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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:40
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205285
Attachments: ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

Title:  

Name:  

Email address:  

Telephone:  

Organisation name:  

Organisation address:  

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 
2021 Annex 6 Proposed Modifications (EX/CYC/59h) 

hughejo
Text Box
PM2:SID849i
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: We make no 
representations on this aspect 

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: We make no representations on this aspect 

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Inadequate land has been 
allocated in ST27 to meet expansion of the University of York to 2038, contrary to local plan 
strategy supporting University expansion ED1 and economic strategy SS1 delivering sustainable 
economic growth for York. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: 
Allocate sufficient land to cater for University expansion to 2038. Set green belt boundaries 
around campus east and ST27 as shown in evidence in the planning statement plans 7 and 8 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: the University is a major 
engine for growth in the city and provider of higher education, scientific research and sport and 
cultural facilities. Its case needs to be discussed at the EIP 



3

Supporting documentation 

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

ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf 



From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:28
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205277
Attachments: ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: We do not 
make any representations on aspect 

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: We do not make any representations on this aspect 

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: The emerging local plan 
fails the tests of soundness on each criteria. In the absence of a publicly available evidence base 
it allocates inadequate expansion land in ST27 for the University to 2038. This is contrary to local 
plan strategy supporting the expansion of the University ED1 and economic strategy SS1 
delivering sustainable economic growth for York 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: To 
make the plan sound in this aspect, it needs to allocate sufficient land for University expansion, as 
evidence by the University, to 2038. Green Belt boundaries around campus east and ST 27 
should be set as included in plans 7 and 8 in the planning statement with this form. 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: the University is a major 
engine for economic growth for the city, provided of higher education and research and sport and 
cultural facilities. their case needs to the put at the EIP 
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Supporting documentation 

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

ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf 
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:51
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205299
Attachments: ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: York Economic Outlook December 2019 
(EX/CYC/29) 
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: We make no 
representations on this aspect 

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: We make no representations on this aspect 

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: The high level overview of 
economic growth for the city contained in the OE report of 2019 is too imprecise to apply to growth 
at the University of York, which has been increasing student numbers by over 4% per annum over 
the last decade 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: In 
relation to the University of York, set aside the OE predictions and rely upon those within the 
University's own evidence submitted with this form. The University is best placed to handle and 
report on its own growth position. 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: the University is a major 
engine for growth in the city and provider of higher education, scientific research and sport and 
cultural facilities. Its case needs to be discussed at the EiP. 
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Supporting documentation 

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

ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf 
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From:
Sent: 06 July 2021 13:20
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc: l
Subject:  

Attachments: ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite FINAL.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 

Attached are the composite representations (ref. ulp2107.v5) which we now formally submit on behalf of the 
 in relation to the Local Plan Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation. 

 
For clarity, and further to recent contact with John Roberts and Alison Cooke, we note the following; 

 An initial submission of representations was made online to Council on Thursday 1 July.  The entirety of this 
submission (forms and representations) has been superseded following a request for clarification from 
Alison Cooke.   

 Updated forms and representations were submitted online to Council yesterday, Monday 5 July 2021, to 
provide the clarification as requested by Alison.  However, it appears that the representations contained an 
earlier, non-final version (ref. ulp2107.v4) of our statement. 

 The attached composite representations (ref. ulp2107.v5) therefore update and replace those submitted 
online on Thursday 1 July and on Monday 5 July. 

 The forms submitted online yesterday, 5 July 2021, remain valid     
 
Please accept our apologies for any inconvenience, and if you have any issues do please contact us. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Philip 
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1. Note on Economic Forecasts for York 
Purpose of this note 

1.1 This note has been prepared to consider the consistency between the latest forecasts of economic 
growth in York prepared for the City of York Council (CoYC) and the likely growth path of the 
University of York as summarised in the recent updated statement by the University on the 
rationale for its proposed campus expansion1. 

University of York Growth Scenarios 

1.2 The latest update on growth scenarios reviews a number of potential growth scenarios for the 
University applied to the most recent FTE student numbers for 2018/19 (18,100). Six scenarios are 
considered for the annual average growth rate in full-time equivalent (FTE) student numbers to 
2038 (which has been around 4% pa over the last decade).  

 Scenarios 1 - 0.5% per annum and 2 - 1.0% per annum. These are unlikely  

 Scenarios 3 - 1.25% per annum and 4 - 1.5% per annum. These are minimum 
likely scenario for prudent long term growth planning at this stage of the Local Plan  

 Scenarios 5 - 2.0% per annum and 6 - 4.0% per annum. These are foreseeable
with growth rates 

either less than (Scenario 5) or equal (Scenario 6) to the actual growth rate over the last 
decade. 

Figure  1.1:  Potential growth in FTE students numbers at the University of York  

 
Source: Update 2019 scenarios 

 
1  

prepared by  Director of Estates & Campus Services, University of York, November 2019 
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Relationship between student numbers and the economy of York 

1.3 Earlier work submitted to the Examination reviewed the relationship between changes in student 
numbers at the University of York, space requirements and the economic impact for the City of 
York area2. (excluding the Science 
Park) on employment in York as around 6,600 FTE jobs in 2016/17 or around 6.5% of all 
employment in the York area.  

1.4 Subsequent to this report, the University commissioned research by London Economics on the 
overall UK and regional economic contribution of the University3. The estimates of employment 
impact for 2016/17 in this report were similar to those used in the April 2019 report4 (although no 
estimates were produced specifically for the City of York area in the London Economics report). 
The April 2019 report looked at the relationship between FTE student numbers and the economic 
footprint of the University with the relationship being as shown below in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Total jobs per FTE student, 2016/17, University of York 
Direct jobs at the University 0.24 

Indirect in supply chain and from student spend 0.11 

Direct and Indirect 0.35 

Induced 0.03 

All local FTE jobs 0.39 
Source: Nicol Economics (April 2018) Table 5.2 

1.5 This relationship is of course an average relationship from one year only and clearly will change 
over time as the mix of activities at the University changes and as a result of potential productivity 
and other changes at the University. It is, however, interesting to note that over the 10 years to 
2016/17 the growth in FTE student numbers and of FTE staff directly employment by the University 
was very similar (57% compared to 51%)5, suggesting the relationship has remained broadly 
constant.  

1.6 If we apply these ratios above to Scenarios 1 to 5 then the potential associated increase in FTE 
employment in all of York is as shown below in Figure 1.2. We have not considered Scenario 6 as 
this would imply the total student numbers at the University more than doubling over the next 20 
years which is unlikely. This analysis suggests that Scenarios 3, 4 and 5 could lead to, respectively, 
around 2,000, 2,500 or 3,500 extra FTE jobs in York of which over half would be staff employed by 
the University (and so in the education sector). In other words, with plausible scenarios for 
University growth there could be increase of from 1,200 up to 2,100 in people employed in the 
education sector in York between 2017 and 2038, plus a similar number elsewhere in the 
economy. 

  

 
2 Economic Benefit from the Expansion of the University of York . April 2018,  

3 The Economic, Social, Cultural Impact of the University of York , , November 2018. 

4 The London Economics reports estimated the contribution at a regional level as 6,325 FTE jobs, the  
estimated the figure for York alone at around 6,400 FTE jobs (excluding construction effects and the impact of the Science Park) 

5 See Table 3.1 in , April 2018 



Note on economic forecasts for York  December 2019 

  
 Page 3 

 

Figure  1.2:  Potential role of University of York growth in the future economy of York 

Source: Nicol Economics analysis of Update 2019 scenarios 

Oxford Economics latest forecasts 

1.7 CoYC have recently supplied to the Examination updated economic forecasts prepared for them 
by Oxford Economics (OE)6. Oxford Economics are of course a reputable forecasting house and the 
forecasts are, largely, based on the application of past trends in data on economic performance at 
a local level to sectoral forecasts developed at a UK level in their Local Authority District Forecasting 
Model. The report helpfully explains the model is based: 

 National/regional outlooks  all the forecasting models we operate are fully consistent 
with the broader global and national forecasts which are updated on a monthly basis. 

 Historical trends in an area (which implicitly factor in supply side factors impinging on 
demand), augmented where appropriate by local knowledge and understanding of patterns 
of economic development built up over decades of expertise, and 

 Fundamental economic relationships which interlink the various elements of the outlook  

1.8 They note that the Forecasting Model produces base as a 
guide to aid commentary or analysis of York
unconstrained make no allowance for constraints on development which may be greater 

than in the past  follows that by the same token the forecasts cannot take account any 
future development that are not reflective of past trends or have not been reflected in past data 
changes.  

1.9 In my many years of work on local economic development I have built up a healthy scepticism 
about the robustness of local area economic forecasts that aim to project forwards several 
decades. They need to be treated very carefully as indeed do national level long range (or even 
short range) forecasts.  

 
6 York Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy  
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1.10 The base 2019 OE forecasts for the York economy are for annual average GVA growth of 1.3% pa 
annum over the period 2017 to 2038. This is faster than the 1.0% pa for the wider Yorkshire and 

latest forecasts for GVA growth are considerably down on the previous 2015 forecasts as a result 
of range of factors including of course Brexit.  The most recent baseline forecasts are for a 0.4% pa 
increase in FTE employment located in York over this period.  

1.11 The OE report explains that they have revised down their assumed increase in the growth in  
population (OE carry out their own estimates at a UK level of migration and population change and 
apply these to local areas). In part because of the slower assumed population growth in York, 
employment growth has been downgraded. It is beyond the scope of this note to explore this 
relationship in any detail, but it is worth pointing out that if these employment forecasts are used 
to inform a particular view about housing need these is a large degree of circularity in the argument 
and data (as the employment forecasts are in part based on a particular view of population 
change).  

1.12 The OE report helpfully provides sector by sector estimates of employment growth. These are 
summarised in Table 1 appended to this report. These forecasts are notable in that they forecast: 

 Total employment rising by around 9,500 FTE over the 21-year forecast period or 0.4% pa 
(around 450 jobs per year) 

 A small fall in employment in the education sector (130 jobs or 1%) and very modest GVA 
growth in this sector (which of course covers higher education). 

1.13 OE also produce forecasts for a scenario describe  for York. This 
scenario forecasts marginally higher employment growth compared to the baseline (9% compared 
to 8%). This is a result of a slightly arbitrary faster assumed growth in higher value business 
services7. However, importantly, this scenario assumes exactly the same growth in the education 
sector.  

1.14 OE do not break the education sector down into its components parts. However, we have 
examined data on employment composition of the education sector in York from the Business 
Register and Employment Survey BRES)8. This data suggests that in the total education sector in 
York around 6,000 jobs (full and part time) are accounted for by higher education (average over 
2015 to 2018) or around 50% of the total (12,000), with primary and secondary education 
accounting for around 40% of total employment in the sector or around 4,800. These figures are 
based on slightly different data sets than those used by OE but are broadly similar (the OE figure 
for 2017 is 12,650 FTEs including self-employed). The University of York is not the only university 
in York (there is also York St John Uni
account for at least a third of total education sector employment in York and possibly more9.  

  

 
7 20% faster growth compared to the baseline in the Information & communication, financial & insurance, real estate activities 

and professional, scientific & technical sectors and 10% slower growth compared to the baseline in & retail trade and 
accommodation & food services 

8 open access data available via NOMIS 

9  
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Conclusions 

1.15 The most recent OE forecasts are based on available local level data for York, past changes in that 
data applied to national level sectoral forecasts. This process cannot possibly pick up fine-grained 

a guide 
to aid commentary The purpose of this note is not to comment on the overall robustness or 
appropriateness of the OE forecasts. However, what is clear is that 
change in the education sector to 2038 cannot possibly take account of likely ranges of growth in 
the University of York which would lead to several thousand extra jobs in the sector10 as opposed 
to a 1% decline that they forecast. 

1.16 Furthermore, it is very unlikely, simply because of the way in which the forecasts are produced, 
that the OE forecasts take account of the potential wider impacts from the growth in the University 
on the local economy including productivity, student spend and R&D impacts.  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
10 The only reason why this could be true would be if there was a dramatic fall in primary and secondary education employment 

over the period to 2038 which is very implausible 
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Proposed amendments to ED3, EC1 and SS22, also added ED3a 

Section 7: Education  

See also Policy EC1 and ED1 

Explanation 

7.6 The University of York Campus East is show at Figure 7.1.  Outline planning 
permission as implemented (currently 15/02923/OUT) and the Section 106 legal agreement 
provide the context for development at the campus and are summarised in the policy above. 
In accordance with the consent, the creation of a parkland setting and its maintenance must 
be of high visual quality and good design, whilst also enhancing public amenity in terms of 
access to the countryside and wildlife interest. This includes preservation and where possible 
enhancement of the views that can be seen from the site. 

 
7.7 An annual student accommodation survey must be submitted to the Council. If in 
any year an annual survey demonstrates that there is likely to be unmet student housing 
demand on the site in excess of 50 bedspaces within the next academic year, then the 
University must undertake to bring forward and implement plans to provide additional 
accommodation on site, in units of 300 bedspaces, within two years of the date of the survey, 
so long as it is economically prudent to do so. 

Policy ED3: Campus East 

The continuing development of University of York Campus East is supported.  
Development will be permitted in accordance with the uses outlined in Policy ED1 and 
the following parameters established in the outline planning permission: 

The developed footprint (buildings, car parking and access roads) shall not 
exceed 23% of the 65ha allocated for development; 
Total car parking shall not exceed 1,500 spaces subject to reserved matters 
approval by the Council; 
Maintenance of a parkland setting; 
Additional student housing shall be provided to cater for expansion of student 
numbers which is clearly evidenced in terms of demand.  Any additional student 
housing provision on Campus West (above the existing 3,586 bed spaces) shall 
be taken into account when assessing need; 
An annual student housing survey shall be submitted to the Council; 
Knowledge based businesses including research led science park uses will be 
permitted to a campus indicative maximum of 20,000m2. 



The existing campus will be permitted to deliver up to an additional 20,000 m2 of commercial 
knowledge based and research led activities appropriate to a university campus.  The 
University development brief will be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document by the 
Council. 

 See also Policy SS22, EC1, ED3 and ED1 

Explanation 

7.8 The University of York retains a high profile in both the UK and in the rest of the 
world. Its status is reflected in the high demand for student places and it is projected that 
growth in student numbers will continue throughout the duration of the plan.  Without the 
campus extension, the University will not be able to continue to grow beyond 2023.  As 
one of the leading higher education institutions, the University needs to continue to facilitate 
growth, within the context of its landscaped setting which gives it a special character and 
quality, to guarantee its future contribution to the need for higher education and research 
and to the local, regional and national economies.  The land at ST27 is allocated for University 
uses to support this growth, including up to an indicative maximum of 26,000m2 of 
commercial knowledge based and research led activities appropriate to a university campus. 
Housing for the additional increase in student numbers will be provided in accordance with 
Policy ED1 �University of York� and Policy H7 �Student Housing�. 

Policy ED3a: Campus East Expansion 

The continuing development of the University of York is supported.  As shown on the 
proposals map, 56ha of land to the south of Campus East is allocated for the future 
expansion of the University during the plan period and beyond (ST27: University of York 
Expansion).  

Development will be permitted in accordance with uses outlined in Policy ED1.  These 
include knowledge-based businesses including science park uses which will be permitted 
to an indicative campus maximum of 26,000m2 as outlined in Policy EC1;  

Primary vehicular access is to be from Hull Road via Campus East; 

An allocated area for development of 40ha will be identified with wide margins providing 
generous landscape buffers, to a minimum of 16ha;   

ST27 must create an appropriately landscaped buffer between the development and the 
A64 in order to mitigate heritage impacts in terms of the historic character and setting 
of the city and to maintain key views;  

A development brief will be prepared covering site considerations including design, local 
amenity, accessibility and transport requirements in line with parameters in policy SS22. 



The allocation amounts to 56ha covering the area from Low Lane to A64 as far west as 
Common Lane.  As with Campus East, an allocated area for development, here 40ha, will 
be designated within the site with wide margins providing generous landscape buffers, 
particularly to A64.  A low density, landscape dominated campus extension is proposed in 
character with Campus East. Whilst long term growth is anticipated, nonetheless the 
difficulties of forecasting means that it is appropriate to assess the likely future of the 
University beyond the plan period as part of a future review of the plan, rather than making 
the provision for safeguarded land at this stage.  

7.9 The expansion site ST27, shown at Figure 7.1 (currently plan 1 appendix 4) plays an 
important part in the attractive setting of this section of the city. It has an open landscape 
quality and provides accessible countryside to walkers and cyclists on tracks and public 
footpaths. The land to the west of ST27 is particularly important for maintaining the setting 
of Heslington village and key views. To mitigate any impacts on the historic character and 
setting of the city, the expansion site must create an appropriately landscaped buffer 
between the site development and both the A64 and the western boundary. This will be 
established through the masterplanning of the site. 

 

7.10  A development brief for ST27 will be prepared that will set out detailed 
considerations to meet similar aims to the outline planning permission for Campus East.   

 

7.11 The primary vehicular access to ST27 will be from Hull Road via Campus East.  
Access by other transport modes will be provided by extending existing facilities on Campus 
East.  For more detailed planning principles for ST27 see Policy SS22: University of York 
Expansion. 

 

7.12 The University has experienced steady growth in student numbers over the past 
decade to the benefit of Higher Education and local, regional and national economies.  In 
addition, demand for knowledge-based and research-led activities is accommodated by the 
University.  Demand for further development related to these growth areas is be catered 
for in ST27.   

The campus expansion ST27 will: 

enable the city of York to contribute directly to the delivery of national growth 
strategies; 
enable key Local Enterprise Partnership priorities to be realised; 
support the York Economic Strategy (2016) and the City�s ambitions to be a 
globally competitive city; 
contribute to delivering the local plan vision of supporting the delivery of sustainable 
economic growth; and 



meet a commercial need and a gap in York�s employment land supply to meet the 
business needs of economic growth sectors.   

 

Section 4: Economy and Retail 

4.1 It is important that the Plan helps in delivery of the city�s economic ambitions by 
providing sufficient land to meet the level of growth set out in the Spatial Strategy.  An 
Employment Land Review (2019) (ELR) has been prepared which brings together evidence 
on the demand for and supply of employment land.  Demand has been calculated using a 
method of converting econometric forecasts into floorspace and employment land.   
 
4.3 The policies in this section identify the locations that will accommodate employment 
uses, protect the overall supply of employment sites and address specific aspects of 
economic growth including the impact of business activity in residential areas, tourism and 
rural business. 

See also Policy SS1, SS22, ED3 and ED3a 
 
Explanation 
4.5 The Local Plan identifies land that is suitable to provide for the forecast growth in 
the York economy and protects this land from other uses.  Demand from specific knowledge 
based employment uses at the University of York is not directly related to city wide growth 
forecasts, rather to bespoke forecasts for the University.  Such uses will be accommodated 
on Campus East and the Campus East Expansion site.  

Policy EC1: Provision of Employment Land 

Provision for a range of employment uses during the plan period will be made on the 
following strategic sites (those over 5ha): 

Site  Floorspace Suitable Employment Uses 
University of York: Campus East  20,000m2 Commercial knowledge based 

and research led activities UoY: Campus East Expansion site 26,000m2 



Section 3: Spatial Strategy 

Policy SS22: University of York Expansion 
University of York Expansion (ST27) will provide higher education and related uses also 
employment floorspace for knowledge-based businesses including research-led science park 
uses (see Policy ED3: Campus East).  A development brief will be prepared for ST27, covering 
site considerations, including landscaping, design, local amenity, accessibility and transport 
requirements.  In addition to complying with policies within this Local Plan, the site must be 
delivered in accordance with the following key principles:  

I. Create an appropriately landscaped buffer to the A64 in order to mitigate heritage 
impacts and to maintain key views to the site from the south and its setting from the 
A64 to the south and east.  A landscape buffer to the western boundary will be 
created to protect the setting of Heslington. 
 

II. The developed footprint (buildings, car parking and access roads) shall not exceed 
23% of the area allocated for development which is bounded by the landscape buffers. 
 

III. Continue and enhance the parkland setting of Campus East, with new buildings being 
of a high design standard. 

IV. Additional student housing shall be provided to cater for the expansion of student 
numbers.  Any expansion of student housing provision on Campus West (above the 
existing 3,586 bedspaces) or on Campus East shall be taken into account when 
assessing need. 

V Deliver high quality, frequent and accessible public transport services to York City 
Centre as outlined in an approved travel plan.  

VI. Optimise pedestrian and cycle integration, connectivity and accessibility inside and 
outside of the site with connectivity to the city and surrounding area to encourage 
the maximum take-up of these more �active� forms of transport (walking and cycling). 

VII. Demonstrate that relevant transport issues have been addressed, in consultation with 
the Council and Highways England as necessary, to ensure sustainable transport 
provision at the site is achievable.  The impacts of the site individually and cumulatively 
with the ST15 should be addressed. 

VIII. Explore providing access through a proposed road junction on the A64 to the south 
of the site.  There may be an opportunity for a further restricted southern access off 
the A64 in conjunction with ST15 (Land West of Elvington Road). Access to the A64 
would require approval of Highways England. 

IX. Exploit synergies with ST15 (land West of Elvington Road) with regard to site servicing 
including transport, energy and waste. 



Explanation 
3.98 The University of York is a key component of the long term success of the city and 
it is important to provide a long term opportunity for the University to expand.  It offers a 
unique opportunity to attract businesses that draw on the University�s applied research to 
advance knowledge with practical applications.  There is significant evidence from around 
the country that shows the benefits of co-location of such businesses with a university. The 
University proposal is a key priority in the Local Economic Plan Growth Deal that has been 
agreed with the Government and is also included as a priority area in the York Economic 
Strategy (2016) which recognises the need to drive university and research led growth in 
high value sectors.  
 
3.99 The proposed site is roughly triangular bounded by Low Lane and Campus East to 
the north, the A64 running south-west to meet Common Lane, and to the west, field 
boundaries running northwards to Low Lane. The area allocated for expansion of Campus 
East ST27 lies immediately south of Low Lane.  The total site is 56ha comprising a 40ha area 
allocated for development and wide landscape margins, specifically to the south up to A64 
and to the west to protect the setting of Heslington.  On this principle, a defined boundary 
to the Green Belt would be the northern side of A64, a short section of Common Lane and 
the existing field boundaries to the west of the allocation. 
 
3.100 Campus East has been designed and established to offer significant proportions of 
journeys by walking, cycling and public transport. Future proposals must continue this existing 
provision, including bus services. 
 
3.101 The University of York Campus East Development Options and Masterplan for 
Extension Site (March 2018) shows no additional entry points into the Campus from those 
already existing, Lakeside Way (bus and cycle only), Field Lane to the bus interchange and 
Kimberlow Lane running south from Hull Road/Grimston Bar Park & Ride link road. 
However, a southern access road from a new junction on A64 may provide an option for a 
new restricted use southern access. 

 

(ulp2008.Revised Policies) 
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Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: We make no 
representations on this issue. 

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: WE make no representations on this issue 

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Inadequate land has been 
allocated in ST27 to meet the expansion needs of the University of York to 2038, contrary to local 
plan strategy supporting University expansion ED1 and economic strategy SS1 delivering 
economic growth for York. Our representations evidence potential and an alternative allocation. 
On this basis we object to the current key diagram. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: 
Allocate sufficient land to cater for University expansion to 2138. Set green belt boundaries 
around campus east and ST27 as shown on the evidence in the attached planning statement 
plans 7 and 8 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: The University is already 
a party to the EiP 



3

Supporting documentation 

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

ulp2107a.reps.v5.composite_FINAL.pdf 
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1. Note on Economic Forecasts for York 
Purpose of this note 

1.1 This note has been prepared to consider the consistency between the latest forecasts of economic 
growth in York prepared for the City of York Council (CoYC) and the likely growth path of the 
University of York as summarised in the recent updated statement by the University on the 
rationale for its proposed campus expansion1. 

University of York Growth Scenarios 

1.2 The latest update on growth scenarios reviews a number of potential growth scenarios for the 
University applied to the most recent FTE student numbers for 2018/19 (18,100). Six scenarios are 
considered for the annual average growth rate in full-time equivalent (FTE) student numbers to 
2038 (which has been around 4% pa over the last decade).  

 Scenarios 1 - 0.5% per annum and 2 - 1.0% per annum. These are unlikely  

 Scenarios 3 - 1.25% per annum and 4 - 1.5% per annum. These are minimum 
likely scenario for prudent long term growth planning at this stage of the Local Plan  

 Scenarios 5 - 2.0% per annum and 6 - 4.0% per annum. These are foreseeable
with growth rates 

either less than (Scenario 5) or equal (Scenario 6) to the actual growth rate over the last 
decade. 

Figure  1.1:  Potential growth in FTE students numbers at the University of York  

 
Source: Update 2019 scenarios 

 
1  

prepared by Stephen Talboys, Director of Estates & Campus Services, University of York, November 2019 
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Relationship between student numbers and the economy of York 

1.3 Earlier work submitted to the Examination reviewed the relationship between changes in student 
numbers at the University of York, space requirements and the economic impact for the City of 
York area2. (excluding the Science 
Park) on employment in York as around 6,600 FTE jobs in 2016/17 or around 6.5% of all 
employment in the York area.  

1.4 Subsequent to this report, the University commissioned research by London Economics on the 
overall UK and regional economic contribution of the University3. The estimates of employment 
impact for 2016/17 in this report were similar to those used in the April 2019 report4 (although no 
estimates were produced specifically for the City of York area in the London Economics report). 
The April 2019 report looked at the relationship between FTE student numbers and the economic 
footprint of the University with the relationship being as shown below in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1 Total jobs per FTE student, 2016/17, University of York 
Direct jobs at the University 0.24 

Indirect in supply chain and from student spend 0.11 

Direct and Indirect 0.35 

Induced 0.03 

All local FTE jobs 0.39 
Source: Nicol Economics (April 2018) Table 5.2 

1.5 This relationship is of course an average relationship from one year only and clearly will change 
over time as the mix of activities at the University changes and as a result of potential productivity 
and other changes at the University. It is, however, interesting to note that over the 10 years to 
2016/17 the growth in FTE student numbers and of FTE staff directly employment by the University 
was very similar (57% compared to 51%)5, suggesting the relationship has remained broadly 
constant.  

1.6 If we apply these ratios above to Scenarios 1 to 5 then the potential associated increase in FTE 
employment in all of York is as shown below in Figure 1.2. We have not considered Scenario 6 as 
this would imply the total student numbers at the University more than doubling over the next 20 
years which is unlikely. This analysis suggests that Scenarios 3, 4 and 5 could lead to, respectively, 
around 2,000, 2,500 or 3,500 extra FTE jobs in York of which over half would be staff employed by 
the University (and so in the education sector). In other words, with plausible scenarios for 
University growth there could be increase of from 1,200 up to 2,100 in people employed in the 
education sector in York between 2017 and 2038, plus a similar number elsewhere in the 
economy. 

  

 
2 Economic Benefit from the Expansion of the University of York . April 2018, Nicol Economics 

3 The Economic, Social, Cultural Impact of the University of York , London Economics, November 2018. 

4 The London Economics reports estimated the contribution at a regional level as 6,325 FTE jobs, the Nicol Economics report 
estimated the figure for York alone at around 6,400 FTE jobs (excluding construction effects and the impact of the Science Park) 

5 See Table 3.1 in Nicol Economics, April 2018 
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Figure  1.2:  Potential role of University of York growth in the future economy of York 

Source: Nicol Economics analysis of Update 2019 scenarios 

Oxford Economics latest forecasts 

1.7 CoYC have recently supplied to the Examination updated economic forecasts prepared for them 
by Oxford Economics (OE)6. Oxford Economics are of course a reputable forecasting house and the 
forecasts are, largely, based on the application of past trends in data on economic performance at 
a local level to sectoral forecasts developed at a UK level in their Local Authority District Forecasting 
Model. The report helpfully explains the model is based: 

 National/regional outlooks  all the forecasting models we operate are fully consistent 
with the broader global and national forecasts which are updated on a monthly basis. 

 Historical trends in an area (which implicitly factor in supply side factors impinging on 
demand), augmented where appropriate by local knowledge and understanding of patterns 
of economic development built up over decades of expertise, and 

 Fundamental economic relationships which interlink the various elements of the outlook  

1.8 They note that the Forecasting Model produces base as a 
guide to aid commentary or analysis of York
unconstrained make no allowance for constraints on development which may be greater 

than in the past  follows that by the same token the forecasts cannot take account any 
future development that are not reflective of past trends or have not been reflected in past data 
changes.  

1.9 In my many years of work on local economic development I have built up a healthy scepticism 
about the robustness of local area economic forecasts that aim to project forwards several 
decades. They need to be treated very carefully as indeed do national level long range (or even 
short range) forecasts.  

 
6 York Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy  
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1.10 The base 2019 OE forecasts for the York economy are for annual average GVA growth of 1.3% pa 
annum over the period 2017 to 2038. This is faster than the 1.0% pa for the wider Yorkshire and 

latest forecasts for GVA growth are considerably down on the previous 2015 forecasts as a result 
of range of factors including of course Brexit.  The most recent baseline forecasts are for a 0.4% pa 
increase in FTE employment located in York over this period.  

1.11 The OE report explains that they have revised down their assumed increase in the growth in  
population (OE carry out their own estimates at a UK level of migration and population change and 
apply these to local areas). In part because of the slower assumed population growth in York, 
employment growth has been downgraded. It is beyond the scope of this note to explore this 
relationship in any detail, but it is worth pointing out that if these employment forecasts are used 
to inform a particular view about housing need these is a large degree of circularity in the argument 
and data (as the employment forecasts are in part based on a particular view of population 
change).  

1.12 The OE report helpfully provides sector by sector estimates of employment growth. These are 
summarised in Table 1 appended to this report. These forecasts are notable in that they forecast: 

 Total employment rising by around 9,500 FTE over the 21-year forecast period or 0.4% pa 
(around 450 jobs per year) 

 A small fall in employment in the education sector (130 jobs or 1%) and very modest GVA 
growth in this sector (which of course covers higher education). 

1.13 OE also produce forecasts for a scenario describe  for York. This 
scenario forecasts marginally higher employment growth compared to the baseline (9% compared 
to 8%). This is a result of a slightly arbitrary faster assumed growth in higher value business 
services7. However, importantly, this scenario assumes exactly the same growth in the education 
sector.  

1.14 OE do not break the education sector down into its components parts. However, we have 
examined data on employment composition of the education sector in York from the Business 
Register and Employment Survey BRES)8. This data suggests that in the total education sector in 
York around 6,000 jobs (full and part time) are accounted for by higher education (average over 
2015 to 2018) or around 50% of the total (12,000), with primary and secondary education 
accounting for around 40% of total employment in the sector or around 4,800. These figures are 
based on slightly different data sets than those used by OE but are broadly similar (the OE figure 
for 2017 is 12,650 FTEs including self-employed). The University of York is not the only university 
in York (there is also York St John Uni
account for at least a third of total education sector employment in York and possibly more9.  

  

 
7 20% faster growth compared to the baseline in the Information & communication, financial & insurance, real estate activities 

and professional, scientific & technical sectors and 10% slower growth compared to the baseline in & retail trade and 
accommodation & food services 

8 open access data available via NOMIS 

9  
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Conclusions 

1.15 The most recent OE forecasts are based on available local level data for York, past changes in that 
data applied to national level sectoral forecasts. This process cannot possibly pick up fine-grained 

a guide 
to aid commentary The purpose of this note is not to comment on the overall robustness or 
appropriateness of the OE forecasts. However, what is clear is that 
change in the education sector to 2038 cannot possibly take account of likely ranges of growth in 
the University of York which would lead to several thousand extra jobs in the sector10 as opposed 
to a 1% decline that they forecast. 

1.16 Furthermore, it is very unlikely, simply because of the way in which the forecasts are produced, 
that the OE forecasts take account of the potential wider impacts from the growth in the University 
on the local economy including productivity, student spend and R&D impacts.  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
10 The only reason why this could be true would be if there was a dramatic fall in primary and secondary education employment 

over the period to 2038 which is very implausible 
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Proposed amendments to ED3, EC1 and SS22, also added ED3a 

Section 7: Education  

See also Policy EC1 and ED1 

Explanation 

7.6 The University of York Campus East is show at Figure 7.1.  Outline planning 
permission as implemented (currently 15/02923/OUT) and the Section 106 legal agreement 
provide the context for development at the campus and are summarised in the policy above. 
In accordance with the consent, the creation of a parkland setting and its maintenance must 
be of high visual quality and good design, whilst also enhancing public amenity in terms of 
access to the countryside and wildlife interest. This includes preservation and where possible 
enhancement of the views that can be seen from the site. 

 
7.7 An annual student accommodation survey must be submitted to the Council. If in 
any year an annual survey demonstrates that there is likely to be unmet student housing 
demand on the site in excess of 50 bedspaces within the next academic year, then the 
University must undertake to bring forward and implement plans to provide additional 
accommodation on site, in units of 300 bedspaces, within two years of the date of the survey, 
so long as it is economically prudent to do so. 

Policy ED3: Campus East 

The continuing development of University of York Campus East is supported.  
Development will be permitted in accordance with the uses outlined in Policy ED1 and 
the following parameters established in the outline planning permission: 

The developed footprint (buildings, car parking and access roads) shall not 
exceed 23% of the 65ha allocated for development; 
Total car parking shall not exceed 1,500 spaces subject to reserved matters 
approval by the Council; 
Maintenance of a parkland setting; 
Additional student housing shall be provided to cater for expansion of student 
numbers which is clearly evidenced in terms of demand.  Any additional student 
housing provision on Campus West (above the existing 3,586 bed spaces) shall 
be taken into account when assessing need; 
An annual student housing survey shall be submitted to the Council; 
Knowledge based businesses including research led science park uses will be 
permitted to a campus indicative maximum of 20,000m2. 



The existing campus will be permitted to deliver up to an additional 20,000 m2 of commercial 
knowledge based and research led activities appropriate to a university campus.  The 
University development brief will be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document by the 
Council. 

 See also Policy SS22, EC1, ED3 and ED1 

Explanation 

7.8 The University of York retains a high profile in both the UK and in the rest of the 
world. Its status is reflected in the high demand for student places and it is projected that 
growth in student numbers will continue throughout the duration of the plan.  Without the 
campus extension, the University will not be able to continue to grow beyond 2023.  As 
one of the leading higher education institutions, the University needs to continue to facilitate 
growth, within the context of its landscaped setting which gives it a special character and 
quality, to guarantee its future contribution to the need for higher education and research 
and to the local, regional and national economies.  The land at ST27 is allocated for University 
uses to support this growth, including up to an indicative maximum of 26,000m2 of 
commercial knowledge based and research led activities appropriate to a university campus. 
Housing for the additional increase in student numbers will be provided in accordance with 
Policy ED1 �University of York� and Policy H7 �Student Housing�. 

Policy ED3a: Campus East Expansion 

The continuing development of the University of York is supported.  As shown on the 
proposals map, 56ha of land to the south of Campus East is allocated for the future 
expansion of the University during the plan period and beyond (ST27: University of York 
Expansion).  

Development will be permitted in accordance with uses outlined in Policy ED1.  These 
include knowledge-based businesses including science park uses which will be permitted 
to an indicative campus maximum of 26,000m2 as outlined in Policy EC1;  

Primary vehicular access is to be from Hull Road via Campus East; 

An allocated area for development of 40ha will be identified with wide margins providing 
generous landscape buffers, to a minimum of 16ha;   

ST27 must create an appropriately landscaped buffer between the development and the 
A64 in order to mitigate heritage impacts in terms of the historic character and setting 
of the city and to maintain key views;  

A development brief will be prepared covering site considerations including design, local 
amenity, accessibility and transport requirements in line with parameters in policy SS22. 



The allocation amounts to 56ha covering the area from Low Lane to A64 as far west as 
Common Lane.  As with Campus East, an allocated area for development, here 40ha, will 
be designated within the site with wide margins providing generous landscape buffers, 
particularly to A64.  A low density, landscape dominated campus extension is proposed in 
character with Campus East. Whilst long term growth is anticipated, nonetheless the 
difficulties of forecasting means that it is appropriate to assess the likely future of the 
University beyond the plan period as part of a future review of the plan, rather than making 
the provision for safeguarded land at this stage.  

7.9 The expansion site ST27, shown at Figure 7.1 (currently plan 1 appendix 4) plays an 
important part in the attractive setting of this section of the city. It has an open landscape 
quality and provides accessible countryside to walkers and cyclists on tracks and public 
footpaths. The land to the west of ST27 is particularly important for maintaining the setting 
of Heslington village and key views. To mitigate any impacts on the historic character and 
setting of the city, the expansion site must create an appropriately landscaped buffer 
between the site development and both the A64 and the western boundary. This will be 
established through the masterplanning of the site. 

 

7.10  A development brief for ST27 will be prepared that will set out detailed 
considerations to meet similar aims to the outline planning permission for Campus East.   

 

7.11 The primary vehicular access to ST27 will be from Hull Road via Campus East.  
Access by other transport modes will be provided by extending existing facilities on Campus 
East.  For more detailed planning principles for ST27 see Policy SS22: University of York 
Expansion. 

 

7.12 The University has experienced steady growth in student numbers over the past 
decade to the benefit of Higher Education and local, regional and national economies.  In 
addition, demand for knowledge-based and research-led activities is accommodated by the 
University.  Demand for further development related to these growth areas is be catered 
for in ST27.   

The campus expansion ST27 will: 

enable the city of York to contribute directly to the delivery of national growth 
strategies; 
enable key Local Enterprise Partnership priorities to be realised; 
support the York Economic Strategy (2016) and the City�s ambitions to be a 
globally competitive city; 
contribute to delivering the local plan vision of supporting the delivery of sustainable 
economic growth; and 



meet a commercial need and a gap in York�s employment land supply to meet the 
business needs of economic growth sectors.   

 

Section 4: Economy and Retail 

4.1 It is important that the Plan helps in delivery of the city�s economic ambitions by 
providing sufficient land to meet the level of growth set out in the Spatial Strategy.  An 
Employment Land Review (2019) (ELR) has been prepared which brings together evidence 
on the demand for and supply of employment land.  Demand has been calculated using a 
method of converting econometric forecasts into floorspace and employment land.   
 
4.3 The policies in this section identify the locations that will accommodate employment 
uses, protect the overall supply of employment sites and address specific aspects of 
economic growth including the impact of business activity in residential areas, tourism and 
rural business. 

See also Policy SS1, SS22, ED3 and ED3a 
 
Explanation 
4.5 The Local Plan identifies land that is suitable to provide for the forecast growth in 
the York economy and protects this land from other uses.  Demand from specific knowledge 
based employment uses at the University of York is not directly related to city wide growth 
forecasts, rather to bespoke forecasts for the University.  Such uses will be accommodated 
on Campus East and the Campus East Expansion site.  

Policy EC1: Provision of Employment Land 

Provision for a range of employment uses during the plan period will be made on the 
following strategic sites (those over 5ha): 

Site  Floorspace Suitable Employment Uses 
University of York: Campus East  20,000m2 Commercial knowledge based 

and research led activities UoY: Campus East Expansion site 26,000m2 



Section 3: Spatial Strategy 

Policy SS22: University of York Expansion 
University of York Expansion (ST27) will provide higher education and related uses also 
employment floorspace for knowledge-based businesses including research-led science park 
uses (see Policy ED3: Campus East).  A development brief will be prepared for ST27, covering 
site considerations, including landscaping, design, local amenity, accessibility and transport 
requirements.  In addition to complying with policies within this Local Plan, the site must be 
delivered in accordance with the following key principles:  

I. Create an appropriately landscaped buffer to the A64 in order to mitigate heritage 
impacts and to maintain key views to the site from the south and its setting from the 
A64 to the south and east.  A landscape buffer to the western boundary will be 
created to protect the setting of Heslington. 
 

II. The developed footprint (buildings, car parking and access roads) shall not exceed 
23% of the area allocated for development which is bounded by the landscape buffers. 
 

III. Continue and enhance the parkland setting of Campus East, with new buildings being 
of a high design standard. 

IV. Additional student housing shall be provided to cater for the expansion of student 
numbers.  Any expansion of student housing provision on Campus West (above the 
existing 3,586 bedspaces) or on Campus East shall be taken into account when 
assessing need. 

V Deliver high quality, frequent and accessible public transport services to York City 
Centre as outlined in an approved travel plan.  

VI. Optimise pedestrian and cycle integration, connectivity and accessibility inside and 
outside of the site with connectivity to the city and surrounding area to encourage 
the maximum take-up of these more �active� forms of transport (walking and cycling). 

VII. Demonstrate that relevant transport issues have been addressed, in consultation with 
the Council and Highways England as necessary, to ensure sustainable transport 
provision at the site is achievable.  The impacts of the site individually and cumulatively 
with the ST15 should be addressed. 

VIII. Explore providing access through a proposed road junction on the A64 to the south 
of the site.  There may be an opportunity for a further restricted southern access off 
the A64 in conjunction with ST15 (Land West of Elvington Road). Access to the A64 
would require approval of Highways England. 

IX. Exploit synergies with ST15 (land West of Elvington Road) with regard to site servicing 
including transport, energy and waste. 



Explanation 
3.98 The University of York is a key component of the long term success of the city and 
it is important to provide a long term opportunity for the University to expand.  It offers a 
unique opportunity to attract businesses that draw on the University�s applied research to 
advance knowledge with practical applications.  There is significant evidence from around 
the country that shows the benefits of co-location of such businesses with a university. The 
University proposal is a key priority in the Local Economic Plan Growth Deal that has been 
agreed with the Government and is also included as a priority area in the York Economic 
Strategy (2016) which recognises the need to drive university and research led growth in 
high value sectors.  
 
3.99 The proposed site is roughly triangular bounded by Low Lane and Campus East to 
the north, the A64 running south-west to meet Common Lane, and to the west, field 
boundaries running northwards to Low Lane. The area allocated for expansion of Campus 
East ST27 lies immediately south of Low Lane.  The total site is 56ha comprising a 40ha area 
allocated for development and wide landscape margins, specifically to the south up to A64 
and to the west to protect the setting of Heslington.  On this principle, a defined boundary 
to the Green Belt would be the northern side of A64, a short section of Common Lane and 
the existing field boundaries to the west of the allocation. 
 
3.100 Campus East has been designed and established to offer significant proportions of 
journeys by walking, cycling and public transport. Future proposals must continue this existing 
provision, including bus services. 
 
3.101 The University of York Campus East Development Options and Masterplan for 
Extension Site (March 2018) shows no additional entry points into the Campus from those 
already existing, Lakeside Way (bus and cycle only), Field Lane to the bus interchange and 
Kimberlow Lane running south from Hull Road/Grimston Bar Park & Ride link road. 
However, a southern access road from a new junction on A64 may provide an option for a 
new restricted use southern access. 

 

(ulp2008.Revised Policies) 



 

   

Highways England Company Limited, registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

 

Our ref:  
Your ref:  
 
 
FAO: 

Highways England 

29 June 2021 
 

Dear  
 
Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base Consultation 

 
Thank you for consulting with us on your Proposed Modifications and supporting 
evidence base. 
 
The consultation clarifies the end year of the plan as 2032/33. This is helpful for our 
ongoing work in partnership on the York Local Plan Impact Study. 
 
We note that the housing requirement now includes a small uplift for the shortfall in 
housing provision delivered between 2012 and 2017 and is now 822 per annum. 
 
As we are about to rerun our models in support of the Impact Study, we undertook a 
comparison between the housing trajectory in most recent uncertainty log which has 
been shared for the study (dated November 2020) and the that which is included in 
Annex 7 (Housing Supply Update Trajectory) of the supporting information. 
 
Annex 7 shows a windfall allowance of 182 dwellings per year, whilst the proposed 
Table 1a in modification 55 shows a windfall allowance of 169 per year. This should be 
clarified. 
 
Individual site discrepancies 
Discrepancies in site sizes between the November 2020 uncertainty log and Annex 7 
which are in excess of 100 are outlined in the following table. 
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Highways England Company Limited, registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

 

Table 1 – Inconsistencies in allocated site total units (includes post-plan delivery) 

 
Uncertainty Log 

(Nov 2020) 
Annex 7 Difference 

H1 – Former gas works, 24 
Heworth Green 

607 794 187 

ST5 - York Central 2,050 2,500 450 

ST16 - Terry's Phase 1,2,3 363 111 -252 

ST22 - Germany Beck Site 
East of Fordlands Road 

655 Not listed -655 

ST32 - Hungate (Phases 5+) 672 375 -297 

 

It is understood that site ST22 (Germany Beck) is under construction but not fully 
implemented. Therefore, we would request justification as to why the site has been 
omitted from the housing trajectory provided in Annex 7. 
 
We would also request that you confirm the total size of the other sites in Table 1. It is 
understood that ST5, ST16 and ST32 all have planning permission, so the approved 
number of dwellings should be included. 
 
Phasing 
We have also considered the difference in the phasing of development within the plan 
period and up to 2036 between the November 2020 uncertainty log and Annex 7. This 
is provided in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 – Allocated sites during (2017-2032/33) and post-plan period 

  Up to 2025 Up to 2030 Up to 2033 Up to 2036 

Annex 7 
trajectory 

Allocated 
Housing 
Site 

1,104 1,699 1,699 1,699 

Allocated 
Strategic 
Site 

2,081 6,741 9,503 13,676 

Total 3,185 8,440 11,202 15,375 

Uncertainty 
Log (Nov 

2020) 

Allocated 
Housing 
Site 

1,085 1,584 1,662 1,741 

Allocated 
Strategic 
Site 

4,435 9,503 11,279 12,955 

Total 5,520 11,087 12,942 14,696 

Total Discrepancy +2,335 +2,647 +1,740 -679 
 

This shows a significant difference in phasing which is likely to have an impact on the 
scale and timing of schemes required to mitigate the impact of the plan. 

 



 
 

   

Highways England Company Limited, registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

 

We would therefore request that the most up to date uncertainty log for development in 
the plan period as well as delivery of housing on Local Plan sites between 2019 and 
2021 (to allow for the Aimsun model base year of 2019 being used in the Impact 
Study) is provided to Highways England in advance of the rerunning of the SATURN 
and Aimsun models as part of the Local Plan Impact Study, to avoid abortive work 
being undertaken by potentially both our consultants. 
 
Given that Annex 7 identifies that 4,173 dwellings are to be delivered as part of 
strategic sites beyond the plan period (but presumably as part of planning applications 
to be approved in the plan period), an approach to how the strategic mitigation for 
these sites is to be identified also needs to agreed between us to avoid significant risk 
being transferred to us beyond the plan period. 
 
We look forward to continuing to work in partnership with you over the coming months 
to identify the schemes required on the SRN to mitigate the impact of the York Local 
Plan through the Local Plan Impact Study. 
 
I trust this response is helpful, but should you require any further information please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Simon D Jones 
Regional Spatial Planning Manager 
Yorkshire & North East 

   
 



hughejo
Text Box
PM2:SID863i





1

From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 11:44
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205187
Attachments: L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

hughejo
Text Box
PM2:SID866i



2

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached letter 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate on 
representations 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf 



 

     

 
 

 
 

 

Local Plan 
City of York Council 
West Offices 
Station Rise 
York 
YO61 6GA 
 
  
 
 
 

Ref: 4005LE 
 

Date: 29th June 2021 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 

TO LAND TO THE REAR OF RUFFORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL (STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE REF: H38). 

 

Introduction 
 
This submission is made on behalf of Mulgrave Developments Ltd (“the Developer”) and should be read in conjunction 

with the various detailed representations submitted to the City of York Council (“the Council”), throughout the plan 

making process in relation to the land referenced as H38 (“the Site”). The representations previously submitted by DPP 

in support of the draft allocation of H38 confirmed that the Site remains available and suitable for housing development, 

and that residential development is achievable. 

 

The Developer wishes to support the draft allocation of the Site within the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of the 

view that the Site does not materially fulfil any of the purposes of the Green Belt around York, when reassessed using 

the Council’s clarified methodology. The Developer also wishes to reiterate that the allocation of the Site in the emerging 

Local Plan is crucial in ensuring the Council are able to meet the housing requirement cited in the emerging Local Plan, 

taking into account the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 2021). 

 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 

 

• Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum March 2021 

• Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the 

General Extent of the Green Belt 

• Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6: Proposed Modifications 

• Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 7: Housing Supply Update 

• GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 

• SHLAA Update (April 2021) 
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Background 
 

By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 

York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 

Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 

number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 

December of 2019. 

 
In terms of the Site, H38 was assessed as part of the Council’s site selection methodology and was deemed suitable and 

appropriate for development and did not need to be kept permanently open. The Site was subsequently included as a 

housing allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft (2013), Publication Draft Local Plan (2014), Local Plan 

Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) and the Local Plan Publication Draft (2018).  

 

The Site is also endorsed within the Rufforth with Knapton Neighbourhood Plan (‘the Neighbourhood Plan’) which was 

formally made in 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan does not specifically allocate sites for development, leaving such to the 

emerging Local Plan. However, it does indicate that there is local support for the defined Green Belt boundaries and the 

two housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. These are for land at the junction of Main Street and Back Lane in 

Knapton and at the end of Middlewood Close in Rufforth, the latter being the Site.  

 
The suitability and appropriateness of the Site for housing development has therefore never been in question.  

 

Throughout the various iterations of the emerging Local Plan, the Council have remained satisfied that residential 

development on the Site is suitable, that development is achievable, and that the Site is available. The Council have also 

remained satisfied that the Site does not perform an important Green Belt purpose and that the proposed Green Belt 

boundaries are appropriate. Overall, the Council remain satisfied that the Site does not need to remain permanently 

open. The Developer agrees with the Council’s position.  

 

The principle of allocating the Site for housing development within the emerging Local Plan remains firmly established. 

Consequently, the Developer supports the continued allocation of H38 within the emerging Local Plan. 

 

The Test of Soundness 

 

Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 

assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 

requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

is “sound”. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 

 
a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed 

needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 

accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  

 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 

proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 

matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  

 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 

policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 

assessed.  

 

The Proposed Modifications  
 

The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 

during and following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address concerns raised in relation to 

the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and   

the Green Belt boundaries.  

 
To summarise the documents submitted, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to 

defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021, (‘the TP1 Addendum 2021) which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 

1: Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the various 

issues which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the 

Council, the latest household projects will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. 

Finally, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the significant concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the 

methodology used by the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  

 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 

within the Green Belt, including Rufforth.  

 

Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 

revisions to the methodology. No fundamental alterations are proposed, and none which directly concern the Site.  

 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 

will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 

Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 

consultation.  

 
Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 

are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 

Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.   

 
Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

Green Belt  
 

As outlined in the TP1 Addendum, the Council have sought to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors relating to 

the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and the 
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Green Belt boundaries.  To summarise, the Inspectors have expressed concern that the criteria (referred to as ‘Shapers’) 

used by the Council to assess sites against the five purposes of Green Belt outlined in paragraph 134 were of little 

relevance to issues of Green Belt.  

 

To address this issue, the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines how the land within the proposed Green Belt has been assessed 

as well as proposed inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, using additional criteria to ensure that the proposed 

Green Belt fulfils the purposes listed in NPPF, with particular emphasis on purposes 1, 3 and 4. The criteria in question 

draws on evidence and work previously undertaken by the Council. The five new criteria are as follows:  

 

• Urban Sprawl 

• Encroachment 

• Compactness 

• Landmark Monuments 

• Landscape and Setting 

 

The first criterion has been introduced to assess whether land fulfils purpose 1 of Green Belt (to check the unrestricted 

sprawl of large built-up areas). The second is used to assess land against purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment). The remaining three criteria are used to assess whether land fulfils the fourth purpose 

of Green Belt (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  

 

We feel that the revised methodology aligns more closely with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 

although we still have some concerns. Notwithstanding these concerns, it is clear that the Site does not materially 

contribute to any of the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as set out in the TP1 Addendum 2021. 

Therefore, the allocation of H38 remains appropriate, as acknowledged by the Council.  

 

For completeness we have assessed the Site against the revised methodology below: 

 

Urban Sprawl: Rufforth is a village of modest scale. It is not a large built-up area. Rufforth is separated from York and by 

some distance and the development of the Site will not affect the perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The 

Site is a modest parcel of land which is well related to the existing settlement. There is an existing dwelling to the 

immediate north of the Site, and a cluster of houses located to the south beyond the stable and menage and existing 

urban development to the west. Given the clear physical boundaries the allocation of the Site will not result in 

unrestricted sprawl.  The Council are content that the allocation of the Site will not result in sprawl, and we agree. 

 

Encroachment: The Site is modest in scale and is completely enclosed by an established hedgerow boundaries. The 

boundaries restrict views into and out of the Site. Whilst the Site is undeveloped, it does not otherwise exhibit the 

characteristics one would other associate with being rural, primarily given its scale and its proximity to the village. The 

development of the Site will therefore not harm this criterion.  

 

Compactness: This consideration relates the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns. Rufforth 

is not a town.  Rufforth is situated some distance away from the City of York and as referred to above the development 

of the Site would not affect the percept or understanding of compact city. The Site does not intrude on the strays, Ings 

and green wedges which are so important to the character of York or affect the flat open countryside which surrounds 

the city. Further, the development of the Site will not lead to the coalescence of any urban area.   
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Landmark Monuments: The Site does not need to remain open to aid the appreciation of Rufforth, as a village, or the 

City of York.  There are no other heritage assets in the vicinity of the Site. The City of York is situated some distance to 

the east of the village, with the village of Knapton an intervening settlement. Consequently, the City of York (nor Knapton 

for that matter) are visible from within the Site. When traveling around the ring road the Site is not visible. Likewise, the 

Site is not visible from the approach into the village from either the north or the south. The historic setting of the village 

is not affected given the paucity of views of the Site and neither is the setting of York. 

 

Landscape Setting: Given the distance between Rufforth and York, there is no perceptible relationship between the two 

within the intervening land. The Site is closely associated with Rufforth and is not located on land which is deemed as 

important in contributing to the setting of the village. There is a public footpath to the east of the Site, from which the 

Site is only visible against the backdrop of the wider village, thereby minimising any impact on the wider setting. The Site 

is of no particular or specific merit in landscape terms. It is well enclosed and contained by the existing established hedge 

boundary. It is not associated or perceived as forming part of the wider landscape that surrounds the village.  

 

The Developer continues to support the conclusions reached by the Council and supports the allocation of the Site in the 

emerging Local Plan and the conclusions reached in the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the associated evidence base regarding 

H38.  

 

Boundaries 
 

The Developer also supports the settlement limits and Green Belt boundary as proposed within the emerging Local Plan. 

In particular, the northernmost boundary is a clear and logical edge to the settlement.  From the property, ‘Woodlands’, 

located to the north of the Site, the boundary extends in a southeast direction. The route of the boundary follows that 

of the field boundary to the rear of property boundaries off Middlewood Close. The boundary then turning southwest 

to follow property boundaries of Yew Tree Close, the Ridings, and the other buildings. The boundaries in question are 

mature and permanent in nature, having served as a field boundary for many years. It provides a logical and clear 

boundary between the Site and the open rural landscape beyond.   

               

The Developer supports the Green Belt boundary in this location. 

 

Housing Need   

                                           
The consultation also concerns the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020), and the SHLAA Update (April 

2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 

Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the city has not materially 

changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 

Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 

32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  

 

The Developer does not wish to comment specifically on the OAN calculation used by the Council. However, they do wish 

to reiterate the importance of the Site’s allocation in ensuring that the Council are able to achieve the delivery trajectory 

outlined within the SHLAA Update, and in meeting the housing requirement identified in the GL Hearn report.  As noted 

within the SHLAA Update 2021, the Site will contribute approximately 33 dwellings within the Plan Period. The Developer 

is content that the development of the Site will deliver the much-needed new dwellings envisaged and remains confident 
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that completion of the Site can be achieved within the short term. Indeed, the Developer has recently submitted a pre-

application enquiry to the Council with a view to submitting a planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  

 

The Developer continues to Support H38 as a draft allocation. The Developer remains committed to the development of 

the Site, which remains available and deliverable. The Developer also supports the estimated development capacity of 

the Site and confirm that this can be delivered in the plan period. 

 

Other Matters 
 

The Developer has no comment to make in relation to the remaining documents currently the subject of the ongoing 

consultation.  

 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 

Having considered the updated and additional information relating to the Council’s methodology to determine whether 

land needs to be kept permanently open and included in the Green Belt, and to define appropriate Green Belt 

boundaries, it is clear that the Site remains suitable as a housing allocation, that the Site does not need to be kept 

permanently open and that the Green Belt boundaries in this location are appropriate. The Developer supports the 

assessment of the Site and the conclusion reached regarding it. In this respect, the Developer is of the view that the Local 

Plan has been positively prepared, and that the allocation of Site H38 is deliverable, justified and consistent with NPPF. 

 

The GL Hearn Housing Needs Update 2020, and the SHLAA Update 2021 serve to underline the importance of the Site in 

enabling the Council to deliver the requisite housing within the plan period. The Council have accepted that H38 is 

available and that the Site is suitable for residential development, and it can be delivered.  

 

The Developer therefore wholly supports the allocation known as H38. The Developer also supports the estimated 

development capacity of the Site and confirm that this can be delivered within the short term.  

 

Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:31
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205284
Attachments: L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

hughejo
Text Box
PM2:SID866ii



2

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached letter 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon written 
representations 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf 
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York 
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Ref: 4005LE 
 

Date: 29th June 2021 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND TO THE REAR OF RUFFORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL (STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE REF: H38). 
 

Introduction 
 
This submission is made on behalf of Mulgrave Developments Ltd the  and should be read in conjunction 
with the various  the plan 
making process in relation to the land referenced as H38 . The representations previously submitted by DPP 
in support of the draft allocation of H38 confirmed that the Site remains available and suitable for housing development, 
and that residential development is achievable. 
 
The Developer wishes to support the draft allocation of the Site within the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of the 
view that the Site does not materially fulfil any of the purposes of the Green Belt around York, when reassessed using 

also wishes to reiterate that the allocation of the Site in the emerging 
Local Plan is crucial in ensuring the Council are able to meet the housing requirement cited in the emerging Local Plan, 
taking into account the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 2021). 
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum March 2021 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the 

General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6: Proposed Modifications 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 7: Housing Supply Update 
 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 
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Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H38 site selection methodology and was deemed suitable and 
appropriate for development and did not need to be kept permanently open. The Site was subsequently included as a 
housing allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft (2013), Publication Draft Local Plan (2014), Local Plan 
Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) and the Local Plan Publication Draft (2018).  
 
The Site is also endorsed within the Rufforth with 
formally made in 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan does not specifically allocate sites for development, leaving such to the 
emerging Local Plan. However, it does indicate that there is local support for the defined Green Belt boundaries and the 
two housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. These are for land at the junction of Main Street and Back Lane in 
Knapton and at the end of Middlewood Close in Rufforth, the latter being the Site.  
 
The suitability and appropriateness of the Site for housing development has therefore never been in question.  
 
Throughout the various iterations of the emerging Local Plan, the Council have remained satisfied that residential 
development on the Site is suitable, that development is achievable, and that the Site is available. The Council have also 
remained satisfied that the Site does not perform an important Green Belt purpose and that the proposed Green Belt 
boundaries are appropriate. Overall, the Council remain satisfied that the Site does not need to remain permanently 
open. The Developer agrees with the Council s position.  
 
The principle of allocating the Site for housing development within the emerging Local Plan remains firmly established. 
Consequently, the Developer supports the continued allocation of H38 within the emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Test of Soundness 

 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  ed 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  

 
The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
during and following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address concerns raised in relation to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and   
the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
To summarise the documents submitted, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to 
defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021,  2021) which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 
1: Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the various 
issues which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the 
Council, the latest household projects will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. 
Finally, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the significant concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the 
methodology used by the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Rufforth.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. No fundamental alterations are proposed, and none which directly concern the Site.  
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
 
Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.   

 
Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

Green Belt  
 
As outlined in the TP1 Addendum, the Council have sought to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors relating to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and the 
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Green Belt boundaries.  To summarise, the Inspectors have expressed concern that the criteria (referred to as Shapers ) 
used by the Council to assess sites against the five purposes of Green Belt outlined in paragraph 134 were of little 
relevance to issues of Green Belt.  
 
To address this issue, the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines how the land within the proposed Green Belt has been assessed 
as well as proposed inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, using additional criteria to ensure that the proposed 
Green Belt fulfils the purposes listed in NPPF, with particular emphasis on purposes 1, 3 and 4. The criteria in question 
draws on evidence and work previously undertaken by the Council. The five new criteria are as follows:  
 

 Urban Sprawl 
 Encroachment 
 Compactness 
 Landmark Monuments 
 Landscape and Setting 

 
The first criterion has been introduced to assess whether land fulfils purpose 1 of Green Belt (to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas). The second is used to assess land against purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment). The remaining three criteria are used to assess whether land fulfils the fourth purpose 
of Green Belt (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  
 
We feel that the revised methodology aligns more closely with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
although we still have some concerns. Notwithstanding these concerns, it is clear that the Site does not materially 
contribute to any of the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as set out in the TP1 Addendum 2021. 
Therefore, the allocation of H38 remains appropriate, as acknowledged by the Council.  
 
For completeness we have assessed the Site against the revised methodology below: 
 
Urban Sprawl: Rufforth is a village of modest scale. It is not a large built-up area. Rufforth is separated from York and by 
some distance and the development of the Site will not affect the perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The 
Site is a modest parcel of land which is well related to the existing settlement. There is an existing dwelling to the 
immediate north of the Site, and a cluster of houses located to the south beyond the stable and menage and existing 
urban development to the west. Given the clear physical boundaries the allocation of the Site will not result in 
unrestricted sprawl.  The Council are content that the allocation of the Site will not result in sprawl, and we agree. 
 
Encroachment: The Site is modest in scale and is completely enclosed by an established hedgerow boundaries. The 
boundaries restrict views into and out of the Site. Whilst the Site is undeveloped, it does not otherwise exhibit the 
characteristics one would other associate with being rural, primarily given its scale and its proximity to the village. The 
development of the Site will therefore not harm this criterion.  
 
Compactness: This consideration relates the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns. Rufforth 
is not a town.  Rufforth is situated some distance away from the City of York and as referred to above the development 
of the Site would not affect the percept or understanding of compact city. The Site does not intrude on the strays, Ings 
and green wedges which are so important to the character of York or affect the flat open countryside which surrounds 
the city. Further, the development of the Site will not lead to the coalescence of any urban area.   
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Landmark Monuments: The Site does not need to remain open to aid the appreciation of Rufforth, as a village, or the 
City of York.  There are no other heritage assets in the vicinity of the Site. The City of York is situated some distance to 
the east of the village, with the village of Knapton an intervening settlement. Consequently, the City of York (nor Knapton 
for that matter) are visible from within the Site. When traveling around the ring road the Site is not visible. Likewise, the 
Site is not visible from the approach into the village from either the north or the south. The historic setting of the village 
is not affected given the paucity of views of the Site and neither is the setting of York. 
 
Landscape Setting: Given the distance between Rufforth and York, there is no perceptible relationship between the two 
within the intervening land. The Site is closely associated with Rufforth and is not located on land which is deemed as 
important in contributing to the setting of the village. There is a public footpath to the east of the Site, from which the 
Site is only visible against the backdrop of the wider village, thereby minimising any impact on the wider setting. The Site 
is of no particular or specific merit in landscape terms. It is well enclosed and contained by the existing established hedge 
boundary. It is not associated or perceived as forming part of the wider landscape that surrounds the village.  
 
The Developer continues to support the conclusions reached by the Council and supports the allocation of the Site in the 
emerging Local Plan and the conclusions reached in the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the associated evidence base regarding 
H38.  
 

Boundaries 
 
The Developer also supports the settlement limits and Green Belt boundary as proposed within the emerging Local Plan. 
In particular, the northernmost boundary is a clear and logical edge to the settlement.  From the property, Woodlands , 
located to the north of the Site, the boundary extends in a southeast direction. The route of the boundary follows that 
of the field boundary to the rear of property boundaries off Middlewood Close. The boundary then turning southwest 
to follow property boundaries of Yew Tree Close, the Ridings, and the other buildings. The boundaries in question are 
mature and permanent in nature, having served as a field boundary for many years. It provides a logical and clear 
boundary between the Site and the open rural landscape beyond.   
               
The Developer supports the Green Belt boundary in this location. 
 

Housing Need   
                                           
The consultation also concerns the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020), and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the city has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
The Developer does not wish to comment specifically on the OAN calculation used by the Council. However, they do wish 

in ensuring that the Council are able to achieve the delivery trajectory 
outlined within the SHLAA Update, and in meeting the housing requirement identified in the GL Hearn report.  As noted 
within the SHLAA Update 2021, the Site will contribute approximately 33 dwellings within the Plan Period. The Developer 
is content that the development of the Site will deliver the much-needed new dwellings envisaged and remains confident 
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that completion of the Site can be achieved within the short term. Indeed, the Developer has recently submitted a pre-
application enquiry to the Council with a view to submitting a planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  
 
The Developer continues to Support H38 as a draft allocation. The Developer remains committed to the development of 
the Site, which remains available and deliverable. The Developer also supports the estimated development capacity of 
the Site and confirm that this can be delivered in the plan period. 
 

Other Matters 
 
The Developer has no comment to make in relation to the remaining documents currently the subject of the ongoing 
consultation.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 
Having considered the updated and additional information relating determine whether 
land needs to be kept permanently open and included in the Green Belt, and to define appropriate Green Belt 
boundaries, it is clear that the Site remains suitable as a housing allocation, that the Site does not need to be kept 
permanently open and that the Green Belt boundaries in this location are appropriate. The Developer supports the 
assessment of the Site and the conclusion reached regarding it. In this respect, the Developer is of the view that the Local 
Plan has been positively prepared, and that the allocation of Site H38 is deliverable, justified and consistent with NPPF. 
 
The GL Hearn Housing Needs Update 2020, and the SHLAA Update 2021 serve to underline the importance of the Site in 
enabling the Council to deliver the requisite housing within the plan period. The Council have accepted that H38 is 
available and that the Site is suitable for residential development, and it can be delivered.  
 
The Developer therefore wholly supports the allocation known as H38. The Developer also supports the estimated 
development capacity of the Site and confirm that this can be delivered within the short term.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:40
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205294
Attachments: L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached letter 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf 
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Ref: 4005LE 
 

Date: 29th June 2021 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND TO THE REAR OF RUFFORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL (STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE REF: H38). 
 

Introduction 
 
This submission is made on behalf of Mulgrave Developments Ltd the  and should be read in conjunction 
with the various  the plan 
making process in relation to the land referenced as H38 . The representations previously submitted by DPP 
in support of the draft allocation of H38 confirmed that the Site remains available and suitable for housing development, 
and that residential development is achievable. 
 
The Developer wishes to support the draft allocation of the Site within the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of the 
view that the Site does not materially fulfil any of the purposes of the Green Belt around York, when reassessed using 

also wishes to reiterate that the allocation of the Site in the emerging 
Local Plan is crucial in ensuring the Council are able to meet the housing requirement cited in the emerging Local Plan, 
taking into account the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 2021). 
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum March 2021 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the 

General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6: Proposed Modifications 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 7: Housing Supply Update 
 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 
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Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H38 site selection methodology and was deemed suitable and 
appropriate for development and did not need to be kept permanently open. The Site was subsequently included as a 
housing allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft (2013), Publication Draft Local Plan (2014), Local Plan 
Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) and the Local Plan Publication Draft (2018).  
 
The Site is also endorsed within the Rufforth with 
formally made in 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan does not specifically allocate sites for development, leaving such to the 
emerging Local Plan. However, it does indicate that there is local support for the defined Green Belt boundaries and the 
two housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. These are for land at the junction of Main Street and Back Lane in 
Knapton and at the end of Middlewood Close in Rufforth, the latter being the Site.  
 
The suitability and appropriateness of the Site for housing development has therefore never been in question.  
 
Throughout the various iterations of the emerging Local Plan, the Council have remained satisfied that residential 
development on the Site is suitable, that development is achievable, and that the Site is available. The Council have also 
remained satisfied that the Site does not perform an important Green Belt purpose and that the proposed Green Belt 
boundaries are appropriate. Overall, the Council remain satisfied that the Site does not need to remain permanently 
open. The Developer agrees with the Council s position.  
 
The principle of allocating the Site for housing development within the emerging Local Plan remains firmly established. 
Consequently, the Developer supports the continued allocation of H38 within the emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Test of Soundness 

 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  ed 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  

 
The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
during and following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address concerns raised in relation to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and   
the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
To summarise the documents submitted, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to 
defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021,  2021) which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 
1: Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the various 
issues which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the 
Council, the latest household projects will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. 
Finally, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the significant concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the 
methodology used by the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Rufforth.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. No fundamental alterations are proposed, and none which directly concern the Site.  
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
 
Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.   

 
Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

Green Belt  
 
As outlined in the TP1 Addendum, the Council have sought to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors relating to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and the 
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Green Belt boundaries.  To summarise, the Inspectors have expressed concern that the criteria (referred to as Shapers ) 
used by the Council to assess sites against the five purposes of Green Belt outlined in paragraph 134 were of little 
relevance to issues of Green Belt.  
 
To address this issue, the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines how the land within the proposed Green Belt has been assessed 
as well as proposed inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, using additional criteria to ensure that the proposed 
Green Belt fulfils the purposes listed in NPPF, with particular emphasis on purposes 1, 3 and 4. The criteria in question 
draws on evidence and work previously undertaken by the Council. The five new criteria are as follows:  
 

 Urban Sprawl 
 Encroachment 
 Compactness 
 Landmark Monuments 
 Landscape and Setting 

 
The first criterion has been introduced to assess whether land fulfils purpose 1 of Green Belt (to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas). The second is used to assess land against purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment). The remaining three criteria are used to assess whether land fulfils the fourth purpose 
of Green Belt (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  
 
We feel that the revised methodology aligns more closely with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
although we still have some concerns. Notwithstanding these concerns, it is clear that the Site does not materially 
contribute to any of the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as set out in the TP1 Addendum 2021. 
Therefore, the allocation of H38 remains appropriate, as acknowledged by the Council.  
 
For completeness we have assessed the Site against the revised methodology below: 
 
Urban Sprawl: Rufforth is a village of modest scale. It is not a large built-up area. Rufforth is separated from York and by 
some distance and the development of the Site will not affect the perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The 
Site is a modest parcel of land which is well related to the existing settlement. There is an existing dwelling to the 
immediate north of the Site, and a cluster of houses located to the south beyond the stable and menage and existing 
urban development to the west. Given the clear physical boundaries the allocation of the Site will not result in 
unrestricted sprawl.  The Council are content that the allocation of the Site will not result in sprawl, and we agree. 
 
Encroachment: The Site is modest in scale and is completely enclosed by an established hedgerow boundaries. The 
boundaries restrict views into and out of the Site. Whilst the Site is undeveloped, it does not otherwise exhibit the 
characteristics one would other associate with being rural, primarily given its scale and its proximity to the village. The 
development of the Site will therefore not harm this criterion.  
 
Compactness: This consideration relates the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns. Rufforth 
is not a town.  Rufforth is situated some distance away from the City of York and as referred to above the development 
of the Site would not affect the percept or understanding of compact city. The Site does not intrude on the strays, Ings 
and green wedges which are so important to the character of York or affect the flat open countryside which surrounds 
the city. Further, the development of the Site will not lead to the coalescence of any urban area.   
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Landmark Monuments: The Site does not need to remain open to aid the appreciation of Rufforth, as a village, or the 
City of York.  There are no other heritage assets in the vicinity of the Site. The City of York is situated some distance to 
the east of the village, with the village of Knapton an intervening settlement. Consequently, the City of York (nor Knapton 
for that matter) are visible from within the Site. When traveling around the ring road the Site is not visible. Likewise, the 
Site is not visible from the approach into the village from either the north or the south. The historic setting of the village 
is not affected given the paucity of views of the Site and neither is the setting of York. 
 
Landscape Setting: Given the distance between Rufforth and York, there is no perceptible relationship between the two 
within the intervening land. The Site is closely associated with Rufforth and is not located on land which is deemed as 
important in contributing to the setting of the village. There is a public footpath to the east of the Site, from which the 
Site is only visible against the backdrop of the wider village, thereby minimising any impact on the wider setting. The Site 
is of no particular or specific merit in landscape terms. It is well enclosed and contained by the existing established hedge 
boundary. It is not associated or perceived as forming part of the wider landscape that surrounds the village.  
 
The Developer continues to support the conclusions reached by the Council and supports the allocation of the Site in the 
emerging Local Plan and the conclusions reached in the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the associated evidence base regarding 
H38.  
 

Boundaries 
 
The Developer also supports the settlement limits and Green Belt boundary as proposed within the emerging Local Plan. 
In particular, the northernmost boundary is a clear and logical edge to the settlement.  From the property, Woodlands , 
located to the north of the Site, the boundary extends in a southeast direction. The route of the boundary follows that 
of the field boundary to the rear of property boundaries off Middlewood Close. The boundary then turning southwest 
to follow property boundaries of Yew Tree Close, the Ridings, and the other buildings. The boundaries in question are 
mature and permanent in nature, having served as a field boundary for many years. It provides a logical and clear 
boundary between the Site and the open rural landscape beyond.   
               
The Developer supports the Green Belt boundary in this location. 
 

Housing Need   
                                           
The consultation also concerns the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020), and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the city has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
The Developer does not wish to comment specifically on the OAN calculation used by the Council. However, they do wish 

in ensuring that the Council are able to achieve the delivery trajectory 
outlined within the SHLAA Update, and in meeting the housing requirement identified in the GL Hearn report.  As noted 
within the SHLAA Update 2021, the Site will contribute approximately 33 dwellings within the Plan Period. The Developer 
is content that the development of the Site will deliver the much-needed new dwellings envisaged and remains confident 
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that completion of the Site can be achieved within the short term. Indeed, the Developer has recently submitted a pre-
application enquiry to the Council with a view to submitting a planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  
 
The Developer continues to Support H38 as a draft allocation. The Developer remains committed to the development of 
the Site, which remains available and deliverable. The Developer also supports the estimated development capacity of 
the Site and confirm that this can be delivered in the plan period. 
 

Other Matters 
 
The Developer has no comment to make in relation to the remaining documents currently the subject of the ongoing 
consultation.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 
Having considered the updated and additional information relating determine whether 
land needs to be kept permanently open and included in the Green Belt, and to define appropriate Green Belt 
boundaries, it is clear that the Site remains suitable as a housing allocation, that the Site does not need to be kept 
permanently open and that the Green Belt boundaries in this location are appropriate. The Developer supports the 
assessment of the Site and the conclusion reached regarding it. In this respect, the Developer is of the view that the Local 
Plan has been positively prepared, and that the allocation of Site H38 is deliverable, justified and consistent with NPPF. 
 
The GL Hearn Housing Needs Update 2020, and the SHLAA Update 2021 serve to underline the importance of the Site in 
enabling the Council to deliver the requisite housing within the plan period. The Council have accepted that H38 is 
available and that the Site is suitable for residential development, and it can be delivered.  
 
The Developer therefore wholly supports the allocation known as H38. The Developer also supports the estimated 
development capacity of the Site and confirm that this can be delivered within the short term.  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:37
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205286
Attachments: L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 
2021 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update (EX/CYC/59i) 

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached letter 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf 
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Ref: 4005LE 
 

Date: 29th June 2021 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND TO THE REAR OF RUFFORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL (STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE REF: H38). 
 

Introduction 
 
This submission is made on behalf of Mulgrave Developments Ltd the  and should be read in conjunction 
with the various  the plan 
making process in relation to the land referenced as H38 . The representations previously submitted by DPP 
in support of the draft allocation of H38 confirmed that the Site remains available and suitable for housing development, 
and that residential development is achievable. 
 
The Developer wishes to support the draft allocation of the Site within the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of the 
view that the Site does not materially fulfil any of the purposes of the Green Belt around York, when reassessed using 

also wishes to reiterate that the allocation of the Site in the emerging 
Local Plan is crucial in ensuring the Council are able to meet the housing requirement cited in the emerging Local Plan, 
taking into account the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 2021). 
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum March 2021 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the 

General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6: Proposed Modifications 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 7: Housing Supply Update 
 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 
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Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H38 site selection methodology and was deemed suitable and 
appropriate for development and did not need to be kept permanently open. The Site was subsequently included as a 
housing allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft (2013), Publication Draft Local Plan (2014), Local Plan 
Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) and the Local Plan Publication Draft (2018).  
 
The Site is also endorsed within the Rufforth with 
formally made in 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan does not specifically allocate sites for development, leaving such to the 
emerging Local Plan. However, it does indicate that there is local support for the defined Green Belt boundaries and the 
two housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. These are for land at the junction of Main Street and Back Lane in 
Knapton and at the end of Middlewood Close in Rufforth, the latter being the Site.  
 
The suitability and appropriateness of the Site for housing development has therefore never been in question.  
 
Throughout the various iterations of the emerging Local Plan, the Council have remained satisfied that residential 
development on the Site is suitable, that development is achievable, and that the Site is available. The Council have also 
remained satisfied that the Site does not perform an important Green Belt purpose and that the proposed Green Belt 
boundaries are appropriate. Overall, the Council remain satisfied that the Site does not need to remain permanently 
open. The Developer agrees with the Council s position.  
 
The principle of allocating the Site for housing development within the emerging Local Plan remains firmly established. 
Consequently, the Developer supports the continued allocation of H38 within the emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Test of Soundness 

 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  ed 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  

 
The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
during and following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address concerns raised in relation to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and   
the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
To summarise the documents submitted, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to 
defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021,  2021) which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 
1: Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the various 
issues which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the 
Council, the latest household projects will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. 
Finally, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the significant concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the 
methodology used by the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Rufforth.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. No fundamental alterations are proposed, and none which directly concern the Site.  
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
 
Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.   

 
Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

Green Belt  
 
As outlined in the TP1 Addendum, the Council have sought to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors relating to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and the 
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Green Belt boundaries.  To summarise, the Inspectors have expressed concern that the criteria (referred to as Shapers ) 
used by the Council to assess sites against the five purposes of Green Belt outlined in paragraph 134 were of little 
relevance to issues of Green Belt.  
 
To address this issue, the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines how the land within the proposed Green Belt has been assessed 
as well as proposed inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, using additional criteria to ensure that the proposed 
Green Belt fulfils the purposes listed in NPPF, with particular emphasis on purposes 1, 3 and 4. The criteria in question 
draws on evidence and work previously undertaken by the Council. The five new criteria are as follows:  
 

 Urban Sprawl 
 Encroachment 
 Compactness 
 Landmark Monuments 
 Landscape and Setting 

 
The first criterion has been introduced to assess whether land fulfils purpose 1 of Green Belt (to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas). The second is used to assess land against purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment). The remaining three criteria are used to assess whether land fulfils the fourth purpose 
of Green Belt (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  
 
We feel that the revised methodology aligns more closely with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
although we still have some concerns. Notwithstanding these concerns, it is clear that the Site does not materially 
contribute to any of the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as set out in the TP1 Addendum 2021. 
Therefore, the allocation of H38 remains appropriate, as acknowledged by the Council.  
 
For completeness we have assessed the Site against the revised methodology below: 
 
Urban Sprawl: Rufforth is a village of modest scale. It is not a large built-up area. Rufforth is separated from York and by 
some distance and the development of the Site will not affect the perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The 
Site is a modest parcel of land which is well related to the existing settlement. There is an existing dwelling to the 
immediate north of the Site, and a cluster of houses located to the south beyond the stable and menage and existing 
urban development to the west. Given the clear physical boundaries the allocation of the Site will not result in 
unrestricted sprawl.  The Council are content that the allocation of the Site will not result in sprawl, and we agree. 
 
Encroachment: The Site is modest in scale and is completely enclosed by an established hedgerow boundaries. The 
boundaries restrict views into and out of the Site. Whilst the Site is undeveloped, it does not otherwise exhibit the 
characteristics one would other associate with being rural, primarily given its scale and its proximity to the village. The 
development of the Site will therefore not harm this criterion.  
 
Compactness: This consideration relates the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns. Rufforth 
is not a town.  Rufforth is situated some distance away from the City of York and as referred to above the development 
of the Site would not affect the percept or understanding of compact city. The Site does not intrude on the strays, Ings 
and green wedges which are so important to the character of York or affect the flat open countryside which surrounds 
the city. Further, the development of the Site will not lead to the coalescence of any urban area.   
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Landmark Monuments: The Site does not need to remain open to aid the appreciation of Rufforth, as a village, or the 
City of York.  There are no other heritage assets in the vicinity of the Site. The City of York is situated some distance to 
the east of the village, with the village of Knapton an intervening settlement. Consequently, the City of York (nor Knapton 
for that matter) are visible from within the Site. When traveling around the ring road the Site is not visible. Likewise, the 
Site is not visible from the approach into the village from either the north or the south. The historic setting of the village 
is not affected given the paucity of views of the Site and neither is the setting of York. 
 
Landscape Setting: Given the distance between Rufforth and York, there is no perceptible relationship between the two 
within the intervening land. The Site is closely associated with Rufforth and is not located on land which is deemed as 
important in contributing to the setting of the village. There is a public footpath to the east of the Site, from which the 
Site is only visible against the backdrop of the wider village, thereby minimising any impact on the wider setting. The Site 
is of no particular or specific merit in landscape terms. It is well enclosed and contained by the existing established hedge 
boundary. It is not associated or perceived as forming part of the wider landscape that surrounds the village.  
 
The Developer continues to support the conclusions reached by the Council and supports the allocation of the Site in the 
emerging Local Plan and the conclusions reached in the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the associated evidence base regarding 
H38.  
 

Boundaries 
 
The Developer also supports the settlement limits and Green Belt boundary as proposed within the emerging Local Plan. 
In particular, the northernmost boundary is a clear and logical edge to the settlement.  From the property, Woodlands , 
located to the north of the Site, the boundary extends in a southeast direction. The route of the boundary follows that 
of the field boundary to the rear of property boundaries off Middlewood Close. The boundary then turning southwest 
to follow property boundaries of Yew Tree Close, the Ridings, and the other buildings. The boundaries in question are 
mature and permanent in nature, having served as a field boundary for many years. It provides a logical and clear 
boundary between the Site and the open rural landscape beyond.   
               
The Developer supports the Green Belt boundary in this location. 
 

Housing Need   
                                           
The consultation also concerns the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020), and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the city has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
The Developer does not wish to comment specifically on the OAN calculation used by the Council. However, they do wish 

in ensuring that the Council are able to achieve the delivery trajectory 
outlined within the SHLAA Update, and in meeting the housing requirement identified in the GL Hearn report.  As noted 
within the SHLAA Update 2021, the Site will contribute approximately 33 dwellings within the Plan Period. The Developer 
is content that the development of the Site will deliver the much-needed new dwellings envisaged and remains confident 
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that completion of the Site can be achieved within the short term. Indeed, the Developer has recently submitted a pre-
application enquiry to the Council with a view to submitting a planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  
 
The Developer continues to Support H38 as a draft allocation. The Developer remains committed to the development of 
the Site, which remains available and deliverable. The Developer also supports the estimated development capacity of 
the Site and confirm that this can be delivered in the plan period. 
 

Other Matters 
 
The Developer has no comment to make in relation to the remaining documents currently the subject of the ongoing 
consultation.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 
Having considered the updated and additional information relating determine whether 
land needs to be kept permanently open and included in the Green Belt, and to define appropriate Green Belt 
boundaries, it is clear that the Site remains suitable as a housing allocation, that the Site does not need to be kept 
permanently open and that the Green Belt boundaries in this location are appropriate. The Developer supports the 
assessment of the Site and the conclusion reached regarding it. In this respect, the Developer is of the view that the Local 
Plan has been positively prepared, and that the allocation of Site H38 is deliverable, justified and consistent with NPPF. 
 
The GL Hearn Housing Needs Update 2020, and the SHLAA Update 2021 serve to underline the importance of the Site in 
enabling the Council to deliver the requisite housing within the plan period. The Council have accepted that H38 is 
available and that the Site is suitable for residential development, and it can be delivered.  
 
The Developer therefore wholly supports the allocation known as H38. The Developer also supports the estimated 
development capacity of the Site and confirm that this can be delivered within the short term.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:43
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205296
Attachments: L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment Update (April 2021) (EX/CYC/56) 

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: See attached letter 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: N/A 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H38_Land_RO_Rufforth_Primary_School.pdf 
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Ref: 4005LE 
 

Date: 29th June 2021 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND TO THE REAR OF RUFFORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL (STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE REF: H38). 
 

Introduction 
 
This submission is made on behalf of Mulgrave Developments Ltd the  and should be read in conjunction 
with the various  the plan 
making process in relation to the land referenced as H38 . The representations previously submitted by DPP 
in support of the draft allocation of H38 confirmed that the Site remains available and suitable for housing development, 
and that residential development is achievable. 
 
The Developer wishes to support the draft allocation of the Site within the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of the 
view that the Site does not materially fulfil any of the purposes of the Green Belt around York, when reassessed using 

also wishes to reiterate that the allocation of the Site in the emerging 
Local Plan is crucial in ensuring the Council are able to meet the housing requirement cited in the emerging Local Plan, 
taking into account the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 2021). 
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum March 2021 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4: Other Densely Developed Areas in the 

General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6: Proposed Modifications 
 Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 7: Housing Supply Update 
 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 
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Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H38 site selection methodology and was deemed suitable and 
appropriate for development and did not need to be kept permanently open. The Site was subsequently included as a 
housing allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft (2013), Publication Draft Local Plan (2014), Local Plan 
Preferred Sites Consultation (2016) and the Local Plan Publication Draft (2018).  
 
The Site is also endorsed within the Rufforth with 
formally made in 2018. The Neighbourhood Plan does not specifically allocate sites for development, leaving such to the 
emerging Local Plan. However, it does indicate that there is local support for the defined Green Belt boundaries and the 
two housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. These are for land at the junction of Main Street and Back Lane in 
Knapton and at the end of Middlewood Close in Rufforth, the latter being the Site.  
 
The suitability and appropriateness of the Site for housing development has therefore never been in question.  
 
Throughout the various iterations of the emerging Local Plan, the Council have remained satisfied that residential 
development on the Site is suitable, that development is achievable, and that the Site is available. The Council have also 
remained satisfied that the Site does not perform an important Green Belt purpose and that the proposed Green Belt 
boundaries are appropriate. Overall, the Council remain satisfied that the Site does not need to remain permanently 
open. The Developer agrees with the Council s position.  
 
The principle of allocating the Site for housing development within the emerging Local Plan remains firmly established. 
Consequently, the Developer supports the continued allocation of H38 within the emerging Local Plan. 
 
The Test of Soundness 

 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  ed 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  

 
The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
during and following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address concerns raised in relation to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and   
the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
To summarise the documents submitted, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to 
defining Green Belt Addendum January 2021,  2021) which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 
1: Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the various 
issues which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the 
Council, the latest household projects will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. 
Finally, the TP1 Addendum 2021 seeks to address the significant concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the 
methodology used by the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Rufforth.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. No fundamental alterations are proposed, and none which directly concern the Site.  
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
 
Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.   

 
Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

Green Belt  
 
As outlined in the TP1 Addendum, the Council have sought to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors relating to 
the methodology used by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open and the 
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Green Belt boundaries.  To summarise, the Inspectors have expressed concern that the criteria (referred to as Shapers ) 
used by the Council to assess sites against the five purposes of Green Belt outlined in paragraph 134 were of little 
relevance to issues of Green Belt.  
 
To address this issue, the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines how the land within the proposed Green Belt has been assessed 
as well as proposed inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, using additional criteria to ensure that the proposed 
Green Belt fulfils the purposes listed in NPPF, with particular emphasis on purposes 1, 3 and 4. The criteria in question 
draws on evidence and work previously undertaken by the Council. The five new criteria are as follows:  
 

 Urban Sprawl 
 Encroachment 
 Compactness 
 Landmark Monuments 
 Landscape and Setting 

 
The first criterion has been introduced to assess whether land fulfils purpose 1 of Green Belt (to check the unrestricted 
sprawl of large built-up areas). The second is used to assess land against purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment). The remaining three criteria are used to assess whether land fulfils the fourth purpose 
of Green Belt (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns).  
 
We feel that the revised methodology aligns more closely with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
although we still have some concerns. Notwithstanding these concerns, it is clear that the Site does not materially 
contribute to any of the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as set out in the TP1 Addendum 2021. 
Therefore, the allocation of H38 remains appropriate, as acknowledged by the Council.  
 
For completeness we have assessed the Site against the revised methodology below: 
 
Urban Sprawl: Rufforth is a village of modest scale. It is not a large built-up area. Rufforth is separated from York and by 
some distance and the development of the Site will not affect the perception of a compact city in a rural hinterland. The 
Site is a modest parcel of land which is well related to the existing settlement. There is an existing dwelling to the 
immediate north of the Site, and a cluster of houses located to the south beyond the stable and menage and existing 
urban development to the west. Given the clear physical boundaries the allocation of the Site will not result in 
unrestricted sprawl.  The Council are content that the allocation of the Site will not result in sprawl, and we agree. 
 
Encroachment: The Site is modest in scale and is completely enclosed by an established hedgerow boundaries. The 
boundaries restrict views into and out of the Site. Whilst the Site is undeveloped, it does not otherwise exhibit the 
characteristics one would other associate with being rural, primarily given its scale and its proximity to the village. The 
development of the Site will therefore not harm this criterion.  
 
Compactness: This consideration relates the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns. Rufforth 
is not a town.  Rufforth is situated some distance away from the City of York and as referred to above the development 
of the Site would not affect the percept or understanding of compact city. The Site does not intrude on the strays, Ings 
and green wedges which are so important to the character of York or affect the flat open countryside which surrounds 
the city. Further, the development of the Site will not lead to the coalescence of any urban area.   
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Landmark Monuments: The Site does not need to remain open to aid the appreciation of Rufforth, as a village, or the 
City of York.  There are no other heritage assets in the vicinity of the Site. The City of York is situated some distance to 
the east of the village, with the village of Knapton an intervening settlement. Consequently, the City of York (nor Knapton 
for that matter) are visible from within the Site. When traveling around the ring road the Site is not visible. Likewise, the 
Site is not visible from the approach into the village from either the north or the south. The historic setting of the village 
is not affected given the paucity of views of the Site and neither is the setting of York. 
 
Landscape Setting: Given the distance between Rufforth and York, there is no perceptible relationship between the two 
within the intervening land. The Site is closely associated with Rufforth and is not located on land which is deemed as 
important in contributing to the setting of the village. There is a public footpath to the east of the Site, from which the 
Site is only visible against the backdrop of the wider village, thereby minimising any impact on the wider setting. The Site 
is of no particular or specific merit in landscape terms. It is well enclosed and contained by the existing established hedge 
boundary. It is not associated or perceived as forming part of the wider landscape that surrounds the village.  
 
The Developer continues to support the conclusions reached by the Council and supports the allocation of the Site in the 
emerging Local Plan and the conclusions reached in the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the associated evidence base regarding 
H38.  
 

Boundaries 
 
The Developer also supports the settlement limits and Green Belt boundary as proposed within the emerging Local Plan. 
In particular, the northernmost boundary is a clear and logical edge to the settlement.  From the property, Woodlands , 
located to the north of the Site, the boundary extends in a southeast direction. The route of the boundary follows that 
of the field boundary to the rear of property boundaries off Middlewood Close. The boundary then turning southwest 
to follow property boundaries of Yew Tree Close, the Ridings, and the other buildings. The boundaries in question are 
mature and permanent in nature, having served as a field boundary for many years. It provides a logical and clear 
boundary between the Site and the open rural landscape beyond.   
               
The Developer supports the Green Belt boundary in this location. 
 

Housing Need   
                                           
The consultation also concerns the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020), and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the city has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
The Developer does not wish to comment specifically on the OAN calculation used by the Council. However, they do wish 

in ensuring that the Council are able to achieve the delivery trajectory 
outlined within the SHLAA Update, and in meeting the housing requirement identified in the GL Hearn report.  As noted 
within the SHLAA Update 2021, the Site will contribute approximately 33 dwellings within the Plan Period. The Developer 
is content that the development of the Site will deliver the much-needed new dwellings envisaged and remains confident 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Ref: 4005LE 
 6 

that completion of the Site can be achieved within the short term. Indeed, the Developer has recently submitted a pre-
application enquiry to the Council with a view to submitting a planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  
 
The Developer continues to Support H38 as a draft allocation. The Developer remains committed to the development of 
the Site, which remains available and deliverable. The Developer also supports the estimated development capacity of 
the Site and confirm that this can be delivered in the plan period. 
 

Other Matters 
 
The Developer has no comment to make in relation to the remaining documents currently the subject of the ongoing 
consultation.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 
Having considered the updated and additional information relating determine whether 
land needs to be kept permanently open and included in the Green Belt, and to define appropriate Green Belt 
boundaries, it is clear that the Site remains suitable as a housing allocation, that the Site does not need to be kept 
permanently open and that the Green Belt boundaries in this location are appropriate. The Developer supports the 
assessment of the Site and the conclusion reached regarding it. In this respect, the Developer is of the view that the Local 
Plan has been positively prepared, and that the allocation of Site H38 is deliverable, justified and consistent with NPPF. 
 
The GL Hearn Housing Needs Update 2020, and the SHLAA Update 2021 serve to underline the importance of the Site in 
enabling the Council to deliver the requisite housing within the plan period. The Council have accepted that H38 is 
available and that the Site is suitable for residential development, and it can be delivered.  
 
The Developer therefore wholly supports the allocation known as H38. The Developer also supports the estimated 
development capacity of the Site and confirm that this can be delivered within the short term.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 



From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:07
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205368

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 
2021 Annex 6 Proposed Modifications (EX/CYC/59h) 

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:08
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205369

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 
2021 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update (EX/CYC/59i) 

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:06
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205367
Attachments: L001_H26_Elvington.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H26_Elvington.pdf 
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Station Rise 
York 
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Ref: 3533LE 
29th June 2021 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND AT DAUBY LANE, ELVINGTON (HOUSING SITE REF: H26). 
 

Introduction 

This submission is made on behalf of Yorvik Homes the  and should be read in conjunction with the various 
detailed representations previously  the plan making 
process in relation to the land . The representations previously submitted by DPP in support 
of the draft allocation of the land known H26 confirmed that the Site is available and suitable for housing development 
and that the Site is capable of accommodating residential development.  
 
The Developer wishes to object to the continued omission of the Site from the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of 
the view that the revised methodology used by the Council to determine Green Belt boundaries, as set out in the TP1 
Addendum 2021, is not sound in respect of the Site, and that the OAN calculation of housing requirement simply does 
not meet the need for market and affordable housing within the City of York and will not result in a permanent Green 
Belt. The developer wishes to object on this basis.  
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to Defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 
 

Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper TP1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6 Proposed 

Modifications 
 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update 
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 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 

 

Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H26 was originally site selection methodology and was deemed 
suitable and appropriate for housing development. The Site was subsequently included as a housing allocation in the 
Preferred Options Draft Local Plan (2013) and the Publication Draft Local Plan (2014). In proposing to allocate H26 for 
housing development the Council concluded that the Site did not need to be kept permanently open, that it accorded 
with the spatial strategy and did not conflict with the fundamental purpose of the Green Belt around York. However, the 
Site was subsequently deleted as a draft allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Sites Consultation (2016). The reason given 
for the deletion of the Site was as follows: 
 

well related to the village in terms of shape and character. Its development would extend the village well beyond 
its current boundaries and would close what is currently an important gap between the edge of the residential 
area of Elvington village and the industrial estate to the north. 

 
The site is not considered to be well contained and would result in the existing urban form of Elvington village 
coalescing with the commercial area at Elvington Industrial Estate. The site is therefore considered to perform 

 
 
The Site is not allocated within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018).  
 

The Test of Soundness 
 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  providing a strategy 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  
 

The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address issues relating to the methodology used 
by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open, and to formulate the Green 
Belt boundaries. 
 
To summarise the work undertaken, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining 
Green Belt Addendum January 2021, Addendum 2021  which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 1: 
Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds the various issues 
which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the Council, 
the latest household projections will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. Finally, 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds to the key concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the methodology used by 
the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Elvington.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. It is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington Primary School 
in proximity of the Site. The alteration is indicated as per the red line on the below plan extract.  
 

 
Extract from 

Green Belt 
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
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Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.  None of these other documents have any direct implications 
in relation to the Site.  
 

Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

The Inspectors  Concerns 
 
To summarise, the Inspectors expressed concern that the criteria used by the Council to assess sites and the Green Belt 
boundaries (referred to as Shapers ) were of little relevance to the issues associated with the definition of Green Belt, 
specifically in relation to openness, and the five purposes of Green Belt as defined in NPPF.  The Inspectors noted that 

 used by the Council, including, ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of transport and a 
range of services; and preventing unacceptable levels of congestion and pollution, were of very little relevance to Green 
Belt policy.  
 
Of particular concern to the Inspectors was the manner in which the Council had assessed land against the third purpose 
of Green Belt to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In assessing various sites, the Council had 
previously sought to exclude land accommodating features such as nature conservation sites and ancient woodland. The 
Inspectors noted that such designations again bear little relevance to the issue of safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment.  
 
The Inspectors considered that the approach taken again suggested a conflation of this Green Belt purpose and the 
S emerging Local Plan and deemed such an insufficiently robust substitute for a proper analysis of the 

degree to which land performs the Green Belt function in question. As a result, the Inspectors rightly raised doubts as to 
the likelihood of the resulting Green Belt boundaries being reasonable and justified.  
 

General Comments Relating to the Clarified Methodology 
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021, now the subject of this consultation, seeks to demonstrate that the resulting Green Belt 
boundaries are sound, despite the originally flawed methodology, and that the land included in the Green Belt needs to 
be designated in order to protect the special character of the historic city of York. Having now had opportunity to assess 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 and annexes, the Developer remains wholly unconvinced that the work undertaken by the 
Council in respect to the methodology gives rise to Green Belt boundaries which are justified, reasonable, and ultimately 
sound.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to highlight a number of issues with the methodology, which we believe 
undermines the robustness of the assessment undertaken as a whole.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms how the Council have sought to assess land and the Green Belt boundaries against 
the purposes of Green Belt.  We consider how each purpose has been considered in turn.  
 
Purpose 2  To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from Merging into One Another 
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Within the original Topic Paper1: 
primary purpose of the York Green Belt is to protect the setting and special character of the historic city. As such, they 
sought to identify land most important to maintaining the historic character and setting of York, using They 
noted that the same criteria would also be used to assess land against the second purpose of the Green Belt to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another. 
 
In the letter of June 2020, which followed Phase 1 hearings, the Inspectors were critical of this approach. In paragraph 
39, they stated the following: 
 

Purpose two   is considered. But there are no towns 

We recognise that the analysis here relates to preventing the coalescence of smaller settlements and villages 
where their individual identity is important to the setting and special character of York. That being so, this should 
be considered under the fourth purpose of including land in the Green Belt.  

 
In the TP1 Addendum 2021, the Council acknowledge in paragraph 5.7 that, as there are no towns within the York 
authority area, the need to assess whether land should be kept permanently open to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging does not arise. We have no objection to this approach.  
 
Purpose 5  To Assist in Urban Regeneration, by Encouraging the Recycling of Derelict and Other Urban Land 
 
As for the fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land), 
the Council considered such to be achieved through the overall effect of the York Green Belt, rather than through the 
identification of individual parcels of land. As such, no site-specific assessment of this final purpose has been undertaken 
by the Council within the original Topic Paper 1: 
comment in respect of such. Consequently, no further site-specific assessment has been undertaken in respect of the 
fifth purpose within the TP1 Addendum 2021. Again, we have no comment to make in relation to this approach to 
ensuring the York Green Belt fulfils the fifth purpose of Green Belt.  
 

keep land permanently open only needs to be assessed against the first, third and fourth purpose of including land within 
the Green Belt. The TP1 Addendum 2021 therefore introduces additional criteria to assess land against the first, third 
and fourth purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  It is the use of these new criteria which is of concern to us. 
We have identified a number of flaws, specifically in relation to how they relate to each of the three relevant purposes. 
Our concerns are outlined below, following the chronology of purposes cited within the TP1 Addendum 2021.  
 
Purpose 4 - To Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 
Starting with the fourth purpose, the Council have sought to explain how the evidence and findings within the 
Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 2003  and the Heritage Topic Paper Update documents were used to assess 
land against the fourth purpose of the Green Belt.  It is explained that the latter document seeks to describe the strategic 

factors, themes, and six principal characteristics. 
Of these six principal characteristics, the TP1 Addendum 2021 has utilised three: compactness; landmark monuments; 
and landscape setting, to indicate to what extent land performs the fourth purpose of Green Belt.  
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No explanation is provided as to why these three characteristics have been used, and how they specifically relate to the 
fourth purpose.   
 
Our concerns in relation to the assessment criteria are highlighted below. 
 
In relation to the first criterion compactness this outlines the need to retain the dense compact city or village form in an 
open or rural landscape. This is applied without regard to the facts of the situation, as many locations around the City, 
and some of the surrounding villages cannot be described as being compact, as they have been expanded over many 
years by suburban development. Just because land has not been built on does not make it important to the 
understanding of the special character of an area which is what the criterion suggests. The further flaw that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 makes is to include villages in the assessment question. Villages are not relevant to this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt. If the NPPF had meant for villages to be included, it would have used words like 

en the city and the villages is important but this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt does not require villages to be compact. 
 
In relation to the second criterion - landmark monuments gives rise to a need to assess whether land is needed to remain 
open to aid the understanding and significance of a building, landmark or monument. Again, it is difficult to understand 
how an assessment of every heritage asset, as required under this criterion, will ensure the fourth purpose has been duly 
considered.  This is particularly relevant as this purpose of including land within the Green Belt relates to the setting and 
special character of historic towns as a whole. It is not an isolated exercise and certainly does not relate to a single 
building, landmark or monument.   
 
In relation to the third criterion landscape and setting it is noted that the significance of designated landscapes, parks 
and gardens are considered to be important.  It is difficult to discern why the significance of historic gardens is considered 
under this criterion, and it exemplifies a general confusion and conflation as to what is and what is not historic, and how 
such ultimately contributes to the setting and special character of historic towns. A further example relates to nature 
conservation designations, which are used as an indicator of landscape and setting. The supporting test suggests that, in 
terms of Green Belt, the nature conservation designations are a consideration only within a historical context, but it is 
unclear as to why the presence of nature conservation designations, historic or otherwise, are considered under 
landscape and setting, and again how they relate to the fourth purpose of including land within the Green Belt.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 also notes that all three of these criteria have the potential to render the whole of the York 
authority area relevant to the fourth purpose. It is unclear as to how this could be true, or what exactly is meant by this. 
This is plainly an absurd assertion, as not all land around a settlement will be important to this purpose of including land 
with the Green Belt. It is considered that this criterion does not provide clear guidance as to what land should or should 
not be included in the Green Belt. 
 
Purpose 1 - To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas 
 
In order to assess land against the first purpose, the Council have used the criterion, urban sprawl.  This criterion seeks 
to establish whether land has an increased risk of sprawl occurring through such matters as the proximity of the urban 
area and presence of existing agricultural / recreational development. However, the proximity of the urban area is not 
in itself linked to sprawl or the presence of existing buildings / farmsteads etc. By this logic, any existing buildings / 
farmsteads would need including within the Green Belt to reduce the chance of sprawl occurring. This lacks logic. Surely 
the purpose of this criterion is to stop unrestricted sprawl. This is achieved by defining Green Belt boundaries which 
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follow logical and permanent features but at the same time not including land that does not have to be kept permanently 
open.   Indeed, where the urban area lacks definition or a proper transition into the countryside there may be a case for 
redefining the boundary to ensure it remains permanent. 
 
Purpose 3 - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
 
The Council have used an encroachment criterion to assess the performance of the boundaries and land against the third 
purpose. Under this criterion, the Council consider whether or not land functions as part of the countryside in terms of 
relationships within it or acceptable uses within it; including those for agriculture, forestry, woodland, equestrian and 
other uses, small villages, rural business parks or other building clusters. These uses may be associated with the 
countryside, but the assessment question would suggest that it should include every parcel of land outside the urban 
area. Again, it remains unclear needs 
safeguarding from encroachment or what is truly countryside as opposed to land that has been influenced by urban 
development.  
 
Summary  
 
The above issues exemplify the contrived and often perplexing methodology used in the TP1 Addendum 2021 to 
determine the Green Belt boundaries. The use of selected parts of historic evidence makes it difficult to understand the 
overarching approach to the Green Belt taken by the Council, and it is hard to dispel the impression that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 document is an exercise in retrospectively justifying the proposed Green Belt boundaries rather than a 
proper exercise to determine the most appropriate boundaries. Irrespective of such, the various anomalies and 
inconsistencies cumulatively serve to undermine the robustness of the Green Belt assessment conducted by the Council. 
Given the extent of flaws within the revised methodology, it remains clear to the Developer that the Green Belt 
boundaries are anything but justified and reasonable. 
 

Alterations to the Green Belt 
 
There are various examples of the confused and muddled approach to defining the Green Belt boundaries throughout 
the plan. The Developer wishes to highlight, and specifically object to PM97, which concerns land immediately adjacent 
to the Site. Under PM97, the Council are proposing to relocate the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington. The 
extent of the settlement limit in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) encompassed the full extent of Elvington Primary 
School and its associated playing field. The Green Belt boundary, whilst excluding the Site as an allocation, previously 
followed the existing hedge boundary associated with the school. This boundary had a degree of logic even if the 
Developer objected to it.    
 
Under the revised methodology, the TP1 Addendum 2021 now proposes to relocate the boundary, to add the school 
playing field to the north, and part of the main school building, into the Green Belt. The reasoning and rationale behind 
such a move are difficult to understand. Whilst the Council are perhaps seeking to establish a permanent boundary using 
the built edge of the school as a guide, it appears that part of the existing school building has been included within the 
Green Belt.  
 
Further, the proposed boundary excludes the access road and some open space to the southwest of the school. See the 
proposed modification and aerial image below. This is illogical and means that the boundary is anything but clear and 
certainly does not follow defined physical features. In any event the use a building is a poor boundary. Buildings can be 
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extended, replaced or just demolished. A building is considered to be a bad boundary and can result in uncertainty as to 
the location of the Green Belt.  Whilst it is the Developer s view that the boundary should include H26 it is not known 
why the boundary around the perimeter of the playing field proposed in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) would 
not serve as a suitable edge. The school playing field, whilst evidently open, shares few other characteristics with the 
purposes of including land within the 
within the Green Belt serves any of the five purposes. The Developer wishes to object to PM97 as a result.  
 

 

    
 
 

Permanent Green Belt Boundaries 
 
The Council are also consulting on the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the City has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
DPP have repeatedly objected to the housing requirement used within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) and have 
outlined the reasons why it fails to meet the housing needs of the City. 
 
Apart from the reasons already cited which include concealed households, historic under delivery and market signals we 
have a further concern which relates to the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the permanence of the Green Belt. T
housing requirement has been calculated using the OAN (objectively assessed needs) process. As the emerging Local 
Plan was submitted prior to the cut-off date of the 24thJanuary 2019, Paragraph 214 of NPPF allows the use of this 
process, rather than the standard method process, which is now the prevailing approach to calculating housing 
requirement.  
 
Paragraph 33 of the NPPF 2019 requires policies in local plans and spatial development strategies to be reviewed and 
updated as necessary and at least once every five years. It also indicates that relevant strategic policies will need updating 
if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly. The NPPF indicates that LPAs are likely to require 
earlier reviews if local housing need changes significantly following the adoption of a plan.  
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significant 
change to their local housing need figure once the standard method is used as part of a local plan review. Even if it is not 
regarded as a significant change, it will still represent an increase in the housing requirement.   
 
DPP estimates that, using the standard method, the Council would have to increase the housing requirement in the 
Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) to over 1,000 dwellings per annum. The Council will therefore have to find a significant 
number of additional housing sites in order to meet the housing requirement defined by the standard method and this 
will mean additional land will almost certainly have to be released from what the Council hope will be a recently adopted 
Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 133 of the Framework indicates that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence. Paragraph 136 goes onto indicates that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances and notes that strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. 
Paragraph 139 also indicates that plans should be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 
altered at the end of the plan period. 
 
It is clear that the inevitable transition from the OAN process to the standard method will result in an increase in the 
housing requirement which will necessitate further alterations to the Green Belt boundaries within a maximum of five 
years following adoption of the emerging Local Plan. On the basis of the above the Developer considers that housing 
requirement in the emerging Local Plan is unsound on the basis that it will not deliver a permanent Green Belt in 
accordance with the requirements of NPPF.   
 

Suitability of the Site 
 
The Developer considers that H26 and the dense woodland and hedgerow around it formed a clear, logical and defensible 
long term Green Belt boundary. The Site is bound on two sides by existing development and is otherwise entirely 
enclosed and contained from the wider surrounding landscape by the existing boundary. As such the Developer 
maintains their objections to the continued omission of the Site as an allocation within the emerging Local Plan.  
 
However, in light of the above it remains telling that the Site has previously been assessed by the Council and deemed 
suitable as a housing allocation within the emerging Local Plan. The Site was only deleted from the emerging Local Plan 
when the housing requirement was reduced at the time the Preferred Sites Local Plan (2016). On the basis of our view 
that the Council will soon need to reassess the housing requirement using the standard method instead of OAN it is clear 
to us that the Council will need to identify new sites to accommodate the increased housing requirement. The Developer 
wholly believes that if Site H26 is not to be included within the emerging Local Plan as a housing allocation, it should be 
identified as safeguarded land in anticipation of the review. 
  
As outlined in the previous representations submitted by DPP, the Site remains a logical and natural addition to the 
village. The allocation and development of the Site would effectively infill the modest gap between the Primary School 
and the village medical centre. The Site, whilst admittedly undeveloped, does not fulfil any the purposes of Green Belt 
(particularly the first, third and fourth), and its allocation within the plan could be achieved without undermining or 
compromising the role and function of the York Green Belt.  
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Assessment of the Site Against TP1 Addendum 2021 
 

Site against the criteria in the TP1 Addendum 2021 below:  
 
Compactness: the s impression of a compact City of 
York. Elvington is a significant distance from the city and is not viewed in the same context. The City of York will retain 
its compact form. Even if the consideration of compactness related to villages, which it does not, Elvington would still be 
compact as the allocation of H26 would do no more than fill a gap in between existing development. If anything, infilling 
a vacant plot of land within the developed extent of Elvington would give rise to a more compact settlement.  
 
Landmark Monuments: there are no landmark monuments within the vicinity of the Site. Views into York and its 
associated landmarks are obscured by existing development and vegetation. Given the distance between Elvington and 
York, it is not possible to view both separate entities. This consideration would not be harmed. 
 
Landscape and Setting: the Site does not need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider landscape associated 
with the historic character and setting of York. The Site lies a considerable distance from York, it is not on one of the 
approaches to the city and remains discreet and separate from the wider landscape that surrounds the city and the 
village itself. H26 does not lie within a protected landscape, form an area of public open space, and nor does it form part 
of any other area which contributes to the setting of York. The Site is well enclosed by existing established natural 
boundaries, which divorces the Site from the landscape that surrounds Elvington.  It does not form part of the wider 
setting within which Elvington is viewed.  
 
Urban Sprawl: the Site forms parts of Elvington, a sustainable but relatively small village. Elvington is not a large built-up 
area. The development of the Site will therefore not give rise to the sprawl of a large built-up area and, whilst not 
relevant, the development of the Site would not even give rise to the unrestricted sprawl of the village given the clear 
boundaries around the Site.  
 
Encroachment: in its setting, the Site does not have the characteristics of land that could be deemed countryside. It 
contains a number of former military buildings, and it is bound on two sides by the existing developed confines of 
Elvington and woodland belts and hedgerows. H26, whilst largely open, is heavily influenced by urban development and 
cannot sensibly be regarded as being part of the wider countryside.  The development of the Site would not therefore 
result in encroachment. Rather, the Site has the characteristics of a small well contained gap between development.  
  
On the basis that the Site does not fulfil the purposes of Green Belt, when assessed against the clarified methodology, 
the Developer remains wholly of the view that Site H26 should be included as an allocation within the Publication Draft 
Local Plan 2018.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 

that needs to be kept permanently open and to define Green Belt boundaries, it remains clear that there are a number 
of issues and anomalies which undermine the robustness of the exercise. As a result, and for the reasons explained, the 
Developer is of the view that the revised methodology does not provide a robust basis to determine which parcels of 
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land need to remain permanently open, and the Green Belt boundaries therefore remain unreasonable and insufficiently 
justified, and therefore unsound.  
 
Additionally, it is evident that the emerging Local Plan, in its current guise, will not result in a permanent Green Belt, 
contrary to the requirements of the NPPF. It is inevitable that the Council will soon need to identify additional sites for 
housing, once the switch is made from the OAN process of calculating the housing requirement to the standard method. 

review of the emerging Local Plan if it is adopted, and the Green Belt boundaries, rendering such unsound as a result.  
 
Overall, the Developer considers that the emerging Local Plan has not been positively prepared, the land that is included 
within the Green Belt has not been justified, it will not be effective and is not consistent with national policy in that the 
Green Belt will not endure, and land has been included in the Green Belt which does not need to be kept permanently 
open.  
 
There are also a number of significant deficiencies in the City of York Housing Needs Update which mean that the 822 
dwellings per annum OAN figure which the Council continue to use within the Proposed 
Modifications is unsound. The housing requirement and evidence base are not justified, and the local plan will not be 
effective  needs.  It has not been positively prepared, and the approach adopted does not reflect 
national policy.  
 
These representations confirm that H26 remains available, and capable of accommodating housing growth. The Site 
contributes very little, if anything, to the purposes of the Green Belt, whilst the technical issues previously raised by the 
Council have been addressed in detail in previous representations submitted to the Council. The Developer therefore 
Objects to the continued omission of H26 as either an allocation or safeguarded land within the emerging Local Plan.  
 

Our Proposed Modifications 
 
To make the local plan sound it is recommended that the housing requirement is recalculated and should reflect a figure 
similar to that produced by using the standard method. We also suggest that the Site, H26, is reinstated as an allocation 
within the emerging Local Plan to cater for the increase in housing requirement that is required in order to render the 
Local Plan sound. Finally, we recommend that the PM97 is omitted from the Local Plan, and the boundary reinstated 
along the existing field boundary which encloses the school playing field.   
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:04
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205365
Attachments: L001_H26_Elvington.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H26_Elvington.pdf 
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West Offices 
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York 
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Ref: 3533LE 
29th June 2021 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND AT DAUBY LANE, ELVINGTON (HOUSING SITE REF: H26). 
 

Introduction 

This submission is made on behalf of Yorvik Homes the  and should be read in conjunction with the various 
detailed representations previously  the plan making 
process in relation to the land . The representations previously submitted by DPP in support 
of the draft allocation of the land known H26 confirmed that the Site is available and suitable for housing development 
and that the Site is capable of accommodating residential development.  
 
The Developer wishes to object to the continued omission of the Site from the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of 
the view that the revised methodology used by the Council to determine Green Belt boundaries, as set out in the TP1 
Addendum 2021, is not sound in respect of the Site, and that the OAN calculation of housing requirement simply does 
not meet the need for market and affordable housing within the City of York and will not result in a permanent Green 
Belt. The developer wishes to object on this basis.  
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to Defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 
 

Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper TP1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6 Proposed 

Modifications 
 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update 
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 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 

 

Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H26 was originally site selection methodology and was deemed 
suitable and appropriate for housing development. The Site was subsequently included as a housing allocation in the 
Preferred Options Draft Local Plan (2013) and the Publication Draft Local Plan (2014). In proposing to allocate H26 for 
housing development the Council concluded that the Site did not need to be kept permanently open, that it accorded 
with the spatial strategy and did not conflict with the fundamental purpose of the Green Belt around York. However, the 
Site was subsequently deleted as a draft allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Sites Consultation (2016). The reason given 
for the deletion of the Site was as follows: 
 

well related to the village in terms of shape and character. Its development would extend the village well beyond 
its current boundaries and would close what is currently an important gap between the edge of the residential 
area of Elvington village and the industrial estate to the north. 

 
The site is not considered to be well contained and would result in the existing urban form of Elvington village 
coalescing with the commercial area at Elvington Industrial Estate. The site is therefore considered to perform 

 
 
The Site is not allocated within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018).  
 

The Test of Soundness 
 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  providing a strategy 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  
 

The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address issues relating to the methodology used 
by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open, and to formulate the Green 
Belt boundaries. 
 
To summarise the work undertaken, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining 
Green Belt Addendum January 2021, Addendum 2021  which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 1: 
Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds the various issues 
which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the Council, 
the latest household projections will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. Finally, 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds to the key concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the methodology used by 
the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Elvington.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. It is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington Primary School 
in proximity of the Site. The alteration is indicated as per the red line on the below plan extract.  
 

 
Extract from 

Green Belt 
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
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Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.  None of these other documents have any direct implications 
in relation to the Site.  
 

Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

The Inspectors  Concerns 
 
To summarise, the Inspectors expressed concern that the criteria used by the Council to assess sites and the Green Belt 
boundaries (referred to as Shapers ) were of little relevance to the issues associated with the definition of Green Belt, 
specifically in relation to openness, and the five purposes of Green Belt as defined in NPPF.  The Inspectors noted that 

 used by the Council, including, ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of transport and a 
range of services; and preventing unacceptable levels of congestion and pollution, were of very little relevance to Green 
Belt policy.  
 
Of particular concern to the Inspectors was the manner in which the Council had assessed land against the third purpose 
of Green Belt to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In assessing various sites, the Council had 
previously sought to exclude land accommodating features such as nature conservation sites and ancient woodland. The 
Inspectors noted that such designations again bear little relevance to the issue of safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment.  
 
The Inspectors considered that the approach taken again suggested a conflation of this Green Belt purpose and the 
S emerging Local Plan and deemed such an insufficiently robust substitute for a proper analysis of the 

degree to which land performs the Green Belt function in question. As a result, the Inspectors rightly raised doubts as to 
the likelihood of the resulting Green Belt boundaries being reasonable and justified.  
 

General Comments Relating to the Clarified Methodology 
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021, now the subject of this consultation, seeks to demonstrate that the resulting Green Belt 
boundaries are sound, despite the originally flawed methodology, and that the land included in the Green Belt needs to 
be designated in order to protect the special character of the historic city of York. Having now had opportunity to assess 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 and annexes, the Developer remains wholly unconvinced that the work undertaken by the 
Council in respect to the methodology gives rise to Green Belt boundaries which are justified, reasonable, and ultimately 
sound.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to highlight a number of issues with the methodology, which we believe 
undermines the robustness of the assessment undertaken as a whole.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms how the Council have sought to assess land and the Green Belt boundaries against 
the purposes of Green Belt.  We consider how each purpose has been considered in turn.  
 
Purpose 2  To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from Merging into One Another 
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Within the original Topic Paper1: 
primary purpose of the York Green Belt is to protect the setting and special character of the historic city. As such, they 
sought to identify land most important to maintaining the historic character and setting of York, using They 
noted that the same criteria would also be used to assess land against the second purpose of the Green Belt to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another. 
 
In the letter of June 2020, which followed Phase 1 hearings, the Inspectors were critical of this approach. In paragraph 
39, they stated the following: 
 

Purpose two   is considered. But there are no towns 

We recognise that the analysis here relates to preventing the coalescence of smaller settlements and villages 
where their individual identity is important to the setting and special character of York. That being so, this should 
be considered under the fourth purpose of including land in the Green Belt.  

 
In the TP1 Addendum 2021, the Council acknowledge in paragraph 5.7 that, as there are no towns within the York 
authority area, the need to assess whether land should be kept permanently open to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging does not arise. We have no objection to this approach.  
 
Purpose 5  To Assist in Urban Regeneration, by Encouraging the Recycling of Derelict and Other Urban Land 
 
As for the fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land), 
the Council considered such to be achieved through the overall effect of the York Green Belt, rather than through the 
identification of individual parcels of land. As such, no site-specific assessment of this final purpose has been undertaken 
by the Council within the original Topic Paper 1: 
comment in respect of such. Consequently, no further site-specific assessment has been undertaken in respect of the 
fifth purpose within the TP1 Addendum 2021. Again, we have no comment to make in relation to this approach to 
ensuring the York Green Belt fulfils the fifth purpose of Green Belt.  
 

keep land permanently open only needs to be assessed against the first, third and fourth purpose of including land within 
the Green Belt. The TP1 Addendum 2021 therefore introduces additional criteria to assess land against the first, third 
and fourth purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  It is the use of these new criteria which is of concern to us. 
We have identified a number of flaws, specifically in relation to how they relate to each of the three relevant purposes. 
Our concerns are outlined below, following the chronology of purposes cited within the TP1 Addendum 2021.  
 
Purpose 4 - To Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 
Starting with the fourth purpose, the Council have sought to explain how the evidence and findings within the 
Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 2003  and the Heritage Topic Paper Update documents were used to assess 
land against the fourth purpose of the Green Belt.  It is explained that the latter document seeks to describe the strategic 

factors, themes, and six principal characteristics. 
Of these six principal characteristics, the TP1 Addendum 2021 has utilised three: compactness; landmark monuments; 
and landscape setting, to indicate to what extent land performs the fourth purpose of Green Belt.  
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No explanation is provided as to why these three characteristics have been used, and how they specifically relate to the 
fourth purpose.   
 
Our concerns in relation to the assessment criteria are highlighted below. 
 
In relation to the first criterion compactness this outlines the need to retain the dense compact city or village form in an 
open or rural landscape. This is applied without regard to the facts of the situation, as many locations around the City, 
and some of the surrounding villages cannot be described as being compact, as they have been expanded over many 
years by suburban development. Just because land has not been built on does not make it important to the 
understanding of the special character of an area which is what the criterion suggests. The further flaw that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 makes is to include villages in the assessment question. Villages are not relevant to this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt. If the NPPF had meant for villages to be included, it would have used words like 

en the city and the villages is important but this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt does not require villages to be compact. 
 
In relation to the second criterion - landmark monuments gives rise to a need to assess whether land is needed to remain 
open to aid the understanding and significance of a building, landmark or monument. Again, it is difficult to understand 
how an assessment of every heritage asset, as required under this criterion, will ensure the fourth purpose has been duly 
considered.  This is particularly relevant as this purpose of including land within the Green Belt relates to the setting and 
special character of historic towns as a whole. It is not an isolated exercise and certainly does not relate to a single 
building, landmark or monument.   
 
In relation to the third criterion landscape and setting it is noted that the significance of designated landscapes, parks 
and gardens are considered to be important.  It is difficult to discern why the significance of historic gardens is considered 
under this criterion, and it exemplifies a general confusion and conflation as to what is and what is not historic, and how 
such ultimately contributes to the setting and special character of historic towns. A further example relates to nature 
conservation designations, which are used as an indicator of landscape and setting. The supporting test suggests that, in 
terms of Green Belt, the nature conservation designations are a consideration only within a historical context, but it is 
unclear as to why the presence of nature conservation designations, historic or otherwise, are considered under 
landscape and setting, and again how they relate to the fourth purpose of including land within the Green Belt.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 also notes that all three of these criteria have the potential to render the whole of the York 
authority area relevant to the fourth purpose. It is unclear as to how this could be true, or what exactly is meant by this. 
This is plainly an absurd assertion, as not all land around a settlement will be important to this purpose of including land 
with the Green Belt. It is considered that this criterion does not provide clear guidance as to what land should or should 
not be included in the Green Belt. 
 
Purpose 1 - To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas 
 
In order to assess land against the first purpose, the Council have used the criterion, urban sprawl.  This criterion seeks 
to establish whether land has an increased risk of sprawl occurring through such matters as the proximity of the urban 
area and presence of existing agricultural / recreational development. However, the proximity of the urban area is not 
in itself linked to sprawl or the presence of existing buildings / farmsteads etc. By this logic, any existing buildings / 
farmsteads would need including within the Green Belt to reduce the chance of sprawl occurring. This lacks logic. Surely 
the purpose of this criterion is to stop unrestricted sprawl. This is achieved by defining Green Belt boundaries which 
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follow logical and permanent features but at the same time not including land that does not have to be kept permanently 
open.   Indeed, where the urban area lacks definition or a proper transition into the countryside there may be a case for 
redefining the boundary to ensure it remains permanent. 
 
Purpose 3 - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
 
The Council have used an encroachment criterion to assess the performance of the boundaries and land against the third 
purpose. Under this criterion, the Council consider whether or not land functions as part of the countryside in terms of 
relationships within it or acceptable uses within it; including those for agriculture, forestry, woodland, equestrian and 
other uses, small villages, rural business parks or other building clusters. These uses may be associated with the 
countryside, but the assessment question would suggest that it should include every parcel of land outside the urban 
area. Again, it remains unclear needs 
safeguarding from encroachment or what is truly countryside as opposed to land that has been influenced by urban 
development.  
 
Summary  
 
The above issues exemplify the contrived and often perplexing methodology used in the TP1 Addendum 2021 to 
determine the Green Belt boundaries. The use of selected parts of historic evidence makes it difficult to understand the 
overarching approach to the Green Belt taken by the Council, and it is hard to dispel the impression that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 document is an exercise in retrospectively justifying the proposed Green Belt boundaries rather than a 
proper exercise to determine the most appropriate boundaries. Irrespective of such, the various anomalies and 
inconsistencies cumulatively serve to undermine the robustness of the Green Belt assessment conducted by the Council. 
Given the extent of flaws within the revised methodology, it remains clear to the Developer that the Green Belt 
boundaries are anything but justified and reasonable. 
 

Alterations to the Green Belt 
 
There are various examples of the confused and muddled approach to defining the Green Belt boundaries throughout 
the plan. The Developer wishes to highlight, and specifically object to PM97, which concerns land immediately adjacent 
to the Site. Under PM97, the Council are proposing to relocate the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington. The 
extent of the settlement limit in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) encompassed the full extent of Elvington Primary 
School and its associated playing field. The Green Belt boundary, whilst excluding the Site as an allocation, previously 
followed the existing hedge boundary associated with the school. This boundary had a degree of logic even if the 
Developer objected to it.    
 
Under the revised methodology, the TP1 Addendum 2021 now proposes to relocate the boundary, to add the school 
playing field to the north, and part of the main school building, into the Green Belt. The reasoning and rationale behind 
such a move are difficult to understand. Whilst the Council are perhaps seeking to establish a permanent boundary using 
the built edge of the school as a guide, it appears that part of the existing school building has been included within the 
Green Belt.  
 
Further, the proposed boundary excludes the access road and some open space to the southwest of the school. See the 
proposed modification and aerial image below. This is illogical and means that the boundary is anything but clear and 
certainly does not follow defined physical features. In any event the use a building is a poor boundary. Buildings can be 
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extended, replaced or just demolished. A building is considered to be a bad boundary and can result in uncertainty as to 
the location of the Green Belt.  Whilst it is the Developer s view that the boundary should include H26 it is not known 
why the boundary around the perimeter of the playing field proposed in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) would 
not serve as a suitable edge. The school playing field, whilst evidently open, shares few other characteristics with the 
purposes of including land within the 
within the Green Belt serves any of the five purposes. The Developer wishes to object to PM97 as a result.  
 

 

    
 
 

Permanent Green Belt Boundaries 
 
The Council are also consulting on the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the City has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
DPP have repeatedly objected to the housing requirement used within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) and have 
outlined the reasons why it fails to meet the housing needs of the City. 
 
Apart from the reasons already cited which include concealed households, historic under delivery and market signals we 
have a further concern which relates to the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the permanence of the Green Belt. T
housing requirement has been calculated using the OAN (objectively assessed needs) process. As the emerging Local 
Plan was submitted prior to the cut-off date of the 24thJanuary 2019, Paragraph 214 of NPPF allows the use of this 
process, rather than the standard method process, which is now the prevailing approach to calculating housing 
requirement.  
 
Paragraph 33 of the NPPF 2019 requires policies in local plans and spatial development strategies to be reviewed and 
updated as necessary and at least once every five years. It also indicates that relevant strategic policies will need updating 
if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly. The NPPF indicates that LPAs are likely to require 
earlier reviews if local housing need changes significantly following the adoption of a plan.  
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significant 
change to their local housing need figure once the standard method is used as part of a local plan review. Even if it is not 
regarded as a significant change, it will still represent an increase in the housing requirement.   
 
DPP estimates that, using the standard method, the Council would have to increase the housing requirement in the 
Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) to over 1,000 dwellings per annum. The Council will therefore have to find a significant 
number of additional housing sites in order to meet the housing requirement defined by the standard method and this 
will mean additional land will almost certainly have to be released from what the Council hope will be a recently adopted 
Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 133 of the Framework indicates that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence. Paragraph 136 goes onto indicates that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances and notes that strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. 
Paragraph 139 also indicates that plans should be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 
altered at the end of the plan period. 
 
It is clear that the inevitable transition from the OAN process to the standard method will result in an increase in the 
housing requirement which will necessitate further alterations to the Green Belt boundaries within a maximum of five 
years following adoption of the emerging Local Plan. On the basis of the above the Developer considers that housing 
requirement in the emerging Local Plan is unsound on the basis that it will not deliver a permanent Green Belt in 
accordance with the requirements of NPPF.   
 

Suitability of the Site 
 
The Developer considers that H26 and the dense woodland and hedgerow around it formed a clear, logical and defensible 
long term Green Belt boundary. The Site is bound on two sides by existing development and is otherwise entirely 
enclosed and contained from the wider surrounding landscape by the existing boundary. As such the Developer 
maintains their objections to the continued omission of the Site as an allocation within the emerging Local Plan.  
 
However, in light of the above it remains telling that the Site has previously been assessed by the Council and deemed 
suitable as a housing allocation within the emerging Local Plan. The Site was only deleted from the emerging Local Plan 
when the housing requirement was reduced at the time the Preferred Sites Local Plan (2016). On the basis of our view 
that the Council will soon need to reassess the housing requirement using the standard method instead of OAN it is clear 
to us that the Council will need to identify new sites to accommodate the increased housing requirement. The Developer 
wholly believes that if Site H26 is not to be included within the emerging Local Plan as a housing allocation, it should be 
identified as safeguarded land in anticipation of the review. 
  
As outlined in the previous representations submitted by DPP, the Site remains a logical and natural addition to the 
village. The allocation and development of the Site would effectively infill the modest gap between the Primary School 
and the village medical centre. The Site, whilst admittedly undeveloped, does not fulfil any the purposes of Green Belt 
(particularly the first, third and fourth), and its allocation within the plan could be achieved without undermining or 
compromising the role and function of the York Green Belt.  
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Assessment of the Site Against TP1 Addendum 2021 
 

Site against the criteria in the TP1 Addendum 2021 below:  
 
Compactness: the s impression of a compact City of 
York. Elvington is a significant distance from the city and is not viewed in the same context. The City of York will retain 
its compact form. Even if the consideration of compactness related to villages, which it does not, Elvington would still be 
compact as the allocation of H26 would do no more than fill a gap in between existing development. If anything, infilling 
a vacant plot of land within the developed extent of Elvington would give rise to a more compact settlement.  
 
Landmark Monuments: there are no landmark monuments within the vicinity of the Site. Views into York and its 
associated landmarks are obscured by existing development and vegetation. Given the distance between Elvington and 
York, it is not possible to view both separate entities. This consideration would not be harmed. 
 
Landscape and Setting: the Site does not need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider landscape associated 
with the historic character and setting of York. The Site lies a considerable distance from York, it is not on one of the 
approaches to the city and remains discreet and separate from the wider landscape that surrounds the city and the 
village itself. H26 does not lie within a protected landscape, form an area of public open space, and nor does it form part 
of any other area which contributes to the setting of York. The Site is well enclosed by existing established natural 
boundaries, which divorces the Site from the landscape that surrounds Elvington.  It does not form part of the wider 
setting within which Elvington is viewed.  
 
Urban Sprawl: the Site forms parts of Elvington, a sustainable but relatively small village. Elvington is not a large built-up 
area. The development of the Site will therefore not give rise to the sprawl of a large built-up area and, whilst not 
relevant, the development of the Site would not even give rise to the unrestricted sprawl of the village given the clear 
boundaries around the Site.  
 
Encroachment: in its setting, the Site does not have the characteristics of land that could be deemed countryside. It 
contains a number of former military buildings, and it is bound on two sides by the existing developed confines of 
Elvington and woodland belts and hedgerows. H26, whilst largely open, is heavily influenced by urban development and 
cannot sensibly be regarded as being part of the wider countryside.  The development of the Site would not therefore 
result in encroachment. Rather, the Site has the characteristics of a small well contained gap between development.  
  
On the basis that the Site does not fulfil the purposes of Green Belt, when assessed against the clarified methodology, 
the Developer remains wholly of the view that Site H26 should be included as an allocation within the Publication Draft 
Local Plan 2018.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 

that needs to be kept permanently open and to define Green Belt boundaries, it remains clear that there are a number 
of issues and anomalies which undermine the robustness of the exercise. As a result, and for the reasons explained, the 
Developer is of the view that the revised methodology does not provide a robust basis to determine which parcels of 
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land need to remain permanently open, and the Green Belt boundaries therefore remain unreasonable and insufficiently 
justified, and therefore unsound.  
 
Additionally, it is evident that the emerging Local Plan, in its current guise, will not result in a permanent Green Belt, 
contrary to the requirements of the NPPF. It is inevitable that the Council will soon need to identify additional sites for 
housing, once the switch is made from the OAN process of calculating the housing requirement to the standard method. 

review of the emerging Local Plan if it is adopted, and the Green Belt boundaries, rendering such unsound as a result.  
 
Overall, the Developer considers that the emerging Local Plan has not been positively prepared, the land that is included 
within the Green Belt has not been justified, it will not be effective and is not consistent with national policy in that the 
Green Belt will not endure, and land has been included in the Green Belt which does not need to be kept permanently 
open.  
 
There are also a number of significant deficiencies in the City of York Housing Needs Update which mean that the 822 
dwellings per annum OAN figure which the Council continue to use within the Proposed 
Modifications is unsound. The housing requirement and evidence base are not justified, and the local plan will not be 
effective  needs.  It has not been positively prepared, and the approach adopted does not reflect 
national policy.  
 
These representations confirm that H26 remains available, and capable of accommodating housing growth. The Site 
contributes very little, if anything, to the purposes of the Green Belt, whilst the technical issues previously raised by the 
Council have been addressed in detail in previous representations submitted to the Council. The Developer therefore 
Objects to the continued omission of H26 as either an allocation or safeguarded land within the emerging Local Plan.  
 

Our Proposed Modifications 
 
To make the local plan sound it is recommended that the housing requirement is recalculated and should reflect a figure 
similar to that produced by using the standard method. We also suggest that the Site, H26, is reinstated as an allocation 
within the emerging Local Plan to cater for the increase in housing requirement that is required in order to render the 
Local Plan sound. Finally, we recommend that the PM97 is omitted from the Local Plan, and the boundary reinstated 
along the existing field boundary which encloses the school playing field.   
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:17
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205375
Attachments: L001_H26_Elvington.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

ferriab
Text Box
PM2:SID867v
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, I consider the document to be 
legally compliant 

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H26_Elvington.pdf 
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Ref: 3533LE 
29th June 2021 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND AT DAUBY LANE, ELVINGTON (HOUSING SITE REF: H26). 
 

Introduction 

This submission is made on behalf of Yorvik Homes the  and should be read in conjunction with the various 
detailed representations previously  the plan making 
process in relation to the land . The representations previously submitted by DPP in support 
of the draft allocation of the land known H26 confirmed that the Site is available and suitable for housing development 
and that the Site is capable of accommodating residential development.  
 
The Developer wishes to object to the continued omission of the Site from the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of 
the view that the revised methodology used by the Council to determine Green Belt boundaries, as set out in the TP1 
Addendum 2021, is not sound in respect of the Site, and that the OAN calculation of housing requirement simply does 
not meet the need for market and affordable housing within the City of York and will not result in a permanent Green 
Belt. The developer wishes to object on this basis.  
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to Defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 
 

Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper TP1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6 Proposed 

Modifications 
 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update 
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 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 

 

Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H26 was originally site selection methodology and was deemed 
suitable and appropriate for housing development. The Site was subsequently included as a housing allocation in the 
Preferred Options Draft Local Plan (2013) and the Publication Draft Local Plan (2014). In proposing to allocate H26 for 
housing development the Council concluded that the Site did not need to be kept permanently open, that it accorded 
with the spatial strategy and did not conflict with the fundamental purpose of the Green Belt around York. However, the 
Site was subsequently deleted as a draft allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Sites Consultation (2016). The reason given 
for the deletion of the Site was as follows: 
 

well related to the village in terms of shape and character. Its development would extend the village well beyond 
its current boundaries and would close what is currently an important gap between the edge of the residential 
area of Elvington village and the industrial estate to the north. 

 
The site is not considered to be well contained and would result in the existing urban form of Elvington village 
coalescing with the commercial area at Elvington Industrial Estate. The site is therefore considered to perform 

 
 
The Site is not allocated within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018).  
 

The Test of Soundness 
 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  providing a strategy 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  
 

The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address issues relating to the methodology used 
by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open, and to formulate the Green 
Belt boundaries. 
 
To summarise the work undertaken, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining 
Green Belt Addendum January 2021, Addendum 2021  which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 1: 
Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds the various issues 
which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the Council, 
the latest household projections will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. Finally, 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds to the key concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the methodology used by 
the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Elvington.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. It is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington Primary School 
in proximity of the Site. The alteration is indicated as per the red line on the below plan extract.  
 

 
Extract from 

Green Belt 
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
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Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.  None of these other documents have any direct implications 
in relation to the Site.  
 

Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

The Inspectors  Concerns 
 
To summarise, the Inspectors expressed concern that the criteria used by the Council to assess sites and the Green Belt 
boundaries (referred to as Shapers ) were of little relevance to the issues associated with the definition of Green Belt, 
specifically in relation to openness, and the five purposes of Green Belt as defined in NPPF.  The Inspectors noted that 

 used by the Council, including, ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of transport and a 
range of services; and preventing unacceptable levels of congestion and pollution, were of very little relevance to Green 
Belt policy.  
 
Of particular concern to the Inspectors was the manner in which the Council had assessed land against the third purpose 
of Green Belt to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In assessing various sites, the Council had 
previously sought to exclude land accommodating features such as nature conservation sites and ancient woodland. The 
Inspectors noted that such designations again bear little relevance to the issue of safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment.  
 
The Inspectors considered that the approach taken again suggested a conflation of this Green Belt purpose and the 
S emerging Local Plan and deemed such an insufficiently robust substitute for a proper analysis of the 

degree to which land performs the Green Belt function in question. As a result, the Inspectors rightly raised doubts as to 
the likelihood of the resulting Green Belt boundaries being reasonable and justified.  
 

General Comments Relating to the Clarified Methodology 
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021, now the subject of this consultation, seeks to demonstrate that the resulting Green Belt 
boundaries are sound, despite the originally flawed methodology, and that the land included in the Green Belt needs to 
be designated in order to protect the special character of the historic city of York. Having now had opportunity to assess 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 and annexes, the Developer remains wholly unconvinced that the work undertaken by the 
Council in respect to the methodology gives rise to Green Belt boundaries which are justified, reasonable, and ultimately 
sound.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to highlight a number of issues with the methodology, which we believe 
undermines the robustness of the assessment undertaken as a whole.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms how the Council have sought to assess land and the Green Belt boundaries against 
the purposes of Green Belt.  We consider how each purpose has been considered in turn.  
 
Purpose 2  To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from Merging into One Another 
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Within the original Topic Paper1: 
primary purpose of the York Green Belt is to protect the setting and special character of the historic city. As such, they 
sought to identify land most important to maintaining the historic character and setting of York, using They 
noted that the same criteria would also be used to assess land against the second purpose of the Green Belt to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another. 
 
In the letter of June 2020, which followed Phase 1 hearings, the Inspectors were critical of this approach. In paragraph 
39, they stated the following: 
 

Purpose two   is considered. But there are no towns 

We recognise that the analysis here relates to preventing the coalescence of smaller settlements and villages 
where their individual identity is important to the setting and special character of York. That being so, this should 
be considered under the fourth purpose of including land in the Green Belt.  

 
In the TP1 Addendum 2021, the Council acknowledge in paragraph 5.7 that, as there are no towns within the York 
authority area, the need to assess whether land should be kept permanently open to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging does not arise. We have no objection to this approach.  
 
Purpose 5  To Assist in Urban Regeneration, by Encouraging the Recycling of Derelict and Other Urban Land 
 
As for the fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land), 
the Council considered such to be achieved through the overall effect of the York Green Belt, rather than through the 
identification of individual parcels of land. As such, no site-specific assessment of this final purpose has been undertaken 
by the Council within the original Topic Paper 1: 
comment in respect of such. Consequently, no further site-specific assessment has been undertaken in respect of the 
fifth purpose within the TP1 Addendum 2021. Again, we have no comment to make in relation to this approach to 
ensuring the York Green Belt fulfils the fifth purpose of Green Belt.  
 

keep land permanently open only needs to be assessed against the first, third and fourth purpose of including land within 
the Green Belt. The TP1 Addendum 2021 therefore introduces additional criteria to assess land against the first, third 
and fourth purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  It is the use of these new criteria which is of concern to us. 
We have identified a number of flaws, specifically in relation to how they relate to each of the three relevant purposes. 
Our concerns are outlined below, following the chronology of purposes cited within the TP1 Addendum 2021.  
 
Purpose 4 - To Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 
Starting with the fourth purpose, the Council have sought to explain how the evidence and findings within the 
Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 2003  and the Heritage Topic Paper Update documents were used to assess 
land against the fourth purpose of the Green Belt.  It is explained that the latter document seeks to describe the strategic 

factors, themes, and six principal characteristics. 
Of these six principal characteristics, the TP1 Addendum 2021 has utilised three: compactness; landmark monuments; 
and landscape setting, to indicate to what extent land performs the fourth purpose of Green Belt.  
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No explanation is provided as to why these three characteristics have been used, and how they specifically relate to the 
fourth purpose.   
 
Our concerns in relation to the assessment criteria are highlighted below. 
 
In relation to the first criterion compactness this outlines the need to retain the dense compact city or village form in an 
open or rural landscape. This is applied without regard to the facts of the situation, as many locations around the City, 
and some of the surrounding villages cannot be described as being compact, as they have been expanded over many 
years by suburban development. Just because land has not been built on does not make it important to the 
understanding of the special character of an area which is what the criterion suggests. The further flaw that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 makes is to include villages in the assessment question. Villages are not relevant to this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt. If the NPPF had meant for villages to be included, it would have used words like 

en the city and the villages is important but this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt does not require villages to be compact. 
 
In relation to the second criterion - landmark monuments gives rise to a need to assess whether land is needed to remain 
open to aid the understanding and significance of a building, landmark or monument. Again, it is difficult to understand 
how an assessment of every heritage asset, as required under this criterion, will ensure the fourth purpose has been duly 
considered.  This is particularly relevant as this purpose of including land within the Green Belt relates to the setting and 
special character of historic towns as a whole. It is not an isolated exercise and certainly does not relate to a single 
building, landmark or monument.   
 
In relation to the third criterion landscape and setting it is noted that the significance of designated landscapes, parks 
and gardens are considered to be important.  It is difficult to discern why the significance of historic gardens is considered 
under this criterion, and it exemplifies a general confusion and conflation as to what is and what is not historic, and how 
such ultimately contributes to the setting and special character of historic towns. A further example relates to nature 
conservation designations, which are used as an indicator of landscape and setting. The supporting test suggests that, in 
terms of Green Belt, the nature conservation designations are a consideration only within a historical context, but it is 
unclear as to why the presence of nature conservation designations, historic or otherwise, are considered under 
landscape and setting, and again how they relate to the fourth purpose of including land within the Green Belt.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 also notes that all three of these criteria have the potential to render the whole of the York 
authority area relevant to the fourth purpose. It is unclear as to how this could be true, or what exactly is meant by this. 
This is plainly an absurd assertion, as not all land around a settlement will be important to this purpose of including land 
with the Green Belt. It is considered that this criterion does not provide clear guidance as to what land should or should 
not be included in the Green Belt. 
 
Purpose 1 - To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas 
 
In order to assess land against the first purpose, the Council have used the criterion, urban sprawl.  This criterion seeks 
to establish whether land has an increased risk of sprawl occurring through such matters as the proximity of the urban 
area and presence of existing agricultural / recreational development. However, the proximity of the urban area is not 
in itself linked to sprawl or the presence of existing buildings / farmsteads etc. By this logic, any existing buildings / 
farmsteads would need including within the Green Belt to reduce the chance of sprawl occurring. This lacks logic. Surely 
the purpose of this criterion is to stop unrestricted sprawl. This is achieved by defining Green Belt boundaries which 
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follow logical and permanent features but at the same time not including land that does not have to be
open.   Indeed, where the urban area lacks definition or a proper transition into the countryside there may be a case for 
redefining the boundary to ensure it remains permanent. 
 
Purpose 3 - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
 
The Council have used an encroachment criterion to assess the performance of the boundaries and land against the third 
purpose. Under this criterion, the Council consider whether or not land functions as part of the countryside in terms of 
relationships within it or acceptable uses within it; including those for agriculture, forestry, woodland, equestrian and 
other uses, small villages, rural business parks or other building clusters. These uses may be associated with the 
countryside, but the assessment question would suggest that it should include every parcel of land outside the urban 
area. Again, it remains unclear needs 
safeguarding from encroachment or what is truly countryside as opposed to land that has been influenced by urban 
development.  
 
Summary  
 
The above issues exemplify the contrived and often perplexing methodology used in the TP1 Addendum 2021 to 
determine the Green Belt boundaries. The use of selected parts of historic evidence makes it difficult to understand the 
overarching approach to the Green Belt taken by the Council, and it is hard to dispel the impression that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 document is an exercise in retrospectively justifying the proposed Green Belt boundaries rather than a 
proper exercise to determine the most appropriate boundaries. Irrespective of such, the various anomalies and 
inconsistencies cumulatively serve to undermine the robustness of the Green Belt assessment conducted by the Council. 
Given the extent of flaws within the revised methodology, it remains clear to the Developer that the Green Belt 
boundaries are anything but justified and reasonable. 
 

Alterations to the Green Belt 
 
There are various examples of the confused and muddled approach to defining the Green Belt boundaries throughout 
the plan. The Developer wishes to highlight, and specifically object to PM97, which concerns land immediately adjacent 
to the Site. Under PM97, the Council are proposing to relocate the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington. The 
extent of the settlement limit in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) encompassed the full extent of Elvington Primary 
School and its associated playing field. The Green Belt boundary, whilst excluding the Site as an allocation, previously 
followed the existing hedge boundary associated with the school. This boundary had a degree of logic even if the 
Developer objected to it.    
 
Under the revised methodology, the TP1 Addendum 2021 now proposes to relocate the boundary, to add the school 
playing field to the north, and part of the main school building, into the Green Belt. The reasoning and rationale behind 
such a move are difficult to understand. Whilst the Council are perhaps seeking to establish a permanent boundary using 
the built edge of the school as a guide, it appears that part of the existing school building has been included within the 
Green Belt.  
 
Further, the proposed boundary excludes the access road and some open space to the southwest of the school. See the 
proposed modification and aerial image below. This is illogical and means that the boundary is anything but clear and 
certainly does not follow defined physical features. In any event the use a building is a poor boundary. Buildings can be 
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extended, replaced or just demolished. A building is considered to be a bad boundary and can result in uncertainty as to 
the location of the Green Belt.  Whilst it is the Developer s view that the boundary should include H26 it is not known 
why the boundary around the perimeter of the playing field proposed in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) would 
not serve as a suitable edge. The school playing field, whilst evidently open, shares few other characteristics with the 
purposes of including land within the 
within the Green Belt serves any of the five purposes. The Developer wishes to object to PM97 as a result.  
 

 

    
 
 

Permanent Green Belt Boundaries 
 
The Council are also consulting on the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the City has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
DPP have repeatedly objected to the housing requirement used within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) and have 
outlined the reasons why it fails to meet the housing needs of the City. 
 
Apart from the reasons already cited which include concealed households, historic under delivery and market signals we 
have a further concern which relates to the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the permanence of the Green Belt. T
housing requirement has been calculated using the OAN (objectively assessed needs) process. As the emerging Local 
Plan was submitted prior to the cut-off date of the 24thJanuary 2019, Paragraph 214 of NPPF allows the use of this 
process, rather than the standard method process, which is now the prevailing approach to calculating housing 
requirement.  
 
Paragraph 33 of the NPPF 2019 requires policies in local plans and spatial development strategies to be reviewed and 
updated as necessary and at least once every five years. It also indicates that relevant strategic policies will need updating 
if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly. The NPPF indicates that LPAs are likely to require 
earlier reviews if local housing need changes significantly following the adoption of a plan.  
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significant 
change to their local housing need figure once the standard method is used as part of a local plan review. Even if it is not 
regarded as a significant change, it will still represent an increase in the housing requirement.   
 
DPP estimates that, using the standard method, the Council would have to increase the housing requirement in the 
Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) to over 1,000 dwellings per annum. The Council will therefore have to find a significant 
number of additional housing sites in order to meet the housing requirement defined by the standard method and this 
will mean additional land will almost certainly have to be released from what the Council hope will be a recently adopted 
Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 133 of the Framework indicates that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence. Paragraph 136 goes onto indicates that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances and notes that strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. 
Paragraph 139 also indicates that plans should be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 
altered at the end of the plan period. 
 
It is clear that the inevitable transition from the OAN process to the standard method will result in an increase in the 
housing requirement which will necessitate further alterations to the Green Belt boundaries within a maximum of five 
years following adoption of the emerging Local Plan. On the basis of the above the Developer considers that housing 
requirement in the emerging Local Plan is unsound on the basis that it will not deliver a permanent Green Belt in 
accordance with the requirements of NPPF.   
 

Suitability of the Site 
 
The Developer considers that H26 and the dense woodland and hedgerow around it formed a clear, logical and defensible 
long term Green Belt boundary. The Site is bound on two sides by existing development and is otherwise entirely 
enclosed and contained from the wider surrounding landscape by the existing boundary. As such the Developer 
maintains their objections to the continued omission of the Site as an allocation within the emerging Local Plan.  
 
However, in light of the above it remains telling that the Site has previously been assessed by the Council and deemed 
suitable as a housing allocation within the emerging Local Plan. The Site was only deleted from the emerging Local Plan 
when the housing requirement was reduced at the time the Preferred Sites Local Plan (2016). On the basis of our view 
that the Council will soon need to reassess the housing requirement using the standard method instead of OAN it is clear 
to us that the Council will need to identify new sites to accommodate the increased housing requirement. The Developer 
wholly believes that if Site H26 is not to be included within the emerging Local Plan as a housing allocation, it should be 
identified as safeguarded land in anticipation of the review. 
  
As outlined in the previous representations submitted by DPP, the Site remains a logical and natural addition to the 
village. The allocation and development of the Site would effectively infill the modest gap between the Primary School 
and the village medical centre. The Site, whilst admittedly undeveloped, does not fulfil any the purposes of Green Belt 
(particularly the first, third and fourth), and its allocation within the plan could be achieved without undermining or 
compromising the role and function of the York Green Belt.  
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Assessment of the Site Against TP1 Addendum 2021 
 

Site against the criteria in the TP1 Addendum 2021 below:  
 
Compactness: the s impression of a compact City of 
York. Elvington is a significant distance from the city and is not viewed in the same context. The City of York will retain 
its compact form. Even if the consideration of compactness related to villages, which it does not, Elvington would still be 
compact as the allocation of H26 would do no more than fill a gap in between existing development. If anything, infilling 
a vacant plot of land within the developed extent of Elvington would give rise to a more compact settlement.  
 
Landmark Monuments: there are no landmark monuments within the vicinity of the Site. Views into York and its 
associated landmarks are obscured by existing development and vegetation. Given the distance between Elvington and 
York, it is not possible to view both separate entities. This consideration would not be harmed. 
 
Landscape and Setting: the Site does not need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider landscape associated 
with the historic character and setting of York. The Site lies a considerable distance from York, it is not on one of the 
approaches to the city and remains discreet and separate from the wider landscape that surrounds the city and the 
village itself. H26 does not lie within a protected landscape, form an area of public open space, and nor does it form part 
of any other area which contributes to the setting of York. The Site is well enclosed by existing established natural 
boundaries, which divorces the Site from the landscape that surrounds Elvington.  It does not form part of the wider 
setting within which Elvington is viewed.  
 
Urban Sprawl: the Site forms parts of Elvington, a sustainable but relatively small village. Elvington is not a large built-up 
area. The development of the Site will therefore not give rise to the sprawl of a large built-up area and, whilst not 
relevant, the development of the Site would not even give rise to the unrestricted sprawl of the village given the clear 
boundaries around the Site.  
 
Encroachment: in its setting, the Site does not have the characteristics of land that could be deemed countryside. It 
contains a number of former military buildings, and it is bound on two sides by the existing developed confines of 
Elvington and woodland belts and hedgerows. H26, whilst largely open, is heavily influenced by urban development and 
cannot sensibly be regarded as being part of the wider countryside.  The development of the Site would not therefore 
result in encroachment. Rather, the Site has the characteristics of a small well contained gap between development.  
  
On the basis that the Site does not fulfil the purposes of Green Belt, when assessed against the clarified methodology, 
the Developer remains wholly of the view that Site H26 should be included as an allocation within the Publication Draft 
Local Plan 2018.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 

that needs to be kept permanently open and to define Green Belt boundaries, it remains clear that there are a number 
of issues and anomalies which undermine the robustness of the exercise. As a result, and for the reasons explained, the 
Developer is of the view that the revised methodology does not provide a robust basis to determine which parcels of 
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land need to remain permanently open, and the Green Belt boundaries therefore remain unreasonable and insufficiently 
justified, and therefore unsound.  
 
Additionally, it is evident that the emerging Local Plan, in its current guise, will not result in a permanent Green Belt, 
contrary to the requirements of the NPPF. It is inevitable that the Council will soon need to identify additional sites for 
housing, once the switch is made from the OAN process of calculating the housing requirement to the standard method. 

review of the emerging Local Plan if it is adopted, and the Green Belt boundaries, rendering such unsound as a result.  
 
Overall, the Developer considers that the emerging Local Plan has not been positively prepared, the land that is included 
within the Green Belt has not been justified, it will not be effective and is not consistent with national policy in that the 
Green Belt will not endure, and land has been included in the Green Belt which does not need to be kept permanently 
open.  
 
There are also a number of significant deficiencies in the City of York Housing Needs Update which mean that the 822 
dwellings per annum OAN figure which the Council continue to use within the Proposed 
Modifications is unsound. The housing requirement and evidence base are not justified, and the local plan will not be 
effective  needs.  It has not been positively prepared, and the approach adopted does not reflect 
national policy.  
 
These representations confirm that H26 remains available, and capable of accommodating housing growth. The Site 
contributes very little, if anything, to the purposes of the Green Belt, whilst the technical issues previously raised by the 
Council have been addressed in detail in previous representations submitted to the Council. The Developer therefore 
Objects to the continued omission of H26 as either an allocation or safeguarded land within the emerging Local Plan.  
 

Our Proposed Modifications 
 
To make the local plan sound it is recommended that the housing requirement is recalculated and should reflect a figure 
similar to that produced by using the standard method. We also suggest that the Site, H26, is reinstated as an allocation 
within the emerging Local Plan to cater for the increase in housing requirement that is required in order to render the 
Local Plan sound. Finally, we recommend that the PM97 is omitted from the Local Plan, and the boundary reinstated 
along the existing field boundary which encloses the school playing field.   
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 16:21
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205377
Attachments: L001_H26_Elvington.pdf

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Organisation or group details 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment Update (April 2021) (EX/CYC/56) 

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

ferriab
Text Box
PM2:SID867vi



2

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

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

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: See 
attached letter 

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

If you do wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: To elaborate upon 
attached letter 

Supporting documentation 

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

L001_H26_Elvington.pdf 
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York 
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Ref: 3533LE 
29th June 2021 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (27TH MAY TO 7TH JULY), IN RELATION 
TO LAND AT DAUBY LANE, ELVINGTON (HOUSING SITE REF: H26). 
 

Introduction 

This submission is made on behalf of Yorvik Homes the  and should be read in conjunction with the various 
detailed representations previously  the plan making 
process in relation to the land . The representations previously submitted by DPP in support 
of the draft allocation of the land known H26 confirmed that the Site is available and suitable for housing development 
and that the Site is capable of accommodating residential development.  
 
The Developer wishes to object to the continued omission of the Site from the emerging Local Plan. The Developer is of 
the view that the revised methodology used by the Council to determine Green Belt boundaries, as set out in the TP1 
Addendum 2021, is not sound in respect of the Site, and that the OAN calculation of housing requirement simply does 
not meet the need for market and affordable housing within the City of York and will not result in a permanent Green 
Belt. The developer wishes to object on this basis.  
 
These comments are made in respect of the following documents: 
 

 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to Defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 
 

Densely Developed Areas in the General Extent of the Green Belt 
 Topic Paper TP1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 6 Proposed 

Modifications 
 Annex 7 Housing Supply Update 
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 GL Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) 

 

Background 
 
By way of brief background information, the Council launched a third Regulation 19 consultation concerning the City of 
York Local Plan in May 2021. The consultation concerns various documents comprising the requested Composite 
Proposed Modifications Schedule. The documents in question have been prepared by the Council in response to a 
number of issues raised by the Inspectors during and following the Phase 1 hearings sessions which took place in 
December of 2019. 
 
In terms of the Site, H26 was originally site selection methodology and was deemed 
suitable and appropriate for housing development. The Site was subsequently included as a housing allocation in the 
Preferred Options Draft Local Plan (2013) and the Publication Draft Local Plan (2014). In proposing to allocate H26 for 
housing development the Council concluded that the Site did not need to be kept permanently open, that it accorded 
with the spatial strategy and did not conflict with the fundamental purpose of the Green Belt around York. However, the 
Site was subsequently deleted as a draft allocation in the Local Plan Preferred Sites Consultation (2016). The reason given 
for the deletion of the Site was as follows: 
 

well related to the village in terms of shape and character. Its development would extend the village well beyond 
its current boundaries and would close what is currently an important gap between the edge of the residential 
area of Elvington village and the industrial estate to the north. 

 
The site is not considered to be well contained and would result in the existing urban form of Elvington village 
coalescing with the commercial area at Elvington Industrial Estate. The site is therefore considered to perform 

 
 
The Site is not allocated within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018).  
 

The Test of Soundness 
 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF indicates that a Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to 
assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural 
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 

. In order to be sound, NPPF confirms that a plan should be: 
 

a) Positively prepared  providing a strategy 
needs19; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
 
b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence;  
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c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
 
d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in this Framework. 

 
It is against the above tests of soundness that the emerging Local Plan, including the proposed modifications, must be 
assessed.  
 

The Proposed Modifications  
 
The Council have published a number of additional documents, devised to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
following the Phase 1 hearings.  Much of the work undertaken seeks to address issues relating to the methodology used 
by the Council to determine whether a parcel of land needs to be kept permanently open, and to formulate the Green 
Belt boundaries. 
 
To summarise the work undertaken, the Council have published an addendum paper, Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining 
Green Belt Addendum January 2021, Addendum 2021  which seeks to update the original Topic Paper 1: 
Approach to the Green Belt (2018) in three key respects. First, the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds the various issues 
which arose during the Phase 1 hearings. Secondly, the TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms that, in the opinion of the Council, 
the latest household projections will not have any implications in terms of the permanence of the boundaries. Finally, 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 responds to the key concerns raised by the Inspectors concerning the methodology used by 
the Council in establishing the Green Belt boundaries.  
 
Annex 4 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 contains the local level assessment of the boundaries surrounding developed areas 
within the Green Belt, including Elvington.  
 
Annex 6 of the TP1 Addendum 2021 outlines the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries as a result of the 
revisions to the methodology. It is proposed to alter the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington Primary School 
in proximity of the Site. The alteration is indicated as per the red line on the below plan extract.  
 

 
Extract from 

Green Belt 
 
Annex 7 of TP1 Addendum 2021 (Housing Supply Update) seeks to demonstrate that the proposed Green Belt boundaries 
will endure through the plan period of the emerging Local Plan and beyond, taking into account the GL Hearn Housing 
Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA update (2021). Both of these documents are also the subject of the 
consultation.  
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Otherwise, a number of other supporting documentation and key evidence has been published by the Council, which 
are also the subject of the current consultation exercise. The additional documents include an updated Habitats 
Regulation Assessment, and other pieces of new evidence.  None of these other documents have any direct implications 
in relation to the Site.  
 

Comments and Observations on the Proposed Modifications 
 

The Inspectors  Concerns 
 
To summarise, the Inspectors expressed concern that the criteria used by the Council to assess sites and the Green Belt 
boundaries (referred to as Shapers ) were of little relevance to the issues associated with the definition of Green Belt, 
specifically in relation to openness, and the five purposes of Green Belt as defined in NPPF.  The Inspectors noted that 

 used by the Council, including, ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of transport and a 
range of services; and preventing unacceptable levels of congestion and pollution, were of very little relevance to Green 
Belt policy.  
 
Of particular concern to the Inspectors was the manner in which the Council had assessed land against the third purpose 
of Green Belt to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In assessing various sites, the Council had 
previously sought to exclude land accommodating features such as nature conservation sites and ancient woodland. The 
Inspectors noted that such designations again bear little relevance to the issue of safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment.  
 
The Inspectors considered that the approach taken again suggested a conflation of this Green Belt purpose and the 
S emerging Local Plan and deemed such an insufficiently robust substitute for a proper analysis of the 

degree to which land performs the Green Belt function in question. As a result, the Inspectors rightly raised doubts as to 
the likelihood of the resulting Green Belt boundaries being reasonable and justified.  
 

General Comments Relating to the Clarified Methodology 
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021, now the subject of this consultation, seeks to demonstrate that the resulting Green Belt 
boundaries are sound, despite the originally flawed methodology, and that the land included in the Green Belt needs to 
be designated in order to protect the special character of the historic city of York. Having now had opportunity to assess 
the TP1 Addendum 2021 and annexes, the Developer remains wholly unconvinced that the work undertaken by the 
Council in respect to the methodology gives rise to Green Belt boundaries which are justified, reasonable, and ultimately 
sound.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to highlight a number of issues with the methodology, which we believe 
undermines the robustness of the assessment undertaken as a whole.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 confirms how the Council have sought to assess land and the Green Belt boundaries against 
the purposes of Green Belt.  We consider how each purpose has been considered in turn.  
 
Purpose 2  To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from Merging into One Another 
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Within the original Topic Paper1: 
primary purpose of the York Green Belt is to protect the setting and special character of the historic city. As such, they 
sought to identify land most important to maintaining the historic character and setting of York, using They 
noted that the same criteria would also be used to assess land against the second purpose of the Green Belt to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another. 
 
In the letter of June 2020, which followed Phase 1 hearings, the Inspectors were critical of this approach. In paragraph 
39, they stated the following: 
 

Purpose two   is considered. But there are no towns 

We recognise that the analysis here relates to preventing the coalescence of smaller settlements and villages 
where their individual identity is important to the setting and special character of York. That being so, this should 
be considered under the fourth purpose of including land in the Green Belt.  

 
In the TP1 Addendum 2021, the Council acknowledge in paragraph 5.7 that, as there are no towns within the York 
authority area, the need to assess whether land should be kept permanently open to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging does not arise. We have no objection to this approach.  
 
Purpose 5  To Assist in Urban Regeneration, by Encouraging the Recycling of Derelict and Other Urban Land 
 
As for the fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land), 
the Council considered such to be achieved through the overall effect of the York Green Belt, rather than through the 
identification of individual parcels of land. As such, no site-specific assessment of this final purpose has been undertaken 
by the Council within the original Topic Paper 1: 
comment in respect of such. Consequently, no further site-specific assessment has been undertaken in respect of the 
fifth purpose within the TP1 Addendum 2021. Again, we have no comment to make in relation to this approach to 
ensuring the York Green Belt fulfils the fifth purpose of Green Belt.  
 

keep land permanently open only needs to be assessed against the first, third and fourth purpose of including land within 
the Green Belt. The TP1 Addendum 2021 therefore introduces additional criteria to assess land against the first, third 
and fourth purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  It is the use of these new criteria which is of concern to us. 
We have identified a number of flaws, specifically in relation to how they relate to each of the three relevant purposes. 
Our concerns are outlined below, following the chronology of purposes cited within the TP1 Addendum 2021.  
 
Purpose 4 - To Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns 
 
Starting with the fourth purpose, the Council have sought to explain how the evidence and findings within the 
Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 2003  and the Heritage Topic Paper Update documents were used to assess 
land against the fourth purpose of the Green Belt.  It is explained that the latter document seeks to describe the strategic 

factors, themes, and six principal characteristics. 
Of these six principal characteristics, the TP1 Addendum 2021 has utilised three: compactness; landmark monuments; 
and landscape setting, to indicate to what extent land performs the fourth purpose of Green Belt.  
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No explanation is provided as to why these three characteristics have been used, and how they specifically relate to the 
fourth purpose.   
 
Our concerns in relation to the assessment criteria are highlighted below. 
 
In relation to the first criterion compactness this outlines the need to retain the dense compact city or village form in an 
open or rural landscape. This is applied without regard to the facts of the situation, as many locations around the City, 
and some of the surrounding villages cannot be described as being compact, as they have been expanded over many 
years by suburban development. Just because land has not been built on does not make it important to the 
understanding of the special character of an area which is what the criterion suggests. The further flaw that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 makes is to include villages in the assessment question. Villages are not relevant to this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt. If the NPPF had meant for villages to be included, it would have used words like 

en the city and the villages is important but this purpose of 
including land within the Green Belt does not require villages to be compact. 
 
In relation to the second criterion - landmark monuments gives rise to a need to assess whether land is needed to remain 
open to aid the understanding and significance of a building, landmark or monument. Again, it is difficult to understand 
how an assessment of every heritage asset, as required under this criterion, will ensure the fourth purpose has been duly 
considered.  This is particularly relevant as this purpose of including land within the Green Belt relates to the setting and 
special character of historic towns as a whole. It is not an isolated exercise and certainly does not relate to a single 
building, landmark or monument.   
 
In relation to the third criterion landscape and setting it is noted that the significance of designated landscapes, parks 
and gardens are considered to be important.  It is difficult to discern why the significance of historic gardens is considered 
under this criterion, and it exemplifies a general confusion and conflation as to what is and what is not historic, and how 
such ultimately contributes to the setting and special character of historic towns. A further example relates to nature 
conservation designations, which are used as an indicator of landscape and setting. The supporting test suggests that, in 
terms of Green Belt, the nature conservation designations are a consideration only within a historical context, but it is 
unclear as to why the presence of nature conservation designations, historic or otherwise, are considered under 
landscape and setting, and again how they relate to the fourth purpose of including land within the Green Belt.  
 
The TP1 Addendum 2021 also notes that all three of these criteria have the potential to render the whole of the York 
authority area relevant to the fourth purpose. It is unclear as to how this could be true, or what exactly is meant by this. 
This is plainly an absurd assertion, as not all land around a settlement will be important to this purpose of including land 
with the Green Belt. It is considered that this criterion does not provide clear guidance as to what land should or should 
not be included in the Green Belt. 
 
Purpose 1 - To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas 
 
In order to assess land against the first purpose, the Council have used the criterion, urban sprawl.  This criterion seeks 
to establish whether land has an increased risk of sprawl occurring through such matters as the proximity of the urban 
area and presence of existing agricultural / recreational development. However, the proximity of the urban area is not 
in itself linked to sprawl or the presence of existing buildings / farmsteads etc. By this logic, any existing buildings / 
farmsteads would need including within the Green Belt to reduce the chance of sprawl occurring. This lacks logic. Surely 
the purpose of this criterion is to stop unrestricted sprawl. This is achieved by defining Green Belt boundaries which 
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follow logical and permanent features but at the same time not including land that does not have to be kept permanently 
open.   Indeed, where the urban area lacks definition or a proper transition into the countryside there may be a case for 
redefining the boundary to ensure it remains permanent. 
 
Purpose 3 - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
 
The Council have used an encroachment criterion to assess the performance of the boundaries and land against the third 
purpose. Under this criterion, the Council consider whether or not land functions as part of the countryside in terms of 
relationships within it or acceptable uses within it; including those for agriculture, forestry, woodland, equestrian and 
other uses, small villages, rural business parks or other building clusters. These uses may be associated with the 
countryside, but the assessment question would suggest that it should include every parcel of land outside the urban 
area. Again, it remains unclear needs 
safeguarding from encroachment or what is truly countryside as opposed to land that has been influenced by urban 
development.  
 
Summary  
 
The above issues exemplify the contrived and often perplexing methodology used in the TP1 Addendum 2021 to 
determine the Green Belt boundaries. The use of selected parts of historic evidence makes it difficult to understand the 
overarching approach to the Green Belt taken by the Council, and it is hard to dispel the impression that the TP1 
Addendum 2021 document is an exercise in retrospectively justifying the proposed Green Belt boundaries rather than a 
proper exercise to determine the most appropriate boundaries. Irrespective of such, the various anomalies and 
inconsistencies cumulatively serve to undermine the robustness of the Green Belt assessment conducted by the Council. 
Given the extent of flaws within the revised methodology, it remains clear to the Developer that the Green Belt 
boundaries are anything but justified and reasonable. 
 

Alterations to the Green Belt 
 
There are various examples of the confused and muddled approach to defining the Green Belt boundaries throughout 
the plan. The Developer wishes to highlight, and specifically object to PM97, which concerns land immediately adjacent 
to the Site. Under PM97, the Council are proposing to relocate the Green Belt boundary to the north of Elvington. The 
extent of the settlement limit in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) encompassed the full extent of Elvington Primary 
School and its associated playing field. The Green Belt boundary, whilst excluding the Site as an allocation, previously 
followed the existing hedge boundary associated with the school. This boundary had a degree of logic even if the 
Developer objected to it.    
 
Under the revised methodology, the TP1 Addendum 2021 now proposes to relocate the boundary, to add the school 
playing field to the north, and part of the main school building, into the Green Belt. The reasoning and rationale behind 
such a move are difficult to understand. Whilst the Council are perhaps seeking to establish a permanent boundary using 
the built edge of the school as a guide, it appears that part of the existing school building has been included within the 
Green Belt.  
 
Further, the proposed boundary excludes the access road and some open space to the southwest of the school. See the 
proposed modification and aerial image below. This is illogical and means that the boundary is anything but clear and 
certainly does not follow defined physical features. In any event the use a building is a poor boundary. Buildings can be 
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extended, replaced or just demolished. A building is considered to be a bad boundary and can result in uncertainty as to 
the location of the Green Belt.  Whilst it is the Developer s view that the boundary should include H26 it is not known 
why the boundary around the perimeter of the playing field proposed in the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) would 
not serve as a suitable edge. The school playing field, whilst evidently open, shares few other characteristics with the 
purposes of including land within the 
within the Green Belt serves any of the five purposes. The Developer wishes to object to PM97 as a result.  
 

 

    
 
 

Permanent Green Belt Boundaries 
 
The Council are also consulting on the GL Hearn Housing Needs Update September 2020, and the SHLAA Update (April 
2021). Within the former document, GL Hearn report that the housing requirement of 790 dpa identified within the 
Housing Need Update 2019 remains an appropriate figure, given that the need for housing in the City has not materially 
changed. The Council therefore continue to use a housing requirement of 822 dwellings per annum, first cited within the 
Proposed Modifications Consultation (2019). This is based upon a revised OAN of 790 dwellings per annum, plus a further 
32 dwellings per annum to account for a shortfall in completions between 2012-2017.  
 
DPP have repeatedly objected to the housing requirement used within the Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) and have 
outlined the reasons why it fails to meet the housing needs of the City. 
 
Apart from the reasons already cited which include concealed households, historic under delivery and market signals we 
have a further concern which relates to the TP1 Addendum 2021 and the permanence of the Green Belt. T
housing requirement has been calculated using the OAN (objectively assessed needs) process. As the emerging Local 
Plan was submitted prior to the cut-off date of the 24thJanuary 2019, Paragraph 214 of NPPF allows the use of this 
process, rather than the standard method process, which is now the prevailing approach to calculating housing 
requirement.  
 
Paragraph 33 of the NPPF 2019 requires policies in local plans and spatial development strategies to be reviewed and 
updated as necessary and at least once every five years. It also indicates that relevant strategic policies will need updating 
if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly. The NPPF indicates that LPAs are likely to require 
earlier reviews if local housing need changes significantly following the adoption of a plan.  
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significant 
change to their local housing need figure once the standard method is used as part of a local plan review. Even if it is not 
regarded as a significant change, it will still represent an increase in the housing requirement.   
 
DPP estimates that, using the standard method, the Council would have to increase the housing requirement in the 
Publication Draft Local Plan (2018) to over 1,000 dwellings per annum. The Council will therefore have to find a significant 
number of additional housing sites in order to meet the housing requirement defined by the standard method and this 
will mean additional land will almost certainly have to be released from what the Council hope will be a recently adopted 
Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 133 of the Framework indicates that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence. Paragraph 136 goes onto indicates that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances and notes that strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. 
Paragraph 139 also indicates that plans should be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 
altered at the end of the plan period. 
 
It is clear that the inevitable transition from the OAN process to the standard method will result in an increase in the 
housing requirement which will necessitate further alterations to the Green Belt boundaries within a maximum of five 
years following adoption of the emerging Local Plan. On the basis of the above the Developer considers that housing 
requirement in the emerging Local Plan is unsound on the basis that it will not deliver a permanent Green Belt in 
accordance with the requirements of NPPF.   
 

Suitability of the Site 
 
The Developer considers that H26 and the dense woodland and hedgerow around it formed a clear, logical and defensible 
long term Green Belt boundary. The Site is bound on two sides by existing development and is otherwise entirely 
enclosed and contained from the wider surrounding landscape by the existing boundary. As such the Developer 
maintains their objections to the continued omission of the Site as an allocation within the emerging Local Plan.  
 
However, in light of the above it remains telling that the Site has previously been assessed by the Council and deemed 
suitable as a housing allocation within the emerging Local Plan. The Site was only deleted from the emerging Local Plan 
when the housing requirement was reduced at the time the Preferred Sites Local Plan (2016). On the basis of our view 
that the Council will soon need to reassess the housing requirement using the standard method instead of OAN it is clear 
to us that the Council will need to identify new sites to accommodate the increased housing requirement. The Developer 
wholly believes that if Site H26 is not to be included within the emerging Local Plan as a housing allocation, it should be 
identified as safeguarded land in anticipation of the review. 
  
As outlined in the previous representations submitted by DPP, the Site remains a logical and natural addition to the 
village. The allocation and development of the Site would effectively infill the modest gap between the Primary School 
and the village medical centre. The Site, whilst admittedly undeveloped, does not fulfil any the purposes of Green Belt 
(particularly the first, third and fourth), and its allocation within the plan could be achieved without undermining or 
compromising the role and function of the York Green Belt.  
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Assessment of the Site Against TP1 Addendum 2021 
 

Site against the criteria in the TP1 Addendum 2021 below:  
 
Compactness: the s impression of a compact City of 
York. Elvington is a significant distance from the city and is not viewed in the same context. The City of York will retain 
its compact form. Even if the consideration of compactness related to villages, which it does not, Elvington would still be 
compact as the allocation of H26 would do no more than fill a gap in between existing development. If anything, infilling 
a vacant plot of land within the developed extent of Elvington would give rise to a more compact settlement.  
 
Landmark Monuments: there are no landmark monuments within the vicinity of the Site. Views into York and its 
associated landmarks are obscured by existing development and vegetation. Given the distance between Elvington and 
York, it is not possible to view both separate entities. This consideration would not be harmed. 
 
Landscape and Setting: the Site does not need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider landscape associated 
with the historic character and setting of York. The Site lies a considerable distance from York, it is not on one of the 
approaches to the city and remains discreet and separate from the wider landscape that surrounds the city and the 
village itself. H26 does not lie within a protected landscape, form an area of public open space, and nor does it form part 
of any other area which contributes to the setting of York. The Site is well enclosed by existing established natural 
boundaries, which divorces the Site from the landscape that surrounds Elvington.  It does not form part of the wider 
setting within which Elvington is viewed.  
 
Urban Sprawl: the Site forms parts of Elvington, a sustainable but relatively small village. Elvington is not a large built-up 
area. The development of the Site will therefore not give rise to the sprawl of a large built-up area and, whilst not 
relevant, the development of the Site would not even give rise to the unrestricted sprawl of the village given the clear 
boundaries around the Site.  
 
Encroachment: in its setting, the Site does not have the characteristics of land that could be deemed countryside. It 
contains a number of former military buildings, and it is bound on two sides by the existing developed confines of 
Elvington and woodland belts and hedgerows. H26, whilst largely open, is heavily influenced by urban development and 
cannot sensibly be regarded as being part of the wider countryside.  The development of the Site would not therefore 
result in encroachment. Rather, the Site has the characteristics of a small well contained gap between development.  
  
On the basis that the Site does not fulfil the purposes of Green Belt, when assessed against the clarified methodology, 
the Developer remains wholly of the view that Site H26 should be included as an allocation within the Publication Draft 
Local Plan 2018.  
 

Compliance with the Test of Soundness 
 

that needs to be kept permanently open and to define Green Belt boundaries, it remains clear that there are a number 
of issues and anomalies which undermine the robustness of the exercise. As a result, and for the reasons explained, the 
Developer is of the view that the revised methodology does not provide a robust basis to determine which parcels of 
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land need to remain permanently open, and the Green Belt boundaries therefore remain unreasonable and insufficiently 
justified, and therefore unsound.  
 
Additionally, it is evident that the emerging Local Plan, in its current guise, will not result in a permanent Green Belt, 
contrary to the requirements of the NPPF. It is inevitable that the Council will soon need to identify additional sites for 
housing, once the switch is made from the OAN process of calculating the housing requirement to the standard method. 

review of the emerging Local Plan if it is adopted, and the Green Belt boundaries, rendering such unsound as a result.  
 
Overall, the Developer considers that the emerging Local Plan has not been positively prepared, the land that is included 
within the Green Belt has not been justified, it will not be effective and is not consistent with national policy in that the 
Green Belt will not endure, and land has been included in the Green Belt which does not need to be kept permanently 
open.  
 
There are also a number of significant deficiencies in the City of York Housing Needs Update which mean that the 822 
dwellings per annum OAN figure which the Council continue to use within the Proposed 
Modifications is unsound. The housing requirement and evidence base are not justified, and the local plan will not be 
effective  needs.  It has not been positively prepared, and the approach adopted does not reflect 
national policy.  
 
These representations confirm that H26 remains available, and capable of accommodating housing growth. The Site 
contributes very little, if anything, to the purposes of the Green Belt, whilst the technical issues previously raised by the 
Council have been addressed in detail in previous representations submitted to the Council. The Developer therefore 
Objects to the continued omission of H26 as either an allocation or safeguarded land within the emerging Local Plan.  
 

Our Proposed Modifications 
 
To make the local plan sound it is recommended that the housing requirement is recalculated and should reflect a figure 
similar to that produced by using the standard method. We also suggest that the Site, H26, is reinstated as an allocation 
within the emerging Local Plan to cater for the increase in housing requirement that is required in order to render the 
Local Plan sound. Finally, we recommend that the PM97 is omitted from the Local Plan, and the boundary reinstated 
along the existing field boundary which encloses the school playing field.   
 
Yours sincerely,  
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From:
Sent: 10 June 2021 09:31
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 198019

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Your personal information 

Title: Dr 

Name: Jeffrey Stern 

Email address:  

Telephone:  

Address:  

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021 
(EX/CYC/58) 

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, I consider the document to be 
legally compliant 
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: I do 

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound: I do 

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

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: I 
approve of the prosed changes to the green belt so far as they address Heslington and its area 

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

If you do not wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why: I don't 

Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 07 July 2021 23:34
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 206169

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Your personal information 

Title: Mrs 

Name: Joanne Kinder 

Email address:  

Telephone:  

Address:  

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

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

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: No, I do not consider the document 
to be legally compliant 
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be legally compliant: The Parish 
Council is a statutory body elected by the Parish residents to represent their views. At no time 
during the drafting of the local plan has City of York (CYC) council paid any more than lip service 
to the wishes of the village residents as expressed either through the Parish Council or as highly 
significant numbers of formal individual consultation responses to various stage of the Draft Plan. 
On first publication of the Draft local plan inc Site Selection, the Parish held Drop-in sessions on 
the 6th & 26th August 2016 and then on the 14th October 2017 including a questionnaire about 
the various sites being put forward. The overwhelming response (over 90%) was that Site 95 
(allocated as H39) would be a detriment to the village largely due to traffic flows through an 
already overcrowded residential estate plus the detriment to Church Lane which borders the site 
to the south. This site was also previously examined and rejected by the Inspector at the previous 
Local Plan Public Enquiry due to the harm to the village. CYC has nevertheless persisted with 
putting forward H39 for removal from the greenbelt, purely to achieve dwelling numbers, without 
addressing these reasoned arguments. Furthermore, CYC has been disingenuous in reporting this 
in the document SD54 – SHLAA Sept 2017 Annexes, where they appear to balance the reasoned 
arguments of the Parish Council and many villagers against those of a single landowner. A more 
suitable site offering the ability to deliver a greater number of houses was Site 55 (Former H26, 
roughly the site behind the school) which the residents and Parish Council supported but was 
never accepted by CYC despite having been originally "set aside" for development from the days 
of Selby DC. The reasoning given by CYC is as follows: “There is a risk that, in allowing further 
expansion west along Elvington Lane (Boundary 1), the village will coalesce with its outlying 
Business Parks, significantly altering the experience of entering the village through rural 
landscape and impacting on compactness” The fact that CYC describes the mainly residential 
area to the West of the traditional village centre as the “outlying Business Park” highlights the 
officers' lack of knowledge and fails completely to take account of the ‘on the ground’ geography, 
the social geography and the social interactions within the village. They appear to be based on a 
remote map-reading exercise and do not reflect the reality. Thus, the Greenbelt addendum seeks 
to permanently divide the village against the wishes of the community. The inset should run from 
Sutton bridge to The Conifers. 

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

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

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: The fact that CYC describes the mainly residential area to the West of the traditional 
village centre as the “outlying Business Park” highlights the officers' lack of knowledge and fails 
completely to take account of the ‘on the ground’ geography, the social geography and the social 
interactions within the village. They appear to be based on a remote map-reading exercise and do 
not reflect the reality. Thus, the Greenbelt addendum seeks to permanently divide the village 
against the wishes of the community. The inset should run from Sutton bridge to The Conifers. 

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 
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Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: Positively Prepared: We 
do not believe the plan has been positively prepared, as more suitable sites offering more 
deliverable houses and less disruption to existing residents have been proposed (see our duty to 
cooperate comments) and rejected or ignored by CYC given their views on how they believe the 
village should grow. It is actually CYC that will be ultimately stifling the natural development of the 
village not the residents or the Parish Council. The Plan’s impact on the lives and welfare of those 
who live in Elvington, as well as the appearance and environment of the village, has not been 
considered in the preparation of the plan. Hence the plan fails the test of “Cooperation” and has 
not been positively prepared. Justified: The elephant in the room in terms of any further 
development of Elvington is the allocation of ST15, a 159ha “Garden Village”, yielding 3339 
dwellings, whose proposed boundary currently abuts the Parish Boundary. Garden Village seems 
a complete misnomer given it will be home to 8,000 people (based on ONS figures of occupancy) 
– broadly comparable in terms of population to the present town of Pocklington. Is there then any 
actual justification for any extra houses in Elvington given the close proximity of this? Given the 
acknowledged importance of Elvington retaining its rural character, and thus making a contribution 
to the overall York environment, we suggest that with the proposed massive ST15 site so close 
by, it is all the more important to retain such character; and that would suggest no further attrition 
of the greenbelt around the village. Consistent with national policy: The proposal to remove SP1 
from Greenbelt (to which the Parish Council have previously objected) elsewhere in the Plan does 
not comply with the National Planning Policy Framework specifically “Policy E: Traveller sites in 
Green Belt” of the Planning policy for Traveller sites. Which states that “Traveller sites (definition 
includes travelling showpeople) (temporary or permanent) in the Green Belt are inappropriate 
development.” The planning inspector who granted a temporary consent on site SP1 said there 
were no exceptional circumstances why SP1 should be given a permanent consent and CYC 
should find suitable alternative sites which they haven’t done and this is now the exceptional 
circumstance! 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: 
Necessary changes: The green belt for Elvington should be extended to cover the area for The 
Conifers development through to Sutton Bridge, (see plan: EPC Green Belt Proposal). The Village 
is already largely linear and the perceived rural gap between the poorly named “outlying Business 
Park” and the traditional village is already broken up with houses, offices, the Doctor’s surgery and 
some former RAF munitions stores set back but largely visible from the road; it does not offer the 
entirely rural landscape the officers seem to believe exists. Site 95 (Allocated as H39.) should not 
be removed from the Greenbelt as it would spoil the quintessential rural nature of Church Lane 
and would render Beckside more of a large and disproportionately sized housing estate not in 
keeping with the rest of the village. The village is however not opposed to appropriate 
development and has already proposed site H26 to be removed from the Green Belt as this offers 
the chance for more homes to be built of various sizes to cater for the demand for both starter and 
larger family homes which are under-represented within the village; development on this site 
would furthermore have virtually no visual impact upon the village and minimal environmental 
impact (including ease of walking children to school). SP1 to remain in the Greenbelt as it is not 
complaint with National planning policy. Given the above arguments EX/CYC/59f: Topic Paper 1 
Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 4 Other Developed Areas is NOT Legally compliant 
due to lack of duty to co-operate; is NOT Positively Prepared; is NOT Justified. 
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If you are seeking to change the Local Plan, do you want to participate at the hearings 
sessions of the Public Examination?: No, I do not wish to participate at hearings sessions 

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

Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 07 July 2021 17:14
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 206088

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Your personal information 

Title: Mrs 

Name: S Mills 

Email address:  

Telephone:  

Address:  

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021 
(EX/CYC/58) 

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

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

hughejo
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: Th plan has been 
created with statutory regulations in mind. 

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: I consider that the Duty to Cooperate has been considered. 

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: I believe that attempts 
have been made to prepare the plan positively and attempts made to justify the decisions made 
within it. However, these decisions and the reasons for them are flawed. As a result the plan will 
not be effective in providing appropriate housing for residents in the city or meeting its own spatial 
principles. The plan maybe consistent with national policy, but national policy resolutely refuses to 
acknowledge the real issues behind housing problems. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: PM52 
policy SS1 p26 I note with interest “The location of development through the plan will be guided by 
the following five spatial principles: • Conserving and enhancing York’s historic and natural 
environment. This includes the city’s character and setting and internationally, nationally and 
locally significant nature conservation sites, green corridors and areas with an important 
recreation function. • Prioritise making the best use of previously developed land. • Directing 
development to the most sustainable locations, • Ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of 
transport and a range of services. • Preventing unacceptable levels of congestion, pollution and/or 
air quality. • Ensuring flood risk is appropriately managed. • Where viable and deliverable, the re-
use of previously developed land will be phased first. I approve of the inclusion of the 2nd and 3rd 
bullet points. I am concerned by the removal of the final bullet point. The retention of this would 
assist the plan in its meeting of the previous six principles. Further to this I believe there should be 
a ‘condition of build’ within the plan stating that builders can only build on identified green space 
land once all other brownfield sites and previously developed land have been exhausted. Only 
then can the plan claim to ‘conserve and enhance York’s historic and natural environment. PM62 
Policy H1 P91 I disagree with the removal of this paragraph from the plan. I believe that housing 
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development should be phased in the city with the use of brownfield sites being prioritised – in line 
with the above. PM 63 policy H1 P92 I disagree with the number of proposed small housing 
developments (less than 100) squeezed onto pockets of green/rural land when the city has access 
to so many brownfield sites. Whilst I see reference to some of these brownfield sites in the plan I 
ask whether there are planned housing allocations for the Barbican site, Fulford Barracks or the 
near derelict portion of Piccadilly? I don’t believe that the council has fully explored the 
acquirement of other land for housing that already has good access to infrastructure. Nor has it 
taken into account the changed retail landscape left as a result of the pandemic. For example a 
significant portion of the units on the Clifton Moor retail park could be relocated to other now 
empty units across the city, and the huge expanse of land at Clifton Moor used to meet the 
required housing allocation. It would be preferable to make adequate use of larger planned sites 
around the city to ensure that building is complemented by adequate infrastructure rather than 
overwhelming existing areas with increased traffic congestion and pollution by panning smaller 
‘infill’ developments that will strain existing infrastructure. For example the large garden village 
planned at Elvington and the corresponding adaptation of infrastructure could better 
accommodate the 76 houses planned to overwhelm the narrow country lane of Eastfield Lane 
Dunnington. Currently the plan does not meet its own five spatial principles. Whilst I applaud the 
spatial principle of ‘Conserving and enhancing York’s historic and natural environment. This 
includes the city’s character and setting and internationally, nationally and locally significant nature 
conservation sites, green corridors and areas with an important recreation function.’ I don’t believe 
the plan goes far enough towards this. I would like to see greater attempts made to preserve the 
green space in and around our city by ensuring that building on green space carries a condition to 
retain significant amounts of open space. The National Planning Framework states that where the 
status of land is changed from ‘green belt’ it should then be identified as open space. Where the 
Local Plan changes the green belt status of land, I believe that a condition of building should be to 
that 33% of the land is retained as ‘open space’. This should not include land for gardens. This 
would significantly support and promote the plan in the meeting of all its spatial principles. PM 54 
Policy SS1 para 3.3 P27 Changing of housing target from 790 p/a to 820. The term housing crisis 
implies that there aren’t enough properties in the country to house the population. This is not the 
case. In the UK there are many properties that instead of being places to live, are being used as 
money making businesses. In the UK there are large numbers of properties, in some cases near 
complete villages, that lay empty for most of the year because they are being let as holiday 
accommodation. This is happening in York where a search on AirBnB yields a number of 
properties in the city that are being used as holiday accommodation rather than homes. How can 
this be right? If there was a housing crisis a ‘one family one home’ policy would address it easily. 
We appear to be heading towards a Victorian situation where the wealthy get rich from letting 
housing to the poor and it would be tragic if this plan allowed that to escalate within our city. The 
Local Plan should attempt to address this issue and work to prevent family homes and starter 
homes across the city from laying empty and being used as holiday accommodation. Not only 
does this contribute to the ‘housing crisis’, it also negatively impacts local hotel and guest house 
business. The average salary of a York resident is £25,000. The properties built under this plan 
will never be affordable for York residents starting out in their quest to live independently. The 
Local Plan should attempt to address this by ensuring that a significant number of the properties 
built under the plan are affordable by York residents, based on the average earnings. This would 
involve a number of properties being sold for no more than £200,000. Unless the issue of holiday 
homes, unaffordable pricing and destroyed green space are adequately addressed I fail to see 
how this plan can meet its own stated principles and worry that the result will be a plan that 
finances builders and the wealthy who buy up housing stock, rather than a plan for the benefit of 
the residents of York. 

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

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

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 07 July 2021 21:15
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 206142

Local Plan consultation May 2021 

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

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

About your comments 

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

Your personal information 

Title: mr 

Name: pat mills 

Email address:  

Telephone:  

Address:  

Key Evidence and Supporting Documentation 

Which documents do your comments relate to?: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021 
(EX/CYC/58) 

Your comments: Legal Compliance of the document 

Do you consider the document to be legally compliant?: Yes, I consider the document to be 
legally compliant 
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: I would assume yes, 
but I cannot say factually that the document has been prepared within all appropriate laws. 

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be in compliance with the Duty to 
Cooperate: as per last answer I would assume this is the case. 

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

Your comments: Whether the document is ‘sound’ 

Do you consider the document to be ‘sound’?: No, I do not consider the document to be sound

Please justify why you consider the document to be sound:  

Please justify why you do not consider the document to be sound: I believe that this has 
been positively prepared however I do not think all parts of the plan are justified and effective. I do 
not also believe that all parts of the plan as consistent is consistent with national policy. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: PM52 
policy SS1 p26 I note with interest “The location of development through the plan will be guided by 
the following five spatial principles: • Conserving and enhancing York’s historic and natural 
environment. This includes the city’s character and setting and internationally, nationally and 
locally significant nature conservation sites, green corridors and areas with an important 
recreation function. • Prioritise making the best use of previously developed land. • Directing 
development to the most sustainable locations, • Ensuring accessibility to sustainable modes of 
transport and a range of services. • Preventing unacceptable levels of congestion, pollution and/or 
air quality. • Ensuring flood risk is appropriately managed. • Where viable and deliverable, the re-
use of previously developed land will be phased first. I am in agreement with the inclusion of the 
2nd and 3rd bullet points. I disagree with the removal of the final bullet point. The retention of this 
would assist the plan in its meeting of the previous six principles. Further to this I believe there 
should be a ‘condition of build’ within the plan stating that builders can only build on identified 
green space land once all other brownfield sites and previously developed land have been 
exhausted. Only then can the plan claim to ‘conserve and enhance York’s historic and natural 
environment. PM62 Policy H1 P91 I disagree with the removal of this paragraph from the plan. I 
believe that housing development should be phased in the city with the use of brownfield sites 
being prioritised – in line with the above. PM 63 policy H1 P92 I disagree with the number of 
proposed small housing developments (less than 100) squeezed onto pockets of green/rural land 
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when the city has access to so many brownfield sites. Whilst I see reference to some of these 
brownfield sites in the plan I ask whether there are planned housing allocations for the Barbican 
site, Fulford Barracks or the near derelict portion of Piccadilly? I don’t believe that the council has 
fully explored the acquirement of other land for housing that already has good access to 
infrastructure. Nor has it taken into account the changed retail landscape left as a result of the 
pandemic. For example a significant portion of the units on the Clifton Moor retail park could be 
relocated to other now empty units across the city, and the huge expanse of land at Clifton Moor 
used to meet the required housing allocation. It would be preferable to make adequate use of 
larger planned sites around the city to ensure that building is complemented by adequate 
infrastructure rather than overwhelming existing areas with increased traffic congestion and 
pollution by panning smaller ‘infill’ developments that will strain existing infrastructure. For 
example the large garden village planned at Elvington and the corresponding adaptation of 
infrastructure could better accommodate the 76 houses planned to overwhelm the narrow country 
lane of Eastfield Lane Dunnington. Currently the plan does not meet its own five spatial principles. 
Whilst I applaud the spatial principle of ‘Conserving and enhancing York’s historic and natural 
environment. This includes the city’s character and setting and internationally, nationally and 
locally significant nature conservation sites, green corridors and areas with an important 
recreation function.’ I don’t believe the plan goes far enough towards this. I would like to see 
greater attempts made to preserve the green space in and around our city by ensuring that 
building on green space carries a condition to retain significant amounts of open space. The 
National Planning Framework states that where the status of land is changed from ‘green belt’ it 
should then be identified as open space. Where the Local Plan changes the green belt status of 
land, I believe that a condition of building should be to that 33% of the land is retained as ‘open 
space’. This should not include land for gardens. This would significantly support and promote the 
plan in the meeting of all its spatial principles. PM 54 Policy SS1 para 3.3 P27 Changing of 
housing target from 790 p/a to 820. The term housing crisis implies that there aren’t enough 
properties in the country to house the population. This is not the case. In the UK there are many 
properties that instead of being places to live, are being used as money making businesses. In the 
UK there are large numbers of properties, in some cases near complete villages, that lay empty 
for most of the year because they are being let as holiday accommodation. This is happening in 
York where a search on AirBnB yields a number of properties in the city that are being used as 
holiday accommodation rather than homes. How can this be right? If there was a housing crisis a 
‘one family one home’ policy would address it easily. We appear to be heading towards a Victorian 
situation where the wealthy get rich from letting housing to the poor and it would be tragic if this 
plan allowed that to escalate within our city. The Local Plan should attempt to address this issue 
and work to prevent family homes and starter homes across the city from laying empty and being 
used as holiday accommodation. Not only does this contribute to the ‘housing crisis’, it also 
negatively impacts local hotel and guest house business. The average salary of a York resident is 
£25,000. The properties built under this plan will never be affordable for York residents starting out 
in their quest to live independently. The Local Plan should attempt to address this by ensuring that 
a significant number of the properties built under the plan are affordable by York residents, based 
on the average earnings. This would involve a number of properties being sold for no more than 
£200,000. Unless the issue of holiday homes, unaffordable pricing and destroyed green space are 
adequately addressed I fail to see how this plan can meet its own stated principles and worry that 
the result will be a plan that finances builders and the wealthy who buy up housing stock, rather 
than a plan for the benefit of the residents of York. I would also like to flag that re-defining land 
that has been previously through CYC planning applications been defined as green should should 
not be re-classified as land for development which appears to circimnavigate the procedures 
outlines in the national planning framework. 

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

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

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