provided has a timeline of documents produced to support the preparation
Individual Strategy Sustainable Growth | of the Local Plan in relation to the Council's site selection methodology . It identifies the
for York threshold site size used at that point in time to determine the sites to be fast tracked through
the site selection process due to their apparent capability of accommodating on site facilities
and services. The table also shows how the preparation of the various documents sits alongside
the consultation exercise undertaken in respect of the Publication Draft Local Plan and the
submission date of the Local Plan for Independent Examination.
199 | Private Section 05 Housing H1 Housing Acknowledged that amendments to the Local Plan can be made following the final consultation
Individual Allocations and prior to submission for Examination, the site threshold used in the preparation of the Local

Plan is particularly important and should have been in place and correct throughout the Plan
making process. Throughout the entire course of the preparation of the Local Plan, the threshold
for larger sites exempt from the criteria based assessment has been 100ha. Only at the very last
opportunity did CYC make the decision to reduce the threshold to 35ha. This conveniently
occurred after Airedon highlighted, in previous representations, the failure of the Council to

79



SID

Respondent

Plan Section

Related Policy/ Site
Allocation(s)

Summary of Comments

apply its own site selection methodology in the assessment of ST14, which fell below the 100ha
threshold but above the later 35ha threshold.

199

Private
Individual

Section 05 Housing

H1 Housing
Allocations

Failure in Council's approach to this issue is amplified by the inconsistency between the May
2018 SHLAA and the submitted February 2018 Publication Draft Local Plan Sustainability
Appraisal. On the one hand the Sustainability Appraisal, a key document in determining the
soundness of the Local Plan, identifies the threshold to be 100ha and on the other hand the later
SHLAA identifies the threshold to be 35ha, which is the figure that has since been put forward in
further evidence base documents such as the Audit Trail, which is the subject of this
consultation.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

Para. 2.18 of the Audit Trail evidence base document seeks to provide justification for the very
specific 35 hectare threshold applied and indeed amended from the previous 100 hectare
threshold. The paragraph states that a number of factors contributed to the change, including
the evolution of sites submitted at each consultation stage, technical evidence by the Council
and submitted by developers, as well as iterative and collaborative working between Officers
and site developers, and ongoing engagement in meetings and workshops. The threshold
determined by the Council is significant and changing it so dramatically has the ability to change
the shape of the Local Plan entirely when considering the importance of strategic housing sites.
At no point has the Council provided any concrete evidence to suggest that the radical, quick
decision on the threshold is appropriate and justified. Given the lack of evidence, they are
sceptical that any real thought has been attributed to it other than a desire to ensure that
certain sites are included as allocations despite them failing their own site selection
assessments.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

The para. 2.18 suggests that Officers were informed by best practice examples and national
publications released such as 'Locally-Led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities' from 2016, which
indicated that the size of stand-alone 'self-sustaining' garden villages could be from around
1,500 to 10,000 homes. A site of approximately 35ha would be capable of bringing forward just
1,225 dwellings based on a density of 35dph without taking account of the provision of
infrastructure and on-site facilities and services. It is therefore impossible to suggest that a site
of 35ha would be capable of bringing forward the level of facilities and services required to
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create a self sustaining settlement with a minimum of 1,500 homes as suggested by the Council's
reference to the national publication mentioned above. Furthermore, as an example, ST14 at
55ha in size is only proposed to bring forward 1,348 homes, which is below the minimum
threshold of 1,500 dwellings.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

Respondents consider the Council has failed to apply its own site selection methodology in a fair,
transparent and objective way, resulting in ST14 (land west of Wigginton Road) being put
forward for strategic allocation when it should have failed at the initial stage of the process. This
failure of the Council to undertake a proper, objective assessment of the sustainability of sites
coming forward for potential allocation fails to meet the requirements of national planning
policy and renders the plan unsound.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

Green Belt Appraisal and Heritage Topic Paper both highlight that compactness is a key
contributor to York's historic character and setting, with a key feature of the main urban area's
setting being that it is contained entirely within a band of open land set within the York Outer
Ring Road, which offers a viewing platform of the city within its rural setting. This is illustrated by
the density analysis above. The shape and form of the surrounding villages are also identified as
being compact and part of a distinct settlement pattern'. This aspect of Green Belt assessment
was not carried through in a clear enough form in assessment documents as it would have
prevented the extension of ST14 over this essential open space around the main urban area
which apparently both previous assessments identified as critical to the York Green Belt.
However, the various Green Belt assessments clearly identify areas between the ring road and
other development where land 'prevent coalescence' or create a countryside setting for the city.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

Having allocated a sustainable urban extension, that would provide a significant level of
population that would support services and connected to existing services and facilities inside
ring road. However, having failed to realise that it was precluded by the apparently identified
need to retain open land around the main urban area, it might be thought that this should have
triggered a reconsideration. Instead of this, ST14 site was simply trimmed down so that it was
further from the ring road to an arbitrary line and did not encroach upon the new area that
'prevented coalescence' to the east of Skelton. However, this means that the resultant
settlement did not meet the original spatial distribution principles set out in the early stages of
the plan and did not meet the sustainability requirements set at that stage. The site was

81



SID

Respondent

Plan Section

Related Policy/ Site
Allocation(s)

Summary of Comments

significantly smaller than the 'sustainable’ size identified (100ha at the time) and was no longer
within the required distance of services and facilities.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

At this stage one might have assumed that an assessment that looked at ST14 as though it was a
settlement should be considered in relation to development in the Green Belt. Development on
the southern side of Skelton is a modest 2 storey in height. Despite this, early Green Belt
assessments show that there is need for a gap between southern side of Skelton and the ring
road of at least 1km. Although new development at ST14, if it is allowed to go ahead, is unlikely
to be as low-level and will probably be 2.5 / 3 storeys, as is common for new development, the
set back from the ring road is less than 600m. It is logical that, if development to the south of
Skelton would result in coalescence, development that is closer than that to the main urban area
would cause coalescence: there are no other circumstances that suggest that there should be a
wider gap to the south of Skelton than ST14 in landscape terms. If, however, development can
be accommodated within 600m of the ring road, it is questionable whether all of the area to the
south of Skelton (or within any other of the 'areas preventing coalescence or creating the
countryside setting of the urban area) have been properly assessed in the original Green Belt
assessment.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

It would be more logical to extend Skelton by some 400m to the south and extend it to the east
of its current position: this would result in extension of an existing urban area that would be
much more sustainable, support existing services and facilities, and also accord with the original
Spatial Growth option that was adopted at the start of the process. Similarly, there may be many
other options for sustainable extensions that have not been properly considered due to the
initial Green Belt assessment of existing development

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

The original Green Belt assessment might be correct in identifying that it is necessary to keep
1000m between the ring road and any new development. In this case, ST14 would need to lose
about half its length from north to south.
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199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

Indicates the initial Green Belt assessment was not correct in its assessments or that the changes
to ST14 after the Proposed Options stage do not meet the requirements that are set out in that
assessment. It also identifies that the York Local Plan process did not follow the processes set
out in the Spatial Options and / or Green Belt Assessment if the Green Belt assessment identified
a green ring around York as identified in the January 2021

document.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

SS1 Delivering
Sustainable Growth
for York

Highlights important aspect of the Green Belt Assessment. The Green Belt assessment was
carried out to determine where the 'important' parts of green belt were to existing
development: it did not ascertain whether parts of the Green Belt would be badly impacted if
developed in other parts of the Green Belt. Led to the fundamental mistake of allocating an
extension to York on the Wiggington Road site which contradicted the need to retain open land
around the ring road. Clearly the initial report did not highlight this need sufficiently clearly for it
to be taken into account at initial allocation stages. However, having made this mistake, no
subsequent assessments have properly assessed whether the positive attributes of the Green
Belt around York will be adversely affected by the proposed allocations.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

ST14, the assessment indicates: 'The Minister is visible from Manor Lane nearby however and
views towards the core may be afforded from the higher patches of ground on site. Views of the
Minister may be obstructed by existing and new development'. The assessment fails to note that
there is a public bridleway that runs along the field boundary a field away from the northern
edge of ST14. This bridleway offers access from Manor Lane, where views are restricted due to
hedges etc., to Wiggington to the east, cutting off a longer road loop. The route offers attractive
access through the countryside, with views of the Minster over the site of ST14. This will be
completely changed by the proposed development with all views of the Minster lost.

199

Private
Individual

Section 03 Spatial
Strategy

Policies Map
(Green Belt)

From referring to defined SP1, SP11 and SP13 respondent consider that the aim of the Plan is to
define Green Belt boundaries that follow 'physical features that are readily recognisable'. This
would suggest that boundaries such as hedge lines, rear boundaries to prop