
 
 

City of York Local Plan  
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Representations received 

Volume 7 of 11 

Responses SID604 to 841 
SID 
Reference 

Representation 

73 Peter Heptinstall 
75 Heslington Parish Council 
84 Tim Tozer 
91 Westfield lodge and Yaldara Ltd 
102 Elvington Parish Council 
114 Ian Henderson 
118 Historic England 
119 Environment Agency 
122 York Racecourse 
127 Christopher Stapleton 
141 Oakgate Group PLC  
160 CPRE North Yorkshire (CPRENY) 
181 Gateway Development 
182 KCS Developments 
191 Martin Moorhouse 
192 Selby District Council 
199 Mr Jolyon Harrison 
215 Wilberforce Trust 
217 Peter Moorhouse 
220 Mr M Ibbotson 
228 The Bull Commercial centre 
231 Fulford Parish Council 
238 Gillian Shaw 



253 Bellway Homes 
255 Home Builders Federation 
257 Henry Boot Developments Limited 
260 Lovell Developments (Yorkshire) Ltd 
267 York Diocesan Board of Finance Limited & The York and Ainsty Hunt 
269 Janet Hopton 
288 Wigginton Parish Council 
298 New Earswick Parish Council 
304 Huntington and New Earswick Liberal Democrats 
316 Dunnington Parish Council 
329 Murton Parish Council 
333 Alison Stead 
338 Alan Cook 
339 Barratt David Wilson Homes 
342 Andy Bell 
344 National Grid 
345 Defence infrastructure Organisation 
350 Picton 
351 McArthur Glen 
358 Mark Miller 
359 NHS Property Services Ltd 
361 Cllr Andy D’Agorne 
364 York Labour Party 
366 NHS Property Services 
372 Gladman Homes 
375 Wheldrake Parish Council 
378 Langwith Development Partner 
381 Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
383 Natural England 
393 Cllr Nigel Ayre – Residents of Heworth Without 
399 Cllr Anthony Fisher 
407 Rob Littlewood 
418 Chris Wedgewood 
422 Peter and David Nicholson 
582 Landowners of land west of ST8 
583 Redrow Homes, GM Ward Trust, Mr K Hudson, Mrs C Bowes, Mr and Mrs 

J Curry and Mrs E Crocker 
585 Taylor Wimpey UK 
590 York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce 
594 TW Fields 
601 Procter Family 
603 The Retreat York 
604 L&Q Estates 
607 Taylor Wimpey UK 
612 Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust 
613 Askham Bryan College 



620 Galtres Garden Village Development Company 
625 Roy Brown 
825 Cllr Mark Warters 
826 Pilcher Homes 
833 George Wright 
841 Jennifer Hubbard 
849 University of York 
863 Mr R Arnold 
866 Mulgrave Developments Ltd/ Mulgrave Properties Ltd 
867 Yorvik Homes 
872 Jeffrey Stern 
876 Joanne Kinder 
878 Sarah Mills 
879 Pat Mills 
883 St Peter’s School 
888 Geoff Beacon 
891 Redrow Homes 
901 York St John University 
920 J Owen-Barnett 
921 Pauline Ensor 
922 Peter Rollings 
923 York Consortium of Drainage Boards 
924 Jacqueline Ridley 
925 John Pilgrim 
926 Amanda Garnett  
927 Rufforth with Knapton Parish Council 
928 S Walton 
929 Neighbourhood Plan Committee 
930 Mal Bruce 
931 Linda Donnelly 
932 Vistry Homes 
933 Crossways Commercial estates Ltd 
934 Mulgrave Properties Ltd 
935 York Housing Association, karbon Homes Ltd & Karbon Developments Ltd 
936 Countryside Properties PLC 
937 Andrew Jackson 
938 Elvington parish Council 
939 Friends of Strensall 
940 John Burley 
941 Karen Marshall 
942 Stuart Gunson 
943 Haxby St Mary’s Parochial Church Council 
944 North lane Developments 
946 Gemma Edwardson 
947 Maureen Lyon 
948 Persimmon 



949 York and Scarborough Teaching Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust 
950 Kyle & Upper Ouse Internal Drainage Board 
951 Stephensons 
952 North Yorkshire County Council 
953 Mr Adrian Kelly 
954 York Green Party 
955 Jomast Developments 
956 Peter Vernon 
957 Barratt Homes, David Wilson Homes, TW Fields (ST7 Consortium) 
958 M Beresford 
959 Clifton (without) Parish Council 
960 Jane Granville 
961 Mrs Carole Arnold 
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From: Winter, Emma 
Sent: 07 July 2021 14:41
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc: L&Q Estates)
Subject: York Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation
Attachments: 070721 L & Q Consultation Response Form.pdf; Appendix 1 - 180404 - City of York 

Local Plan representations - Gallagher Estates.pdf; Appendix 2 - 190722 - CoYLP - 
North Field York reps - final.pdf; Appendix 3 - 191119 - CoYLP - North Field SoC - 
Matter 1, 2 and 3.pdf; Appendix 4 - Technical Comments on Housing Need.pdf; 
070721 York Local Plan Representations  - L & Q.pdf

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

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

Dear Sirs,  
  
Please find attached representations on behalf of L & Q Estates.  
  
I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this e-mail and the attached form and documents.  
  
Kind Regards 
  
Emma  
  
 

Classification L2 - Business Data 
Emma  Winter  MRTPI
 

Associate Partner 
 

 
   

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

  
🌲 Please consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email? 

This e-mail does not constitute any part of an offer or contract, is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If 
you are not the intended recipient be advised that you have received this email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of 
this email is strictly prohibited. Although the firm operates anti-virus programmes, it does not accept responsibility for any damage whatsoever that is caused 
by viruses being passed. Carter Jonas LLP is a Limited Liability corporate body which has "Members" and not "Partners". Any representative of Carter Jonas 
LLP described as "Partner" is a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Partner" in a Partnership. The term Partner has been adopted, 
with effect from 01 May 2005, because it is an accepted way of referring to senior professionals. We are committed to protecting your personal information 

Rectangle
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and your right to privacy, please see our Privacy Policy. 
 
Carter Jonas LLP 
Place of Registration: England and Wales 
Registration Number: OC304417 
Address of Registered Office: One Chapel Place, London, W1G 0BG.  



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

 

 

Classification L2 - Business Data 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May – 7 July 2021 

 

 

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 

form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information 
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) – reference Z5809563. 

 
What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection and published on the Council’s website; they cannot 
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is 
necessary. 

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

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  

 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 
Signature Date 07/07/2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. 

x 

x 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Part B - Personal Details 
 
Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your 
name and postal address. 
 

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

Title   

First Name  Emma  

Last Name  Winter 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

L & Q Estates – c/o Agent Carter Jonas LLP 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

  

Address – line 1 
c/o Agent 

Address – line 2  

Address – line 3  

Address – line 4  

Address – line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address 
c/o Agent 

Telephone Number 
c/o Agent 



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

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight 

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

• By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed 
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the 
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number 
of evidence base documents as set out below. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether 
you think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and 
‘Sound’.  These terms are explained as you go through this form. 
 

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

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

• CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 
[EX/CYC/32] 

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

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

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

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

• Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 
Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 

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

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

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

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

• Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a] 
o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b] 
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d] 

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 

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

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



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 

Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 

Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

 

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

 

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

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

 Yes   No X 
 

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

 

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

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”? 
 

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

 

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

PM50-PM54  

N/A 

See attached Carter Jonas representations  for list of 

documentsaappendices 



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

this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Positively prepared     X Justified                                X 

Effective                       X Consistent with                   X 

national policy  

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 



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

this time will not be considered duly made. 
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8. (1)  Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness.  

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

 

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 

 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  

examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
Given the significant issues under consideration by L & Q Estates it is appropriate for them to participate directly by 
attending the relevant hearing sessions. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

X 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May – 7 July 2021 

 

 

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 

form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information 
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) – reference Z5809563. 

 
What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection and published on the Council’s website; they cannot 
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is 
necessary. 

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

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  

 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 
Signature Date 07/07/2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. 

X 

x 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Part B - Personal Details 
 
Please complete in full; in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your 
name and postal address. 
 

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

Title   

First Name  Emma 

Last Name  Winter 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

Picton – c/o agents Carter Jonas LLP 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 L&Q Estates 

Address – line 1 – c/o agents 

Address – line 2  

Address – line 3  

Address – line 4  

Address – line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address – c/o agents 

Telephone Number – c/o agents 



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

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight 

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

• By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed 
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the 
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number 
of evidence base documents as set out below. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether 
you think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and 
‘Sound’.  These terms are explained as you go through this form. 
 

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

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

• CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 
[EX/CYC/32] 

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

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

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

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

• Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 
Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 

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

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

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

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

• Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a] 
o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b] 
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d] 

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 

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

• Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 

Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 

Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

 

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

 

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

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

 Yes   No X 
 

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

 

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

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”? 
 

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

 

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

PM50-PM54  

N/A 

See attached Carter Jonas representations for list of 

document  
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this time will not be considered duly made. 
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Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Positively prepared        X Justified                               X                                 

Effective                        X Consistent with                   X 

national policy 

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 
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8. (1)  Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness.  

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

 

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 

 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  

Examination                               X 

  

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
Given the significant issues under consideration by Picton Capital it is appropriate for them to participate directly 
by attending the relevant hearing sessions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

X 
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City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May – 7 July 2021 

 

 

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 

form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information 
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) – reference Z5809563. 

 
What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection and published on the Council’s website; they cannot 
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  
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1 Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012  
We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we 
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some 
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 
Signature Date 07/07/2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 

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

 
 

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

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

Title   

First Name  Emma  

Last Name  Winter 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

L & Q Estates – c/o Agent Carter Jonas LLP 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

  

Address – line 1 
c/o Agent 

Address – line 2  

Address – line 3  

Address – line 4  

Address – line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address 
c/o Agent 

Telephone Number 
c/o Agent 
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Classification L2 - Business Data 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight 

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

• By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed 
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the 
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number 
of evidence base documents as set out below. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether 
you think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and 
‘Sound’.  These terms are explained as you go through this form. 
 

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

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

• CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 
[EX/CYC/32] 

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

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

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

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

• Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 
Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 

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

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

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

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

• Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 
o Annex 1: Evidence Base (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59a] 
o Annex 2: Outer Boundary (February 2021) [EX/CYC/59b] 
o Annex 3: Inner Boundary (Part: 1 March 2021 [EX/CYC/59c], Part 2: April 2021 [EX/CYC/59d] 

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 

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

• Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 

Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 

Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

 

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

 

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

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

 Yes   No X 
 

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

 

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

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

What makes a Local Plan “sound”? 
 

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

 

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

PM50-PM54  

N/A 

See attached Carter Jonas representations for list of 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Positively prepared     X Justified                                X 

Effective                       X Consistent with                   X 

national policy  

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 



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

this time will not be considered duly made. 

 

 

Classification L2 - Business Data 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

 

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 

 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  

examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
Given the significant issues under consideration by L & Q Estates it is appropriate for them to participate directly by 
attending the relevant hearing sessions. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Please see attached Carter Jonas statement of representations and appendices. 

X 
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City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base – Consultation Response Page 1

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.01. Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to make representations upon the May 2021 City of York Local Plan 

Proposed Modifications and evidence base consultation on behalf of L&QE Estates (formerly Gallagher Estates) 

(L&QE). These representations are pursuant to and cross-reference to previous representations by Carter Jonas 

to the Publication Draft York Local Plan (the PDP) (Regulation 19 Representations March 2018) (Appendix 1), 

the Proposed Modifications (Regulation 19 Representations July 2019) (Appendix 2) and the Hearing 

Statements to Matters 1, 2 and 3 (November 2019) (Appendix 3).  

 

1.02. These representations have been prepared for the exclusive benefit of the respondents as set out in the report 

contents herewith. No other parties may use or duplicate the report contents without the written permission of 

Carter Jonas LLP. 

 

1.03. L&QE has a controlling interest in the land at North Field, York, which Carter Jonas continues to promote for 

allocation for housing. The land is Site Reference 871 within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA) (2018). Our client is keen to work with the City of York Council to help ensure a sound Local Plan can 

be adopted as soon as possible. We will be pleased to engage with the Council upon matters of housing need 

and delivery, Green Belt review and site-specific matters to facilitate swift progress. 

  

1.04. We have serious concerns over the modifications currently proposed, the evidence base and the overall 

soundness of the plan which will impact upon the timetable and prolong the continued failure to plan for the 

development needs of the City of York. We are also concerned at the length of time it has taken for the Council 

to response to the concerns raised by the Inspectors and the fact that a large amount of the evidence base is 

now becoming outdated.  

 

1.05. Our specific concerns arising from these Proposed Modifications (PM) and the evidence consultation relate to 

the following, with cross reference to the modifications main document and/or evidence base where appropriate: 

 

• PM50-54 and associated evidence base 

o EX/CYC/29: York Economic Outlook December 2019 

o EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note Final February 2020 

o EX/CYC/43a: Housing Needs Update September 2020 

o EX/CYC/32: CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation 

Return 2019  

• Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York’s Green Belt and associated Annexes 

 

1.06. In summary our main representations are as follows: 
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The Housing Requirement and Supply 

 

• The evidence base contains significant flaws which result in implications for housing needs. These 

flaws relate to: 

o  The assumptions made in relation to job targets  

o The use of the 2018-based household projections  

• Whilst affordability issues have been identified they fail to be addressed in any significant detail. 

• The Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of 790dpa is therefore unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent 

with national planning policy.  

• Our concerns previously raised in relation to the OAN requirement being insufficient still stand.  

• The plan continues to rely on insufficient appropriate and sustainable housing land to meet its 

requirements: 

o Over reliance on a number of key large and/or complex sites, and over-optimistic and 

unsupported assumptions over both timing, phasing and number of dwellings to be delivered.  

o Indicative densities are too high and not sympathetic to the characteristics of York and its 

surrounds given the existence of several heritage and archaeological related constraints.  In 

addition, it provides an unachievable target, based on unrealistic yield per hectare 

assumptions which will (if delivered at a local level) is likely to result in producing poor quality 

developments, alack of new housing choice and in particular a lack of family housing for York 

residents. 

• Our view remains that based on available evidence, the plan should provide for a minimum of 1,069 

new dwellings per annum. 

• The proposed modifications to the plan in relation to Policy SS1 are therefore considered to be 

unsound. 

 

 The Green Belt  

 

• The Council’s negative approach to meeting the development needs of York is reflected in the 

approach taken toward to the Green Belt. 

• Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 is the latest in a long 

line of green belt review documents. It highlights again the flawed process that seeks to 

retrospectively justify proposed Green Belt boundaries.  

• The proposed Green Belt boundaries are unsound as they would unreasonably restrict more 

sustainable development opportunities for the necessary growth of York. 

• The inner boundary as proposed has been drawn too tightly meaning that there is no flexibility to 

enable the release of land to meet the needs for housing development during the plan period and 

beyond.  

• The PMs fail to revisit the spatial strategy for housing or to reconsider sustainable urban extensions as 

an appropriate alternative. We consider it critical that there should be a more mature approach 

adopted to manage growth in York which should be established at the outset of adoption of the plan, 

rather than being left to windfall development. 

• The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is proposed to help 

meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

 

Housing Requirement and Green Belt: Executive Summary 

 

In summary, the PMs and evidence base highlight fundamental failings in the emerging local plan, namely:  
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• Flaws within the evidence base which results in the proposed PMs being unjustified and unsound. 

• A proposed OAN which seriously underestimates the true levels of extreme housing need that prevail 

across within the city.  

• Tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries which have been inconsistently applied and a lack of appropriate 

housing land which will prevent established needs (particularly the acute affordable housing needs) 

being met within the plan period and beyond. 

 

In conclusion, we continue to consider that the Council has chosen an unreasonably low OAN to help justify the 

tightly drawn inner Green Belt boundaries that were originally proposed as part of much earlier reiterations of 

the Local Plan. The Council are merely seeking to further retrofit their evidence base to justify these Green Belt 

boundaries.  

 

1.07. We have provided a structured response which addresses the issues raised within the PM consultation, as 

follows: 

 

• Section 2 covers the housing requirement  

• Section 3 relates to the Proposed Green Belt boundaries and evidence base  

• Section 4 summarises our conclusions  

 

1.08. We have completed a representation form to which this statement is attached and includes the request to 

participate in the examination. 
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2.0 THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

PM50-54 and Policy SS1: York Housing Needs and Delivering Sustainable Growth for York and 

associated evidence base  

 

 

2.01 Despite the new evidence base documents and associated proposed modifications PM50, PM53 and PM54 we 

continue to consider (in line with our earlier representations enclosed in Appendix 1) that Policy SS1 is not sound 

as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with national policy for the reasons set below which 

reiterate our previous representations.  

 

2.02 We object to the housing requirements being set at 882 dwellings over the plan period to 2023/33 which the 

Council state in PM54 includes “an allowance for a shortfall in housing provision from the period 2021 to 2017” 

based on an objectively assessed housing need of 790 dwellings per annum. As per representations previously 

submitted, we consider that the OAN should be higher and in the region of 1,069 dpa. We consider that the 

points raised in the Turley OAN Critique report previously submitted as part of representations to the Proposed 

Modifications (June 2019) are still relevant and are therefore reattached in Appendix 2. The conclusions of this 

report concur with the Planning for the Right Homes Publication Data spreadsheet which identifies a figure of 

1,070 dpa for York, a significant increase from the 790 dpa.  

 

2.03 The June 2021 Turley Critique of Housing Need (Appendix 4) sets out the basis of our objection to the continued 

use of the 760 OAN based on the Council’s continued use of the 650 jobs per annum target which appears to 

be linked to shortcomings within the evidence base in relation to Oxford Economics (December 2019) York 

Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy [EX/CYC/29] and also the 

GL Hearn (September 2020) Housing Needs Update: City of York Council [EX/CYC/43a] which appears to stem 

from the untested judgements that have been made in relation to population growth without both reports with no 

attempt to analyse the key factors which will influence housing need.  

 

2.04 The use of the 2018-based household projections within the GL Hearn (September 2020) Housing Needs 

Update: City of York Council [EX/CYC/43a] report which has been used to support the OAN raises concern. The 

Planning Practice Guidance sets out a clear statement from Government that the 2016 and 2018 based 

projections should not be used for assessing housing needs and the 2014-based projections are more 

appropriate.  

 

2.05 We have concerns that the evidence base (EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note Final February 2020) provided 

by the Council in relation to affordable housing continues to show that affordable housing need will not be met. 

It is well documented and was highlighted at the Hearing Sessions in December 2019 that the City is suffering 

from an acute affordable need following years of under provision. With a supply of only 38.6% of the affordable 

housing need with historical completions of less than 10% of the total completions highlighted within the 
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Affordable Housing Note this demonstrates a serious flaw within the Council’s approach to housing need and 

affordability. It shows a clear lack of understanding and willingness on the Council’s behalf to acknowledge the 

seriousness of the issue and look for possible solutions in the form of an uplift to the housing requirement to aid 

the delivery of affordable homes.  

 

2.06 The Council’s paper on housing monitoring and Housing Flow Reconciliation (EX/CYC/32: CYC Annual Housing 

Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return 2019) shows a significant difference in the two 

forms of data which raises questions over the validity of the use such data in the formation of the wider evidence 

base and subsequent strategy for delivering sustainable growth in York.  

 

2.07 The lack of a robust approach to address the issues raised clearly highlights how the plan is unsound as it has 

not been positively prepared, nor is it justified, effective or consistent with the NPPF core principles at paragraph 

17, bullet point 3. 

 

2.08 We consider that the points raised in the Turley OAN Critique report previously submitted as part of 

representations to the Proposed Modifications (June 2019) are still relevant and are therefore reattached in 

Appendix 2. The conclusions of this report concur with the Planning for the Right Homes Publication Data 

spreadsheet which identifies a figure of 1,070 dpa for York, a significant increase from the 790 dpa.  

 

2.09 In summary, the evidence base, proposed housing requirement and associated modifications at PM50-54 are 

not justified or consistent with the NPPF. We continue to consider that this could be resolved through proposed 

housing requirement based on a minimum OAN of 1,069 dpa.  

 

PM55: Policy SS1 

 

2.10 We continue to have concerns in relation to the spatial strategy and the significant reliance on several key 

large/complex sites which makes up 60% of the housing supply and the over-optimistic and unsupported 

assumptions over timing and number of dwellings.  

 

2.11 The Council should have a strategy which provides a broader range of sites for a range of needs including 

affordable housing and family housing to ensure delivery can be sustained over the plan period. Reliance on 

large strategic sites which require infrastructure to enable delivery adds risk to the delivery of housing in the 

early period of the plan.  
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3.0 GREEN BELT  

EX/CYC/59: Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021  

 

3.01. We continue to have fundamental concerns that the Green Belt work undertaken by the Council in response to 

the Inspectors’ concerns is yet another attempt to retrofit key evidence. The fact that Topic Paper 1 Approach 

to defining York's Green Belt Addendum wasn’t submitted until 15th January 2020 (EX/CYC/59/Core Documents 

5.17) until 12 months after the first set of hearing sessions closed in December 2019 raises serious concerns. 

The fact that this document was submitted without the accompanying 5 annexes also raises significant concerns. 

How can a document be complete and draw robust conclusions if the supporting annexes are not finished? The 

fact that the annexes were drip fed over a number of months also raises concerns. This highlights how disjoined 

the preparation of this further evidence has been and the clear lack of a coherent approach.  

 

3.02. The Inspectors expressed concern about the methodology used by the Council to define the Green Belt, which 

we agree with. The latest information produced largely seeks to justify the Green Belt boundaries as previously 

defined stripping out the ‘shapers’ which aren’t relevant and concerns in relation to the Green Belt purposes. 

This again highlights the retrofitting nature of the exercise the Council has undertaken rather than addressing 

the issues through a comprehensive and robust assessment of the Green Belt and then looking to define 

appropriate boundaries. 

 

3.03. We therefore consider that our comments put forwards as part of previous representations to the Publication 

Draft York Local Plan (the PDP) (Regulation 19 Representations March 2018), the Proposed Modifications 

(Regulation 19 Representations July 2019) (Appendix 2) and the Hearing Statements to Matters 1, 2 and 3 

(November 2019) (as enclosed at Appendix 3) still stand. We also reattach the CSA Environmental (CSAE) - 

Addendum to Landscape Overview enclosed at Appendix 3 of the Proposed Modifications (Regulation 19 

Representations July 2019 contained within in Appendix 2 of these representations) as we consider that the 

points raised within this document also remain valid. 

 

3.04. Despite the January 2021 addendum to Topic Paper 1 Approach to Green Belt we continue to consider that the 

Green Belt evidence base is merely a loose collection of documents emerging over an 18-year period, during 

which regional and national planning policy have undergone changes. Topic Paper 1 Approach to Green Belt 

has been amended/updated via various addendums following concerns raised by the Local Plan Inspectors. 

Continually adding addendums to address comments is not a satisfactory why of undertaking a Green Belt 

Assessment. A comprehensive Green Belt assessment should be undertaken rather than continually trying to 

retrofit an evidence base to justify Green Bet boundaries. This should be in the form of a Green Belt review 

which clearly identifies land parcels and assesses their performance against Green Belt purposes, and other 

sustainability factors whilst reviewing Green Belt boundaries.  
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EX/CYC/59c - e: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 3 Inner Boundary  

 

3.05. The TP1 Addendum Annex 3 assesses and justifies the proposed inner edge of the Green Belt across three 

parts. EX/CYC/59c: Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 3 Inner Boundary Part 1 section 

2 relates to assessment of the proposed inner green belt edge to the east of SHLAA Site 8171. We note that 

there have been no changes to the proposed boundaries in this location in comparison to the March 2019 

document Green Belt TP1 Addendum (EX-CYC-18d) and therefore refer to the key points of CSA Environmental 

(CSAE) - Addendum to Landscape Overview enclosed at Appendix 3 of the Proposed Modifications (Regulation 

19 Representations July 2019) in Appendix 2 which still stand. We reiterate again the key points below for clarity.  

 

3.06. The assessment continues to fail to objectively consider other potential boundaries. As such, the assessment is 

subjective rather than objective. Of particular relevance to these representations is the CSAE report comment 

that the A1237 and the built development of large-scale housing at Acomb have “severed any connection 

between this land parcel and the historic centre of York. (i.e., referring to the land between the YORR and current 

urban edge, including SHLAA Site 871). As such, “there are no Key Historic Core Views”). 

 

3.07. CSAE refutes the CYC attempted justifications for the green belt boundary at this point. As per previous 

representations in respect of Site 871 the CSAE Addendum report maintains:  

 

The adjacent land parcel does have an open character, however the existing edge is poorly assimilated 

and the A1237 would provide a much more robust alternative boundary. Planned expansion could 

maintain a buffer to the ring road and provide a much better edge to York. 

 

3.08. In respect of permanence, the CSAE report goes on to say:  

 

The assessment notes that the proposed boundary follows an historic field boundary which forms a 

distinct edge between the urban area and more open farmland. In fact, this boundary largely follows the 

rear gardens of housing at the edge of York. This does not meet the criteria of a robust manmade or 

natural feature. The A1237 would provide a much more logical and permanent edge to the Green Belt 

at this point, however this does not appear to have been considered. 

 

3.09. Site 871 would be an appropriate and sustainable urban extension. It represents a missed opportunity for the 

Council to identify more housing land to meet a significantly uplifted OAHN to address the issues identified in 

section 2. It would perform well under NPPF paragraph 139(f) in respect of a physical feature that is recognisable 

and permanent. Furthermore, this would be a simple and straightforward continuation of the proposed green 

belt boundary to the north, between the Boroughbridge Road Roundabout and where the A1237 crosses the 

River Ouse. 
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PM41 – Knapton 

 

3.10. We note that there has been no change to proposed modification 41 for the green belt to ‘wash over’ Knapton. 

We remain of the view that pursuant to paragraph 3.09 above the suggested alternative Green Belt boundary 

shown in the Vision Framework submitted as part of previous representations and again within the Proposed 

Modifications (Regulation 19 Representations July 2019) in Appendix 2 is more appropriate and sustainable.  

 

PM72 – PM101 – Proposed Green Belt Boundary Modifications  

 

3.11. A significant part of the PMs consultation relates to additional evidence in the form of the Addendum to Topic 

Paper 1 - Approach to Defining York's Green Belt Addendum – January 2021 plus appendices. Whilst we do 

not have any specific comments in respect of PM72 – PM4101 in themselves, we object to all of these PMs in 

the context of the flaws within the Green Belt evidence base as it stands. The review of Green Belt boundaries 

should be comprehensive and should relate to the development needs during the plan period and the longer-

term development needs beyond the plan period rather than what feels like ad hoc changes to the boundaries.  

 

EX-CYC-59F: Topic Paper 1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt Addendum (2021) and EX/CYC/59g: 

Topic Paper 1 Green Belt Addendum January 2021 Annex 5 Freestanding Sites 

 

3.12. Whilst the PMs the subject of this consultation do not include any amendment to the policies and evidence base 

behind strategic sites, within the General Extent of Green Belt, we drawn to attention the fact that previous 

representations for L&Q/Gallagher have raised issues in respect of the selection and justification for the following 

strategic sites: 

 

• ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane;  

• ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross;  

• ST9 – Land North of Haxby;  

• ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor; and  

• ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road. 

 

3.13. Our comments raised within previous representations still stand and we refer to the commentary set out within 

pages 11 – 13 of the CSAE Addendum report (Appendix 3 of the of the Proposed Modifications (Regulation 19 

Representations July 2019) in Appendix 2), the assessment of these sites under TP1 Addendum Annex 5 – 

Development Sites in the Green Belt raises a number of concerns including inconsistencies in the assessments 

of these sites. 
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Green Belt Assessment – Summary  

 

3.14. The Proposed Modifications do nothing to help resolve the issues highlighted in section 2. There is significant 

pent-up housing demand and affordable housing need across the city.  

 

3.15. In the absence of a full review of the General Extent of Green Belt since its introduction and in view of NPPF 

advice at paragraph 85, the Council should be formally identifying Safeguarded Land to meet longer-term 

development needs stretching well beyond the plan period, and to ensure that the adopted Green Belt 

boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period. Whilst we recognise that the 

Proposed Modification (PM49) seeks to provide “further development land to 2038” this is not sufficient as it 

does not look beyond the plan period and falls well short of the NPPF paragraph 85 requirement to:  

 

…meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period 

 

3.16. We therefore consider that more land should be released from the Green Belt including the inner Green Belt 

boundary to enable suitable land to be allocated for housing as sustainable urban extensions to meet an 

increased OAN and also safeguard land for future development needs beyond 2038. 

 

3.17. We remain of the view that the Proposed Modifications fail to address the fundamental issues of soundness 

arising from the interlinked OAN, strategic housing growth and Green Belt review matters set out within these 

and also previous representations. 
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4.0 CONCLUSION 

4.01. These representations explain why the Proposed Modifications and supporting evidence continue to fail to make 

the local plan sound and link to points raised in our earlier representations. In particular, the plan still continues 

to fail to meet the necessary test of soundness and the NPPF paragraph 157 requirement to: 

 

…plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives, 

principles and policies of this Framework… 

 

4.02. As highlighted in these and also our previous representations the most significant and on-going concerns 

remain: - 

• the proposed even lower annual housing provision with an OAN of 790;  

• tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries;  

• lack of a robust and comprehensive Green Belt review or justification; and  

• insufficiency of housing land allocation 

 

4.03. These issues combined will stifle growth in the City to unreasonably low levels, fail to facilitate delivery of much 

needed housing and exacerbate the existing significant affordability issues further. 

 

4.04. To summarise in more detail, we consider that the evidence base is flawed, and the subsequent Proposed 

Modifications will achieve nothing towards resolving/recognising the following issues that go directly to the heart 

of the plan soundness. We reiterate the issues that we previously raised in earlier representations which we 

consider still stand and highlight the point that the evidence base and subsequent Proposed Modifications have 

done nothing to assist in moving the Plan forwards causing only further delays.  

 

• The plan should provide for a minimum of 1,069 new dwellings per annum.  

• Even founded on a proposed housing figure of 790dpa the plan proposes insufficient housing land in 

appropriate and sustainable locations.  

• The spatial strategy remains too heavily reliant upon (1) a number of large key and/or complex sites and 

over-optimistic and (2) unsupported assumptions over both timing and number of dwellings to be 

delivered.  

• The Proposed Modifications fail to include the reconsideration of sustainable urban extensions to make 

up the projected shortfall in supply and improve future range and choice.  

• The draft plan remains unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as:  

o the PMs do not include measures to address the above issues; and  

o the Green Belt review update fails to accommodate safeguarded land to help meet “longer term 

needs stretching well beyond the plan period”.  
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• The proposed Green Belt remains unsound as it would unreasonably restrict development opportunities for 

the necessary growth of York.  

• The proposed modifications under PM41 do not acknowledge that the A1237 to the west of Acomb would 

form a logical, permanent and strong Green Belt boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the 

city at this point 

 

15.01. We maintain the view that additional land should be released from the Green Belt for housing for the reasons 

set out within these and previous representations – to assist in meeting a higher level of housing need which is 

justified given the flaws that have been highlighted earlier. We consider that Land at North Field, York, SHLAA 

ref. 871 could be released from the Green Belt to assist with this and at the very least designated as safeguarded 

land for future development. 
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APPENDIX 1: PUBLICATION DRAFT YORK LOCAL PLAN (THE PDP) 
(REGULATION 19 REPRESENTATIONS MARCH 2018),  
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APPENDIX 2: THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS (REGULATION 19 
REPRESENTATIONS JULY 2019)  
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APPENDIX 3: HEARING STATEMENTS TO MATTERS 1, 2 AND 3 (NOVEMBER 
2019) 
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APPENDIX 4: TURLEY TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON COUNCIL’S HOUSING 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to make representations upon the February 2018 City of York Local 

Plan Publication Draft (the PDP) on behalf of Gallagher Estates Ltd. (Gallagher). These representations are 

pursuant to and cross-reference with previous representations by Turley at Preferred Sites and Pre-Publication 

Draft (Regulation 18) stages (the latter enclosed at Appendix 2).    

1.2 Gallagher has a controlling interest in the land at North Field, York, which we again propose for allocation for 

housing.  The land is Site Reference 871 within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

(2017). Our client is keen to work with the City of York Council to help ensure a sound Local Plan can be adopted 

as soon as possible. We will be pleased to engage with the Council upon matters of housing need and delivery, 

and site-specific matters to facilitate swift progress. 

1.3 We note that the Minister for Housing, Communities and Local Government (HCLG) has confirmed (as of 23 

March 2018) the council is not one of those selected for intervention. However, a watching brief will be 

maintained by HCLG to ensure the Council continues to meet the published timetable set out within the Local 

Development Scheme. Notwithstanding this, we have major concerns over the soundness of the plan as 

currently proposed which will impact upon the timetable for Plan and prolong the continued failure to plan to 

meet the needs of the City of York.  

1.4 In summary our main representations are as follows: 

Vision, Spatial Strategy and the Housing Requirement 

• The Vision and Outcomes are not justified or effective as they are not backed by 

sufficient evidence and positive policies to meet the identified housing need.    

• The housing requirement and the predicted housing supply is not justified, effective 

or consistent with national planning policy or even the council’s own evidence base.  

• In particular, the minimum annual provision of 867 new dwellings per annum is not 

based upon any robust objective assessment of need – even the council’s own 

evidence base gives an OAN of 953dpa.  

• As a result, the draft plan will not deliver sufficient new housing or the much needed 

boost to the level of supply indicated by the available evidence.   

• Based on the available evidence, the plan should provide for a minimum of 1,070 new 

dwellings per annum. 

• Even founded on a figure of 867dpa the plan proposes insufficient housing land to 

meet its proposed requirement.  

o The spatial strategy relies too heavily on a number of key large and/or complex 

sites and over-optimistic and unsupported assumptions over both timing and 

number of dwellings to be delivered.  
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o The draft plan also includes over-optimistic assumptions over the predicted level 

of windfall.  

o Indicative densities are too high, giving unrealistic yield per hectare assumptions 

and potentially resulting in poor quality development and lack of new housing 

choice.  

The Green Belt  

• The concept of sustainable urban extensions should be re-introduced to make up the 

projected shortfall in supply and improve future range and choice.      

• The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is 

proposed to help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

• The proposed Green Belt is unsound as it is drawn to unreasonably restrict 

development opportunities for the necessary growth of York.  

Site selection and the case for land at North Field, York 

• As noted below, the emerging spatial strategy changed when options including 42% 

of new housing delivery through extensions to the main urban area were dismissed 

to be replaced by additional land beyond the Ring Road and within three freestanding 

settlements described as garden villages.  

• Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal considers the strategic sites against each other it 

fails to reassess them against legitimate alternatives such as the proposed urban 

extensions. 

• In effect, the Sustainability Appraisal fails to provide a comparative assessment of 

urban extension Site 871: Land at North Field, York as a reasonable alternative 

against the selected sites.  

• The A1237 to the west of Acomb would form a logical, permanent and strong Green 

Belt boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the city at this point.  

• Our client’s land at North Field, York is fully deliverable and represents one of the 

most appropriate sites for allocation when considered against reasonable alternatives 

and our client and the relevant landowners are willing parties.    

• We demonstrate that: 

o The site occupies a highly sustainable location within close proximity to the 

existing facilities and services of Acomb District Centre; 

o It is well connected via existing sustainable transport network, including bus stops 

on Beckfield Lane providing access to the City Centre, a train station at Poppleton 

and a recently completed park and ride facility on the A59; 

o The development of the site as proposed provides opportunities to improve local 

community facilities, including the provision of new public open space and a 
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primary school and will deliver significant economic, social and environmental 

benefits; 

o The development will deliver new and much needed affordable housing; 

o The development can sensitively address the relationship between the urban 

edge of York and the settlement of Knapton through the inclusion of a green gap 

between the site and Knapton. The development will not result in significant harm 

to the Green Belt and its key purposes. 

o The development offers the potential to facilitate the delivery of the York Outer 

Ring Road project through dedicating land along the site’s frontage to enabling 

the dualling of the A1237 to be achieved, thereby avoiding the need for the 

Council to acquire land and be exposed to the costs, delays and risks associated 

with this. 

• In summary, the North Field, York site should be released from the Green Belt and 

allocated for housing.   

1.5 We have provided a structured response which addresses the policies within the PDP, as follows:   

o Section 2 sets out our response to the document as a whole and general 

approach of the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan;  

o Section 3 covers spatial strategy and the overall housing requirement 

o Section 4 relates to housing 

o Section 5 sets out and summarises the case for the allocation of land at North 

Field, York.    

o Section 6 summarises our conclusions  

1.6 We have completed a representation form to which this statement is attached and includes the request to 

participate in the examination. 
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2.0 THE OVERALL DOCUMENT & GENERAL POLICIES   

 Background 

2.1 Within this response, our comments are directed at specific parts of the Publication Draft Plan, which we 

consider make the document ‘unsound’.  Our response addresses the issues of soundness set out in paragraph 

182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012).  These require that the Plan should be: - 

o Positively Prepared;  

o Justified; 

o Effective and 

o Consistent with national planning policy. 

2.2 We have some initial comments in regards the document as a whole. Principally the concerns are as follows: - 

o Following a long and troubled preparation over many years and as a result of 

recent Council decisions on growth the Publication Draft Plan is not sufficiently 

strategic in focus and fails to provide a clear strategic direction for the City; 

o In view of the proposed unreasonably low level of housing growth set at 867 dpa 

the plan fails to respond to the direction of travel contained within CLG’s White 

Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (Feb 2017), ‘Planning for the Right 

Homes in the Right Places: Consultation Paper’ (September 2017) and the recent 

draft National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Policy Guidance issued 

in March 2018 and associated documents. 

o In effect, as a result of the housing land shortfall the plan will fail to significantly 

boost housing land supply, address affordability or ‘fix the broken housing market’ 

across the city. 

2.3 It is considered that a significant amount of work still needs to be done to make the Local Plan sound.  As it 

stands, the document is: 

o Not justified because is not based on an robust and credible evidence base, and 

is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 

alternatives; 

o Not effective due to issues of flexibility and does not plan properly to meet the 

identified needs; and 

o Not consistent with current and emerging national planning policy.   

2.4 Our specific comments are set out below on a section-by-section basis.   
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Section 2: Vision and Development Principles  

2.5 The Vision and Outcomes at p16 are fairly generic and fail to say anything about the need for housing growth 

to help both deliver and underpin the sustainable development aims and objectives.    

2.6 Paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 promote the key role of York in leading Sub-Regional economic growth and new job 

creation whilst as safeguarding existing employment provision.  The aim is to deliver 650 new jobs per annum. 

Paragraph 2.5 acknowledges the need to provide new homes in the form of “sufficient land for 867 dwellings 

per annum. Specific reference is made to ‘garden village’ developments at three locations plus “major 

sustainable urban extensions such as British Sugar and York Central.”    

2.7 Policies DP1 and DP2 of the Publication Draft Plan acknowledge the need for development to meet housing 

needs. DP1 aims to ensure:   

The housing needs of the City of York’s current and future population including that arising 

from economic and institutional growth is met within the York local authority area.   

2.8 We wholeheartedly welcome this aim, although for the Vision to be ‘sound’ it should also explicitly acknowledge 

the need to provide affordable housing and diversify the housing market.   

2.9 We have significant concerns that the Plan will not effectively meet the development principles of Policy DP1 

aims, as set out above. It is well documented that the housing target set out within the publication Plan is not 

appropriately justified and should be increased to seek to meet the housing needs and economic growth in the 

area  
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3.0 SPATIAL STRATEGY AND THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York  

3.1 Policy SS1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with national 

policy for the following reasons.  

3.2 In light of the 2018 Turley OAN report (Appendix 1) and wider evidence base, our client objects to the housing 

requirement being set at 867 dwellings per annum and concludes that the OAN should be closer to 1,000 

dwellings per annum.  

3.3 The Council’s own evidence base, in the form of the GL Hearn Strategic Housing Market Assessment (May 

2017 - the SHMA) clearly recommends that, based on their assessment of market signals evidence and some 

recent Inspectors decisions, the council should include a 10% market signals adjustment to the 867 figure, 

resulting in a requirement of 953 dwellings per annum.  

3.4 The Plan ignores the supporting evidence base conclusions and provides no clear or sound justification for not 

making an adjustment for market signals in light of Government guidance. The Publication Draft Plan text at 

paragraph 3.3: Housing Growth is silent on the methodology behind the selection of the 867dpa figure. There 

are significant issues of housing affordability within the city which needs to be addressed and there is no 

evidence of any recent improvement in this respect.  This is in breach of the NPPF core planning principle at 

paragraph 17, bullet point 4. The decision makers at City of York Council Local Plan Working Group and 

Executive meetings in January 2018 had every opportunity to aim for a more reasonable, justified and positive 

target for housing delivery. This would have been fully supported and justified by the SHMA evidence base, 

officer recommendations (including suggested additional housing sites) and statements of case by many 

representors. However, the members of those committees failed to take this opportunity, choosing a figure 

based on only part of the GL Hearn findings. This approach is wholly unjustified and in breach of the aims and 

objectives of draft Policy DP1 as noted above.      

3.5 As such, the housing requirement of 867 per annum fails to comply with Planning Practice Guidance and as a 

result the Publication Draft Plan fundamentally fails to provide for the evidenced housing growth requirement 

and is therefore patently unsound.  

3.6 Furthermore, an additional economic uplift based upon representations from businesses and bodies such as 

the York Chamber of Commerce and ambitions of the Local Enterprise Partnership should reflect the confirmed 

role of York as a “key economic driver”. As paragraph 4.5 of the 2018 Turley OAN Report at Appendix 1 notes, 

the 10% uplift would be the absolute minimum level of adjustment necessary. The report suggests a figure of 

circa 1,000dpa.  The lack of reasonable explanation for not including an economic uplift is contrary to PPG 

advice at Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306, as follows: 
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…the use of this standard methodology set out in this guidance is strongly recommended 

because it will ensure that the assessment findings are transparently prepared. Local 

planning authorities may consider departing from the methodology, but they should explain 

why their particular local circumstances have led them to adopt a different approach where 

this is the case. 

3.7 Given the real prospects of the plan being found unsound at the earliest juncture, the council should allow for a 

significant increase from the 867 figure towards the 1,070dpa confirmed within the Planning for the Right Homes 

Publication Data spreadsheet.  As a result, we consider the OAN figure for York is closer to 1,000 dwellings per 

annum to meet demographic needs and provide a reasonably necessary response to market signals, which 

should be planned for in the dual interests of flexibility of supply and positive planning. This follows directly from 

the conclusions at paragraphs 4.3 – 4.9 of the 2018 Turley OAN Report, as follows: 

4.3 At a fundamental level, Gallagher Estates continues to be concerned with the Council’s 

disregarding of the evidence set out in the SHMA Update, and its decision to “agree” only 

with the scale of housing need suggested by the 2014-based household projections. The 

unjustified dismissal of the market signals adjustment subsequently applied by its 

consultant’s results in a figure derived only from a partial application of the PPG 

methodology, with this approach not objective or sound. The continued omission of any 

reference to the concluded OAN for 953 dwellings per annum is strongly challenged by 

Gallagher Estates. 

4.4 A review of submissions to the previous stage of consultation confirms that similar 

concerns around the interpretation of the OAN evidence were expressed by a number of 

representors, with concerns around its calculation also noted. The Publication Draft Plan 

fails to respond to these concerns. 

4.5 Our previous technical review identified the following principal points of concern with 

regards to the Council’s OAN evidence and its interpretation into policy: 

• The selection of a demographic projection which failed to allow for an 

improvement in younger household formation, despite the SHMA Update 

confirming that 873 dwellings per annum would be needed to facilitate such an 

improvement; 

• The omission of any adjustment to respond to the evidenced worsening in 

market signals. The 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA update – but 

disregarded by the Council – has been commonly viewed as the absolute minimum 

level of adjustment necessary and justified in York, with at least one representor 

arguing that a higher uplift of 20% is required; and 
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• The absence of clear justification for the Council’s comparatively low 

employment growth target, which contrasts with its apparently more ambitious 

economic strategy. The omission of technical detail and transparency on the 

modelling assumptions made in testing the alignment between housing need and 

job growth also restricts proper consideration of the extent to which labour 

availability may constrain the realisation of economic objectives over the plan 

period. 

4.6 The above points of critique led Turley to previously conclude that closer to 1,000 

dwellings per annum are likely to be needed in York to meet demographic needs and 

provide the absolute minimum response of 10% reasonable and necessary to respond to 

market signals. This conclusion remains valid, and indeed is reinforced by evidence of a 

continued worsening in market signals which – if not addressed – will result in a further 

deterioration in the affordability of housing in the city. York already ranks amongst the least 

affordable authorities in the north, particularly at entry level. 

4.7 A review of other representations has identified three alternative OAN assessments 

submitted during the previous stage of consultation which similarly concluded that in 

excess of 1,000 dwellings per annum are needed in York, broadly aligning with the 

indicative outcome of the proposed standard method for calculating housing needs 

(1,070dpa). This suggests an annual need for around a quarter (23%) more homes than 

the Council intends to provide through the Local Plan, as a minimum. 

4.8 The proposed housing requirement is therefore derived from evidence which fails to 

comply with the PPG, against which its soundness will be tested before the introduction of 

the new standard method. This failure to ensure consistency with national policy – coupled 

with the lack of justification for an approach which will not be effective in meeting York’s 

housing needs through a positively prepared Local Plan – means that the Publication Draft 

Plan fails the tests of soundness defined through the NPPF. 

4.9 In the context of an acknowledged failure to plan for the full need for housing, it is 

apparent that other neighbouring authorities – with which the city has the strongest housing 

market relationships – do not have any stated intention to meet the unmet needs of York. 

Contrary to national policy, this will leave a significant level of housing needs unmet, 

detrimentally impacting upon households and the ongoing sustainability of the city as well 

as failing to contribute to addressing an acknowledged national housing crisis.3.6 The 

Publication Draft Plan housing requirement of 867 dwellings per annum wholly fails to meet 

the requirements of the PPG and NPPF and in light of paragraph 182 of the NPPF it is not 

positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy. 



 

 
City of York Local Plan Publication Draft – consultation response – Gallagher Estates  9

Policy SS2: The Role of York’s Green Belt  

3.8  The General Extent of Green Belt for York was established by The Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber 

(Partial Revocation) Order 2013. We welcome the opportunity for the establishment of detailed Green Belt 

boundaries for the first time and consider that this issue goes to the heart of a sound plan for the city. Under 

‘saved’ Policy YH9 of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan the council must “establish long term development limits 

that safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city”. However, in establishing the inner and outer 

Green Belt boundaries, the council must also bear in mind the need to: 

o allocate sufficient land to be allocated for development; and 

o identify areas of ‘safeguarded land’ for potential development beyond 2033.   

3.9 As a result of the historic restraining effect of the General Extent of Green Belt on new housing development 

and as well documented, there is significant pent-up housing demand and affordable housing need across the 

city. Land for housing within the built-part of York is at a premium and the Publication Draft Plan already takes 

into account key strategic regeneration sites and their capacity to deliver new housing. Previously developed 

land is a finite resource and historic rates of new housing on brownfield sites are most unlikely to be maintained 

for the plan period.  

 

3.10 Despite this, the proposed Green Belt boundaries within the plan have clearly been drawn up with maximum 

development restraint in mind. Given the proposed Green Belt boundaries are in no small part based upon a 

highly flawed approach under SS1 (as noted above), it stands to reason that Policy SS2 as written cannot be 

considered sound as it is not effective and justified. As highlighted above we recommend that the Plan includes 

a minimum housing requirement of at least 1,000 dwellings per annum in order to meet the OAN for the City. 

Taking into account this and unrealistic assumptions on delivery, further land for housing will need to be 

identified and this will of necessity be within the General Extent of Green Belt given the Green Belt boundaries 

are tightly drawn around the urban extent of the City. 

 

3.11 In respect of the overall housing requirement and the need for the release of land from the General Extent of 

Green Belt to meet the OAN we cross-refer to the October 2017 representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates, 

appended herewith at Annex 2 for ease of reference. Paragraph 4.21 of those representations by Turley includes 

Tables 4.1 and 4.2, covering the land to be released from the General Extent of Green Belt for both 867 and 

1,070dpa scenarios.  

 

3.12 Paragraph 4.22 summarises the findings as follows: 

The above calculations demonstrate a need to release land capable of delivering at least 

9,653 residential units from the Green Belt to meet needs over the plan period and beyond 

based on a requirement for 867 residential units per annum, or 17,275 units based on a 
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requirement for 1,070 units per annum. This compares to the Local Plan proposal to 

release 347 ha of land from the Green Belt to deliver 6,590 units, representing a shortfall 

of between 4,051 and 10,685 units and approximately 202 to 534 ha. 

3.13 Furthermore, given the absence of any full review of the General Extent of Green Belt since its introduction and 

in view of NPPF advice at paragraph 85, it is also considered necessary to formally identify Safeguarded Land 

to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period, and to ensure the Council is 

satisfied that the adopted Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan 

period. Whilst we recognise that the Publication Draft Plan seeks to provide “further development land to 2038” 

(paragraph 3.13) this falls well short of the NPPF paragraph 85 requirement to: 

…meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period. (CJ 
emphasis) 

 

3.14 In summary, more land should be released from the General Extent of Green Belt to be allocated for housing to 

meet a significantly increased OAN and safeguarded land should also be allocated for development needs well 

beyond 2038. We therefore suggest that to render Policy SS2 sound it should be modified as follows: 

To ensure that there is a degree of permanence beyond the plan period sufficient land is 

allocated for development to meet the needs identified in the plan and for a further 

minimum period of five years to 2038, with additional land released from the General 

Extent of Green Belt to be safeguarded for development beyond the plan period. (CJ 

amendments in bold).  

 

Spatial Strategy: Key Housing Sites - Policies SS4 – SS20 

3.15 Whilst we do not go into detail on each of the key sites set out between pages 32-69 of the Publication Draft 

Plan we have deep-seated concerns in respect of (1) the over-reliance on large, strategic sites (including new 

settlements) and (2) the unrealistic yields being suggested.      

Policy SS4: York Central 

3.16 Whilst at this stage we do not go into the details and evidence base behind Policy SS4 we note that the 

suggested yield includes a significant degree of optimism in terms of programme and delivery rates on the one 

hand and an unreasonably broad range of potential housing yield stated within Table 1 of the reports to the 

Local Plan Working Group and Executive (both January 2018), ranging from 1,700 – 2,500 dwellings. In 

particular, the suggested “1,700 – 2,500 dwellings, of which a minimum of 1,500 dwellings will be delivered in 
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the plan period” is too broad a range, demonstrating a lack of clear understanding of true site potential and likely 

yield during the plan period.  

 

3.17 It is worth noting that the suggested range of 1,700 – 2,500 dwellings doesn’t correlate with the council’s own 

York Central webpage which states: 

The current proposals are subject to further technical work and consultation, but current 

suggestions include 1,000 to 2,500 homes… 

Policy SS6: British Sugar/Manor School 

3.18 As with SS4 above we do not go into the details behind Policy SS6 at this stage. However, consider the 

suggested 1,200 dwelling yield includes a significant degree of over-optimism. This is highlighted through the 

October 2017 Planning Committee report for the undetermined planning application ref. 15/00524/OUTM which 

refers to “up to 1,100 dwellings” and then with the subsequent January 2018 Design and Access Statement 

setting out a range of scenarios resulting in as few as 675 units (Option A, at 35dph), up to a maximum of 1,076 

units (Option C, at 45dph).  

Policy SS19 and 20: Queen Elizabeth Barracks and Imphal Barracks 

3.19 Given the stated intentions of Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) there would appear to be a significant 

prospect of the land becoming available. However, these DIO sites remain operational until Queen Elizabeth 

Barracks (QEB) and Imphal Barracks (IB) are vacated by existing users. As stated in previous representations 

(see Appendix 2), concerns are raised in relation to the reliance on such sites to deliver the plan’s housing 

requirements as this strategy represents a significant risk insofar as there is also a prospect of current operators 

deciding to retain control. This is especially a risk in the case of IB, which is not expected to be disposed of until 

2031 at the earliest.  

Site Selection and the Spatial Distribution of Housing Sites 

3.20 Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan proposed to “Make provision for 42% of need within urban extensions 

to the main built up area”. Section 3 of the Publication Draft Plan fails to re-establish the principle of urban 

extensions, with the allocation of strategic sites beyond the built part of York and inset within the Green Belt 

being proposed instead. These include Site ST14:  Land to the West of Wigginton Road and ST15: Land to the 

West of Elvington Lane. Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal considers the selected sites against each other it 

fails to reassess them against alternatives such as the dismissed urban extensions. We maintain this renders 

the plan unsound and that urban extensions in sustainable locations, such as the Land at North Field, should 

be reintroduced to help make up the expected delivery shortfalls against OAN noted throughout these 

representations and to increase flexibility and broaden choice.   
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3.21 Paragraphs 5.11 – 5.46 of the appended October 2017 representations for Gallagher by Turley set out further 

detailed concerns over the approach taken in respect of spatial distribution of development and housing site 

selection which we carry forward as part of these submissions. Gallagher confirms that the previous 

representations covering site selection and the spatial distribution of housing sites still stand and should be 

taken into account as the plan progresses to submission and examination. Those concerns are summarised as 

follows:    

• Inconsistency with previous preferred spatial distribution approach toward prioritising 

development within and extensions to the main urban area 

• The uncertainty over transportation and community infrastructure for standalone new 

settlements. 

• The reliance on large, strategic sites including new free-standing settlements has not 

been properly tested through an updated Sustainability Appraisal. 

• The smaller new settlements (Allocations ST7 and ST14) “will deliver just 845 and 

1,348 units in total respectively”, falling short of the critical mass required to fund the 

provision of the necessary community and sustainable transport infrastructure 

needed. 

• The Green Belt appraisal in support of the proposed allocations is not compliant with 

the NPPF.  

• The discounting of sites on Green Belt grounds in the absence of consideration of 

wider sustainability benefits and alternatives is wholly unsound.    

• The selection of sites in the absence of a robust and up-to-date Green Belt 

assessment is similarly unsound.  

• These matters combine to render the plan fundamentally unsound.  

 

3.22 In conclusion, due to the need to allocate additional land for housing as set out throughout these latest 

representations, Gallagher maintains that urban extension sites represent a more sustainable alternative 

compared to any additional new settlement options. This approach has not been sufficiently re-tested through 

the Sustainability Appraisal 2018 as an appropriate alternative.    

 

3.23 In addition, we note that an updated and amended Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has been published, as of 

February 2018. The comments made in the Turley October 2017 representations in respect of the wider 

sustainability appraisal process still remain. However, we specifically note that neither the updated SA Appendix 

H Appraisal of Allocations and Alternatives nor Appendix I: Appraisal of Strategic Sites and Alternatives include 

a comparative assessment of Site Ref. 871: Land at North Field, York. This represents a further reason to deem 

the Publication Draft Plan unsound.  
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4.0 HOUSING  

 Policy H1: Housing Allocations  

4.1 This section of the plan seeks to set out the “policies and allocations to positively meet the housing development 

needs of the city”.  We maintain for the reasons given above, the proposed housing allocations will not meet the 

appropriate level of OAN for the City over the plan period. In this respect the plan is not sound, justified, effective 

or in accordance with national policy.      

4.2 It is vital the Council produces a plan which can deliver against its full housing requirement. To do this it is 

important that a strategy is put in place which provides a sufficient range of sites to provide enough sales outlets 

to enable delivery to be maintained at the required levels throughout the plan period and that the plan allocates 

more sites than required to meet the housing requirement as a buffer. To meet NPPF requirements for the plan 

to be positively prepared and flexible the buffer should be sufficient to deal with any under-delivery which is 

likely to occur from some sites. Gallagher suggests a contingency of at least 10% to the overall housing land 

supply to provide sufficient flexibility for unforeseen circumstances and in acknowledgement that the housing 

requirement is proposed as a minimum not a maximum figure. 

4.3 As far as we are aware, the Council has not provided a robust assessment of trajectory for the housing 

allocations and therefore it is difficult to provide a detailed analysis of the likely delivery rates of the individual 

sites.  However on the limited information available it is considered that the Publication Draft Plan significantly 

underestimates the length of time it will take for the housing allocations to start delivering completions. A 

significant amount of supply is based upon the regeneration sites and large strategic allocations set out within 

Section 3: Spatial Strategy and therefore are likely to take a number of years to achieve detailed planning 

permission given the requirements for, inter alia, remediation, Environmental Impact Assessment and 

complexities of the likely Section 106 Agreements involving the delivery of new schools, local centres and 

significant pieces of infrastructure etc.  

4.4 Furthermore, a number of the sites are under multiple ownerships and therefore may take many years for land 

assembly to take place and the drawing up contractual agreements with developers.  These combined factors 

mean that a large number of the housing allocations are unlikely to start delivering completions within the first 5 

years of the plan period.     

4.5 Our client is concerned that the methodology used for determining the capacity of the proposed allocations has 

overestimated the amount of housing that will be delivered on the sites and as such the reliance on these sites 

could render the Plan ineffective due to more realistic lower yields.  It is considered that the build out rates and 

density levels contained in the SHLAA are not realistic or robust. To illustrate this it is worth noting the very 

broad estimated 1-10 year phasing within Table 5.1 for key sites such as H1: Heworth Green Gas Works and 

H7: Bootham Crescent. In addition, the SHLAA overestimates gross to net site ratios, which is a particular 

problem for large sites which will require substantial on-site infrastructure and ancillary uses such as public open 
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space, schools, local services and facilities, flood attenuation ponds and swales, significant adoptable road 

networks etc.  The assumptions used in the SHLAA do not appear to be supported by any local evidence.  

4.6 As evidenced by the Windfall Technical Paper, the housing supply makes an allowance for windfall sites of 169 

dwellings per annum from plan year 4. As noted above, previously developed land is a finite resource and, 

similarly, historic rates of windfall are most unlikely to be maintained for the plan period. Furthermore, we note 

the allocation of smaller sites (e.g. Site H53 Land at Knapton Village for 4 dwellings).  In the past, these smaller 

sites for only a handful of units might otherwise have been considered as windfall should they come forward 

and as a result their allocation would detract from projected windfall based on historic rates. Gallagher therefore 

objects to the inclusion of over 2,000 units of windfall within supply as being wholly unsupported, unsound and 

lacking justification. It is understood that Government guidance enables allowances to be made for windfall 

contribution. However, we suggest that it would be more effective to regard any contribution from windfalls as a 

boost to supply due to their uncertainty in delivery and the shortfall made up of appropriately planned for, 

allocated sites.  

4.7 The above will necessitate additional housing allocations being identified. Failure to identify additional housing 

will impact upon the overall delivery of the Local Plan aims and objectives to meeting housing need. 

 Policy H2: Density of Residential Development  
 
4.8 We envisage that the high housing densities within Policy H2 represent part of the council’s case to minimise 

housing land allocations and thus the need to remove land from the General Extent of Green Belt. Development 

densities of 100 dwellings per hectare within the city centre and 50 dwellings per hectare within the wider urban 

area are unrealistically high and would lead to lack of choice and poor standards. As currently drafted, Policy 

H2 is not considered to be sound as it is not effective, justified or consistent with national policy.  

 

4.9 Whilst paragraph 47 of the NPPF indicates local authorities can set out their own approach to housing density 

this should be based upon local circumstances and not harm the overall objective of boosting significantly 

housing supply.  

 

4.10  Gallagher considers that the appropriate evidence is not available to support this policy as written. The high-

density development proposed in this policy may be difficult to market as it would be likely to result in poor 

internal standards of residential amenity, small garden areas, no garages and little parking. It is considered that 

lower density developments would be more marketable, and the policy should be amended to allow for this 

flexibility. We recommend the inclusion of an additional category of Sustainable Urban Extensions with densities 

set between 25-35dph.   

 

4.11  As noted above, the proposed high densities and in particular the 50dph proposed within the York urban area 

would lead to smaller units and more cramped layouts being proposed.  Unless the suggested densities are 

reduced, Policy H2 will also be in conflict with other Government initiatives such as the Nationally Described 
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Space Standard which seeks increased total floorspace and better standards of internal amenity per dwelling 

and against the interests of providing good quality new housing to meet the high levels of demand.  

 

 Policy H3: Balancing the Housing Market 
 

4.12 Gallagher maintains that the housing market and the appropriate mix of housing will vary both with time and 

within different parts of the housing market.   We maintain that greater flexibility should be built into Policy H3 

as the optimum mix for any proposed housing development to reflect market demand and aspirations alongside 

need over the plan period.  

 

 Policy H4: Promoting Self and Custom House Building 
 

4.13 In view of the lack of market evidence over the willingness of self-builders and/or small/custom house-builders 

to build within larger sites of 5ha plus, Gallagher objects to Policy H4 in principle and will maintain a watching 

brief in respect of Policy H4. We will review this stance in the event that such demand can be identified by the 

council.  

 

 Policy H5: Gypsies and Travellers 
 

4.14 Gallagher is concerned that housing sites of 5ha or more will be expected to meet the need of “those 44 Gypsies 

and Traveller households that do not meet the planning definition” and we note the HBF has similar concerns. 

We agree with the HBF that “further clarity is needed in relation to why provision is needed for those households 

no longer meeting the definition; whether a pitch on a strategic allocation is an appropriate location for these 

households particularly at the numbers proposed; what will happen to these pitches if no gypsy or traveller 

wishes to utilise them; and the management of these pitches.” In the absence of such clarity Gallagher objects 

to Policy H5 as drafted.  

 

 Policy H9: Older Persons Specialist Housing 
 

4.15 In respect of Policy H9 we maintain that strategic sites should only be required to “incorporate the appropriate 

provision of accommodation types for older persons within their site masterplanning” only if the need for older 

persons accommodation and the site suitability and location are appropriate.  H9 should be amended to 

incorporate flexibility.  

 

 Policy H10: Affordable Housing 
 

4.15 Gallagher generally supports the provision of affordable housing and maintains that urban extensions provide 

the opportunity to help meet affordable housing requirements across the city. We reserve our position on this 

aspect of the plan subject to more detail of how the draft NPPF amendments to the definition of affordable 

housing provision as set out in the current consultation on the draft NPPF will be incorporated as the plan 

proceeds.  
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5.0 THE CASE FOR THE ALLOCATION OF LAND AT NORTH FIELD, YORK 

5.1 These representations are pursuant to the previous representations for Gallagher and seek to establish that the 

site is suitable for allocation and represents the most appropriate option for allocation when considered against 

reasonable alternatives. The representations in particular make cross-reference to the October 2017 Vision 

Framework by Turley, which was attached to their October 2017 representations. This framework provides 

details of the sites’ deliverability, suitability for development and achievability in terms of its ability to be brought 

forward to meet the city’s housing requirement and is summarised and quoted at paragraphs 5.3 – 5.7 below.   

5.2 In all planning respects the proposal is sustainable and addresses all planning policy, environmental and 

technical considerations.  

The Proposal - Summary  

5.3 The site is approximately 84 hectares in size and could readily accommodate up to 1,000 dwellings (at a net 

density of 25-35dph) and a new primary school. There is sufficient land to enable the delivery of a high quality 

and sustainable development, relating well to the surrounding context. The proposals also include local highway 

network improvements to the benefit of all users and in particular helping to underpin and deliver the council’s 

own planned widening Ring Road.   

5.4 As confirmed within the Vision Document: 

A thorough assessment of the site’s context has been undertaken and it has been 

demonstrated that the site is both suitable and appropriate for the proposed development. 

It also represents a deliverable and viable opportunity to provide sustainable housing 

growth on the north-western edge of York and contribute towards meeting the housing 

targets within the local area. 

5.5 The Vision Document justifies this by undertaking an in-depth assessment of relevant planning policy and site 

context, detailed site analysis covering all material considerations before developing a concept framework. In 

conclusion the Vision Document demonstrates the following: 

• Policy Context – The development proposes a sustainable form of development which 

will help make a significant contribution towards the Council’s housing supply position and 

help deliver wider economic growth and social benefits; 

• Townscape and Context – The site relates well to Acomb and forms a logical and well-

contained extension to the suburban area of York. The A1237 will create a defensible 

boundary to the west of the site and the proposed retention of the agricultural land to the 
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south will ensure that a sensitive buffer is retained between the development and Knapton 

village and ensure that the development will result in only minimal harm to the Green Belt; 

• Access – The site is in a sustainable location, close to local facilities and community 

services. It relates well to the surrounding area and is fully accessible by car, walking, 

cycling and public transport modes; and 

• Benefits – The future development of the site can be delivered whilst retaining and 

enhancing its specific landscape and ecological attributes. The masterplan also 

demonstrates that additional areas of public open space and community facilities can be 

delivered through the release of the land for development. 

5.6 Section 6 of the October 2017 representations for Gallagher by Turley provides a detailed rebuttal of the 2017 

SHLAA explanation for not allocating the site covering the following: 

• landscape and historic setting  

• heritage assessment 

• Green Belt policy 

• sustainability considerations 

5.7 In the interests of completeness and for ease of reference their conclusions at paragraphs 6.37 and 6.38 remain 

of full relevance when responding to the Publication Draft Plan consultation and we repeat them in full below: 

6.37 It is Gallagher Estates view that the characterisation of the site as forming part of 

the historic character and setting to the City is flawed given the relationship which this land 

has with the historic core of York. Land can only perform this function where the historic 

core of York is visible from views across this land and where the historic core provides a 

backdrop to this land, as confirmed by the Council’s own definition provided in the 2003 

Green Belt Assessment. Clearly that does not apply in the case of North Field. The 

evidential basis on which the site has been discounted without proper consideration as a 

viable and sustainable development opportunity is deficient. The Local Plan is not justified 

and is unsound as a result. 

6.38  More generally, and as outlined in section 5, the Council’s approach to appraising 

sites which are deemed to have a specific Green Belt function in respect of NPPF Purpose 

4 is at odds with paragraph 84 of NPPF. As a procedural point, there is no justified reason 

for discounting such sites on the basis of one aspect of their Green Belt contribution (as 

only one provision of national planning policy) without properly considering their 

sustainability credentials in a broader sense. This puts the Local Plan in conflict with the 

NPPF (paragraph 84) and renders it unsound as a result. 
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Deliverability  

5.7 Site Ref. 871: Land at North Field, York is fully ‘deliverable’ in accordance with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF as it 

is: - 

a) Available now; 

b) A suitable location for development now; and 

c) Is achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site. 
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6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 These representations set out fundamental flaws in the Publication Draft Plan and explain why it is unsound. In 

particular, the plan fails to meet the NPPF paragraph 157 requirement to  

…plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the 

objectives, principles and policies of this Framework… 

6.2 The most significant concerns are the proposed low annual housing provision, tightly drawn Green Belt 

boundaries and insufficiency of housing land allocation would combine to hold back growth to unreasonably low 

levels and exacerbate the existing significant affordability issues further.  

 

6.3 To summarise in more detail:  

  

o The Vision and Outcomes are not justified or effective as they are not backed by positive policies to 

meet housing need. 

o The housing requirement and the predicted housing supply is not justified, effective or 

consistent with national planning policy or even the council’s own evidence base.  

o The draft plan will not deliver sufficient new housing or the much needed boost to the level of 

supply indicated by the available evidence.   

o The plan should provide for a minimum of 1,000 new dwellings per annum. 

o Even founded on a proposed housing figure of 867dpa the plan proposes insufficient housing 

land.  

o The spatial strategy relies too heavily on a number of large key and/or complex sites and over-

optimistic and unsupported assumptions over both timing and number of dwellings to be 

delivered.  

o The draft plan also relies too heavily on over-optimistic assumptions over the predicted level 

of windfall.  

o Indicative densities are too high, giving unrealistic yield per hectare assumptions and 

potentially resulting in poor quality development and lack of new housing choice.  

o The spatial strategy changed when options including urban extensions were replaced by 

additional land beyond the Ring Road and within freestanding new settlements but, whilst the 

Sustainability Appraisal considers the proposed strategic sites against each other it fails to 

reassess them against legitimate alternatives such as the proposed urban extensions 

delivering 42% of supply. 

o The concept of sustainable urban extensions should be re-introduced to make up the 

projected shortfall in supply and improve future range and choice.      

o The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is proposed 

to help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

o The proposed Green Belt is unsound as it is drawn to unreasonably restrict development 

opportunities for the necessary growth of York.  
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o The Sustainability Appraisal fails to provide a comparative assessment of Site 871: Land at 

North Field, York against the selected sites.  

o The A1237 to the west of Acomb would form a logical, permanent and strong Green Belt 

boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the city at this point.  

 

6.4 Our client’s land at North Field, York is fully deliverable and represents one of the most appropriate 

sites for allocation when considered against reasonable alternatives. In addition, our client and the 

relevant landowners are willing parties.    

6.5 Gallagher respectfully maintains that Land at North Field, York, SHLAA ref. 871 should be released 

from the Green Belt to be (at very least) designated as safeguarded land. However, in the first instance 

we consider the land should be allocated for housing within the plan period for the extensive reasons 

noted within these representations.     
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Turley on behalf of Gallagher Estates to inform 

representations to consultation on the Publication Draft of the Local Plan1 (‘the 

Publication Draft Plan’), which runs until 4 April 2018. 

1.2 The report specifically challenges the justification and therefore the soundness of the 

proposed housing requirement within the Publication Draft Plan. It is recognised that 

the requirement remains unchanged from that included within the Pre-Publication 

version of the Plan, which was published by the City of York Council (‘the Council’) in 

September 2017.  

1.3 This report draws extensively upon the previous submissions of evidence during 

consultation on earlier iterations of the Plan. This has included the submission of two 

technical documents reviewing the Council’s  published evidence on the objectively 

assessed need (OAN) for housing in York: 

• Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York, produced in 

September 2016; and 

• An Updated Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York, 

produced in October 2017. 

1.4 The most recent of these technical reviews is included as Appendix 1 to this report. 

1.5 As referenced above, the Publication Draft Plan retains a proposed requirement for 

867 dwellings per annum over the plan period (2012 – 2033). This falls below the OAN 

for 953 dwellings per annum concluded in the addendum update2 to the York Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (‘the SHMA Update’), which was produced in May 2017 

and remains the latest evidence of housing needs published by the Council. The 

Publication Draft Plan confirms that the proposed requirement has been selected 

following the Council’s ‘consideration of the outcomes of this work’3. 

1.6 This report reiterates Gallagher Estates’ fundamental concerns with the housing 

requirement proposed by the Council, which have not been addressed despite being 

raised by a number of representors during the previous stage of consultation. 

1.7 The Council is continuing to pursue an approach which is not justified, effective or 

consistent with national policy, and has not been positively prepared to meet the 

annual need for at least 953 homes established within its own evidence. The approach 

is therefore unsound based on the tests of soundness defined through the National 

Planning Policy Framework4 (NPPF). 

                                                           
1 City of York Council (February 2018) Local Plan – Publication Draft 
2 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update 
3 City of York Council (February 2018) Local Plan – Publication Draft, paragraph 3.3 
4 DCLG (March 2012) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 182 
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1.8 The failure to meet the OAN concluded in the SHMA Update is compounded by the 

findings of the latest technical review by Turley, which indicated that this at best 

represented the minimum level of need which should be planned for by the Council. 

Needs were considered likely to be closer to 1,000 dwellings per annum as a minimum. 

1.9 Although only four months have elapsed between the end of the pre-publication 

consultation and the launch of further consultation on the Publication Draft Plan, this 

report considers the implications of any more up-to-date evidence available and 

relevant to the application of the methodology for assessing housing needs, 

established through Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). Importantly, the report also 

considers the implications of the Government’s proposed revisions to the NPPF5, which 

were published on 5 March for consultation until 10 May 2018. As part of this 

consultation, the Government has also proposed changes to the PPG to implement a 

new methodology for assessing local housing needs6. The implications of such 

information available at this time are considered within this report. 

Report Structure 

1.10 This report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 – Evidenced OAN and Emerging Policy Position – a summary of the 

Council’s OAN evidence, and its interpretation into a proposed housing 

requirement in the context of changing national guidance; 

• Section 3 – Critique of the OAN Evidence – the points of critique previously 

raised by Gallagher Estates and other representors are summarised and updated 

where relevant; and 

• Section 4 – Conclusions – a concise summary of the findings and implications of 

this technical review. 

                                                           
5 MHCLG (2018) National Planning Policy Framework: draft text for consultation 
6 MHCLG (2018) Draft Planning Practice Guidance 
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2. Evidenced OAN and Emerging Policy Position 

2.1 The technical review of the OAN evidence base submitted on behalf of Gallagher 

Estates during the October 2017 consultation on the pre-publication draft included 

reference to the ongoing changes in the national policy context. This section provides 

an update on how these reforms impact upon the evidencing of housing need to 

inform the emerging Local Plan. The section then reintroduces the Council’s OAN – 

prepared in May 2017 to conform to existing guidance – and how it has been used in 

the justification of the housing requirement within the Publication Draft Plan. 

National Policy and Guidance 

2.2 The Local Plan for York must be positively prepared in compliance with national 

planning policy and guidance, detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework7 

(NPPF) and accompanying Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

2.3 The NPPF requires authorities to fully meet the objectively assessed need for housing 

in their housing market area8. It establishes the role of the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA), which should be prepared to objectively assess the full need for 

housing9. The PPG strongly recommends the use of a stepped methodology when 

assessing housing needs, which – though open to interpretation in places – has been 

broadly followed by Inspectors in establishing reasonable conclusions on the OAN for 

housing. This involves: 

• Using the latest available household projections produced by the Department for 

Communities and Local Government (DCLG) as the ‘starting point’10; 

• Applying adjustments to the ‘starting point’ where necessary to determine the 

demographic need for housing11; 

• Taking employment trends into account12; 

• Responding to market signals of imbalance between housing supply and 

demand13; and 

• Taking affordable housing needs into account14. 

2.4 As noted above, there is substantial room for interpretation within the existing PPG, 

which has been acknowledged by the Government15. The introduction of a new 

                                                           
7 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework 
8 Ibid, paragraph 47 
9 Ibid, paragraph 159 
10 PPG Reference ID 2a-005-20140306 
11 PPG Reference ID 2a-017-20140306 
12 PPG Reference ID 2a-018-20140306 
13 PPG Reference ID 2a-019-20140306 
14 PPG Reference ID 2a-029-20140306 
15 DCLG (2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, paragraph 11 
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standard method for calculating housing needs was one of the ‘radical reforms’ 

proposed by Government to respond to the national housing crisis, aimed at 

minimising delays in plan-making and ensuring that local authorities cannot ‘duck 

potentially difficult decisions’ by advancing an alternative methodology16. 

2.5 As referenced in Gallagher Estates’ previous consultation response, the Government 

published its proposed method17 for consultation in September 2017. The method 

reduces the number of steps that must be followed to calculate local housing needs. 

The latest household projections are retained as the ‘starting point’18. A formulaic 

adjustment to this figure is subsequently applied to take account of the relationship 

between median house prices and earnings, with the overall scale of adjustment 

capped at 40% above recently adopted housing requirements or household projections 

if higher than older adopted requirements. 

2.6 The Government released indicative figures to inform this consultation, which 

confirmed that application of the proposed method for York – taking account of the 

then-latest data available – would suggest a need for 1,070 dwellings per annum. This 

incorporates an adjustment of circa 27% from the 2014-based household projections, 

based on the scale of imbalance between house prices and earnings in York. This 

precise figure will, however, be subject to change as the datasets which underpin its 

calculation are updated19. 

2.7 At the time of the consultation, the Government envisaged use of the new method 

where authorities submitted Local Plans after 31 March 2018. However, it was noted 

that its implementation would be delayed if the revised NPPF had not been finally 

published by this date. 

2.8 Such a delay has materialised, given that consultation on proposed revisions to the 

NPPF runs until 10 May 2018. The documentation published on 5 March 2018 to 

inform this consultation confirms that ‘policies in the previous Framework will apply for 

the purpose of examining plans where those plans are submitted on or before’ the date 

which is six months after the date of the revised NPPF’s final publication20. The 

Government’s intention to finally publish the revised NPPF ‘before the summer’21 

suggests that Local Plans submitted before the end of this year are expected to be 

examined based on existing policy and guidance, including the existing PPG and its 

stepped approach to calculating housing needs. It is understood that the Council 

intends to submit the York Local Plan for examination within these timescales. 

2.9 It is of note that the standard method to be implemented thereafter, on the basis of 

the current consultation, remains unchanged from that consulted upon last year, with 

the intention that this will be enacted through updates to the PPG. The Government 

has published its proposed changes to the PPG to inform the ongoing consultation, 

                                                           
16 DCLG (2017) Fixing our Broken Housing Market – the housing white paper, paragraph 14 
17 DCLG (2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals 
18 Ibid, paragraph 17 
19 Updated affordability ratios are due to be published in April 2018; 2016-based household projections are 

currently scheduled for publication in September 2018 
20 MHCLG (2018) National Planning Policy Framework: draft text for consultation, Annex 1 
21 MHCLG (2018) National Planning Policy Framework: consultation proposals, p6 
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which contain a number of additional clarifications on its application22. This confirms 

the expectation that the standard method provides a ‘minimum’ need figure for the 

purposes of plan production, and that: 

“…any deviation [from the standard method] which results in a lower housing need 

figure…will be subject to the tests of soundness and will be tested thoroughly by the 

Planning Inspectorate at examination”23 

2.10 It continues to be noted that some circumstances will justify a higher need figure than 

suggested by the standard method, which ‘relies on past growth trends and therefore 

does not include specific uplift to account for factors that could affect those trends in 

the future’24. The draft guidance does not provide an exhaustive list of the 

circumstances in which such an uplift is justified, but cites the existence of growth 

strategies and planned improvements in strategic infrastructure as examples. 

2.11 As highlighted above, it is recognised that following its current programme for 

submission the York Local Plan will be required to comply with the current NPPF and its 

associated guidance, as opposed to the proposed revisions. However, they represent 

an important direction of travel in viewing the approach taken to justify and meet the 

full need for housing within the Publication Draft Plan. 

The OAN Evidenced for York 

2.12 As introduced earlier in this report, the SHMA Update25 – produced in May 2017, and 

published in September 2017 – provides the latest OAN commissioned for York by the 

Council. The SHMA Update asserts its compliance with the existing PPG and NPPF. 

2.13 An OAN for 953 dwellings per annum is concluded within the SHMA Update. As 

referenced in our previous technical review, this falls below the level of housing need 

currently suggested by the Government’s proposed standard method, but is higher 

than previously concluded housing need figures set out in earlier iterations of the 

SHMA. 

2.14 The components of this calculation are summarised at Table 2.1, following the 

methodological structure prescribed through the PPG. This shows that the OAN for 

York is principally derived from the 2014-based household projections with a 10% uplift 

in response to market signals. 

  

                                                           
22 MHCLG (2018) Draft Planning Practice Guidance 
23 Ibid, p26 
24 Ibid, p26 
25 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update 
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Table 2.1: Components of the OAN for York 

 Adjustment 

required 

dwellings per 

annum 

Dwellings 

per annum 

% 

adjustment 

from 

‘starting 

point’ 

2014-based projections – the ‘starting point’ – 867 – 

Adjusted demographic projection 0 867 0% 

Economic adjustment 0 867 0% 

Market signals adjustment (10%) 86* 953 10% 

Source: GL Hearn, 2017             * rounded down in SHMA Update 

2.15 The OAN concluded in the SHMA Update is circa 13% higher than the need for 841 

dwellings per annum concluded in the preceding SHMA, which was produced in June 

2016 and informed the Council’s Preferred Sites consultation in summer 2016. 

Gallagher Estates’ submission to the Pre-Publication consultation in October 2017 

explores the reasons for this increase, with reference to the technical critique of the 

SHMA submitted in September 2016. This is not revisited in this further review, given 

that the 2016 SHMA has now been superseded in the Council’s evidence base and is 

not referenced within the Publication Draft Plan. 

Interpreting the Evidence through Emerging Planning Policy 

2.16 It remains of relevance to note the Council’s enduring failure to prepare a Local Plan 

which meets York’s housing needs. A review of this historic policy context featured 

within Gallagher Estates’ submission to the Preferred Sites consultation, and was 

subsequently referenced in the Pre-Publication consultation response in October 2017. 

Although not replicated in full here, it highlights the Council’s track record of avoiding 

planning to fully meet its housing needs, manifest in the fifty year absence of a Local 

Plan and the more recent suspension of plan preparation in September 2014 to review 

the overall housing requirement. 

2.17 The Government’s emerging planning reforms are clearly targeted at authorities that 

are avoiding the ‘difficult decisions’ necessary to fix the broken housing market and 

plan for the increased housing provision needed26. It is committed to intervening 

where necessary to ensure that Local Plans are put in place, and in November 2017 

identified fifteen authorities ‘showing particular cause for concern’ by missing 

deadlines and demonstrating ‘unacceptably slow’ progress27. York was one of the 

fifteen authorities named by Government as ‘failing to plan’ and thereby failing ‘the 

people they are meant to serve’. 

                                                           
26 DCLG (2017) Fixing our Broken Housing Market – the housing white paper, paragraph 14 
27 Sajid Javid’s speech on the housing market, 16 November 2017 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/sajid-javids-speech-on-the-housing-market) 
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2.18 The Council’s response28 to the Government’s intervention highlighted the progress 

made in producing a Local Plan, which it aims to submit for examination before the end 

of May 2018. Consultation on the Publication Draft Plan evidently represents a key 

milestone in achieving these timescales, which appear to have accelerated to ensure 

that the Local Plan is submitted before the Government’s new method for calculating 

housing needs is implemented. 

2.19 However, the Publication Draft Plan highlights the Council’s continued aversion to 

planning to meet York’s housing needs in full. It retains the purported requirement for 

867 dwellings per annum and continues to argue that this is representative of ‘an 

objectively assessed housing need’ with reference to the SHMA Update29.  

2.20 This is misleading and fundamentally conflicts with the clear conclusion of the SHMA 

Update that there is an OAN for 953 dwellings per annum, as summarised at Table 2.1 

earlier in this section.  

2.21 The lower figure advanced by the Council is presented only as a ‘starting point’ in the 

SHMA Update, which is correctly adjusted to take account of other stages of the PPG 

methodology. The Publication Draft Plan continues in error to omit any reference to 

the OAN for 953 dwellings per annum concluded in the SHMA Update. 

2.22 The Council has therefore again chosen to deviate from the conclusions of its own 

evidence, as confirmed within its drafted preface to the SHMA Update. This 

acknowledges that the need for 867 dwellings per annum suggested by the ‘starting 

point’ of the 2014-based household projections ‘should be seen as a baseline only’, but 

proceeds only to “accept” this figure. It then states that: 

“Executive also resolved that the recommendation prepared by GL Hearn in the draft 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment, to apply a further 10% to the above figure for 

market signals (to 953 dwellings per annum), is not accepted on the basis that Hearn’s 

conclusions were speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on recent short-term 

unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the special character and 

setting of York and other environmental considerations”30 (emphasis added) 

2.23 The Council has therefore dismissed the market signals adjustment applied by its 

consultants, and has consequently selected a figure which is derived from a partial 

application of the PPG methodology. This approach is not sound, objective or justified. 

2.24 The Council’s criticism of the recommended 10% uplift does not stand up to scrutiny. 

The SHMA Update in accordance with the PPG uses ‘recently published data’ to 

undertake ‘a targeted update to the market signals section’31 which provides an 

objective analysis of the indicators of supply and demand in York. Importantly, it also 

                                                           
28 City of York Council (30 January 2018) Letter to the Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP on City of York Local Plan 
29 City of York Council (February 2018) Local Plan – Publication Draft, paragraph 3.3 
30 City of York Council (September 2017) City of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update, Introduction 

and Context to Objective Assessment of Housing Need 
31 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update, paragraph 

3.1 



 

9 

continues to reference longer-term trends in affordability ‘over the past 15 years’32 and 

housing completions relative to requirements since 200433. In addition, the update is 

explicitly not intended to fully supersede the market signals analysis presented in the 

2016 SHMA, which included consideration of trends since the late 1990s where 

permitted by available data34. There is no indication that the authors of the SHMA 

Update did not draw upon the original and updated analysis and have had regard only 

to short term trends when recommending a 10% uplift to respond to worsening market 

signals in York. 

2.25 Furthermore, any inference that ‘environmental considerations’ should moderate the 

Council’s OAN evidently conflicts with the PPG’s clear direction that the OAN should be 

‘based on facts and unbiased evidence’ and that: 

“Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of need, such as 

limitations imposed by the supply of land for new development, historic under 

performance, viability, infrastructure or environmental constraints”35 

2.26 The PPG makes clear that such considerations should only feature when establishing a 

housing requirement, and are entirely irrelevant when objectively assessing housing 

needs. This principle has been clearly confirmed in legal judgments36 and is retained 

within the Government’s proposed changes to the PPG37. 

2.27 While the Publication Draft Plan retains the requirement proposed during the previous 

stage of consultation, it is understood that a change to the housing requirement was 

considered by the Council in light of the representations received, which are 

summarised in section 3 of this report. 

2.28 The Local Plan Working Group (LPWG) met on 23 January 2018 and was advised of the 

widespread objection to the proposed requirement for 867 dwellings per annum, given 

its failure to comply with the SHMA Update and its lack of conformity with existing and 

emerging national policy38. It was stated that: 

“Members must be satisfied that they consider the Submission Draft Plan meets the test 

of “soundness”. This is a statutory duty. Officers’ advice is that the direction of travel in 

national policy indicates that if the site proposals previously consulted on were 

increased this would be a more robust position…In Officers’ opinion, an increase in the 

                                                           
32 Ibid, paragraph 3.11 
33 Ibid, paragraph 3.13 
34 GL Hearn (2016) City of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment, Figure 32 and Figure 40 
35 PPG Reference ID 2a-004-20140306 
36 St Albans City and District Council v (1) Hunston Properties Limited and (2) Secretary of State for Communities 

and Local Government [2013] EWCA Civ 1610 (CD 5.7); and Hunston Properties v Secretary of State for CLG and St 
Albans City and District Council (2013). EWHC 2678. (1) Gallagher Homes Limited and (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited v 
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283 
37 MHCLG (2018) Draft Planning Practice Guidance 
38 City of York Council (23 January 2018) Local Plan Working Group – Report of the Assistant Director of Planning 

and Public Protection [Agenda Item 4] 
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supply of housing would place the Council in a better position for defending the Plan 

proposals through the Examination process”39 (emphasis added) 

2.29 The minutes of this meeting have not been published on the Council’s website at the 

time of writing. However, the minutes of the subsequent Executive meeting on 25 

January 2018 confirm that the recommendations of the LPWG differed from officers’, 

and as a consequence the Publication Draft Plan retains – against officers’ advice – the 

requirement for 867 dwellings per annum previously proposed. 

Emerging Policy in the Housing Market Area 

2.30 As noted earlier in this section, the NPPF requires housing needs to be met within 

housing market areas, which may span numerous local authority areas. While the 

Government’s proposed changes to the PPG reflect an intention to ‘[shift] the focus 

away from housing market areas’ for the purposes of assessing housing needs, there 

remains an acknowledgement that ‘in most instances such areas are the most 

appropriate geographies over which to produce a statement of common ground’40. 

Such statements are intended to evidence joint working on cross-boundary matters of 

strategic importance, such as meeting housing needs. 

2.31 The Council’s evidence has consistently limited its scope to the administrative area of 

York, although the 2016 SHMA identified an important relationship with Selby which 

was considered to share a housing market area with the city41. However, the SHMA did 

not consider housing needs within Selby to avoid replicating its own recently 

commissioned evidence. 

2.32 Gallagher Estates’ submission to the Preferred Sites consultation in September 2016 

considered emerging policy in such areas which shared housing market relationships 

with York. This confirmed that neighbouring Selby could at best make a marginal 

contribution towards meeting York’s unmet housing needs, if any at all. Other 

neighbouring authorities – namely Ryedale and Hambleton, parts of which were found 

to have shared a strong relationship with York – also demonstrated limited scope to 

accommodate any unmet needs arising elsewhere, particularly given evidence of high 

housing needs in these locations. 

2.33 An updated review of neighbouring authorities’ adopted and emerging policies 

confirms that this remains the case. In summary: 

• Selby District Council is currently consulting on its Site Allocations Local Plan42, 

which aims to ensure that sufficient land is available to meet housing and 

employment needs over the next decade. This remains based on the Core 

Strategy’s adopted requirement for 450 dwellings per annum, given that a 

subsequent SHMA completed in 2015 established a need for a comparable level 

of provision (431dpa). While it is understood that an update to this document is 

currently being prepared, there continues to be no suggestion in the ongoing 

                                                           
39 Ibid, paragraph 26 – 27 
40 DCLG (2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, paragraph 68 
41 GL Hearn (2016) City of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment, paragraph 2.103 
42 Selby District Council (2018) Plan Selby Site Allocations Local Plan: additional sites consultation 
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consultation documents that Selby is planning to accommodate any of York’s 

housing needs through the Site Allocations Local Plan; 

• Ryedale District Council adopted its requirement for 200 dwellings per annum in 

September 2013, which is to be retained within the emerging Local Plan Sites 

Document43. The latest SHMA indicates that there is a need for between 195 and 

213 homes per annum in the district, with the adopted requirement therefore 

falling towards the lower end of this range. This continues to suggest limited 

scope to accommodate unmet needs arising from elsewhere, and indeed 

suggests that there may be a small unmet need for housing arising from the 

district itself; and 

• Hambleton District Council continues to retain the regionally derived housing 

requirement adopted in 2007, which required 320 dwellings per annum reducing 

to 260 dwellings per annum. The latest update to the SHMA – published in 

October 2016 – concludes with an OAN for 319 dwellings per annum in the 

district, which continues to suggest that the adopted requirement at best meets 

the housing needs of Hambleton with very limited scope to contribute towards 

meeting unmet housing needs from elsewhere. 

2.34 The above confirms that the Council must seek to meet the housing needs of York in 

full within its administrative boundary, with no indication that neighbouring authorities 

are capable of contributing to or willing to assist in meeting the city’s unmet housing 

needs through the development of their own Local Plans. 

Summary 

2.35 The Government has identified through national planning policy the need to ensure 

that authorities progress sound Local Plans to address their housing needs in full. This 

is required to significantly boost the supply of housing. 

2.36 The Government is currently consulting on revisions to the NPPF and PPG. These 

respond to an acknowledged national failure to provide the homes that are needed 

and a recognition of the scale of housing which now needs to be delivered, and of 

ensuring that the right homes are provided in the right places.  

2.37 The Council has consistently failed to deliver a sound Local Plan. The Publication Draft 

Plan continues to reflect the Council’s refusal to plan for the full housing needs of its 

communities.  

2.38 In preparing the Local Plan, the Council has published a SHMA which concludes with an 

OAN of 953 dwellings per annum. The Publication Draft Plan, however, incorrectly 

seeks to present a lower OAN of 867 dwellings per annum, which it in turn proposes as 

its housing requirement.  

2.39 The purporting of a lower OAN has been further challenged in its justification through 

the Government’s proposed revisions to the NPPF, and its intended introduction of a 

new method for calculating local housing needs. This calculation explicitly requires an 

                                                           
43 Ryedale District Council (2017) The Ryedale Plan – Local Plan Sites Document, Publication Version 
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adjustment to be applied to respond to evidence of affordability issues. It is this aspect 

of the OAN calculation which the Publication Draft Plan seeks to omit.  

2.40 Notwithstanding the clear direction of national policy, the approach proposed conflicts 

with the existing NPPF and PPG, and is not sound, objective or justified. It will evidently 

fall short of meeting the full need for market and affordable housing in York. 

2.41 In the context of an acknowledged failure to plan for the full need for housing, it is 

apparent that other neighbouring authorities – with which the city has the strongest 

housing market relationships – do not have any stated intention to meet the unmet 

needs of York. 

2.42 Contrary to national policy, this will leave a significant level of housing needs unmet, 

detrimentally impacting on households and the ongoing sustainability of the city as 

well as failing to contribute to addressing an acknowledged national housing crisis. 
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3. Critique of the OAN Evidence 

3.1 As previously noted, a number of the technical points of critique originally raised by 

Gallagher Estates in September 2016 were addressed through the Council’s publication 

of the SHMA Update in May 2017. However, the submitted technical review of the 

SHMA Update – included as Appendix 1 – highlighted that the Council’s subsequent 

interpretation of its conclusions meant that there remained technical shortcomings in 

its approach. The technical shortcomings primarily related to the following three key 

areas: 

• The selection of a demographic projection which failed to allow for an 

improvement in younger household formation, despite the SHMA Update 

confirming that 873 dwellings per annum would be needed to facilitate such an 

improvement. This is considered to represent an important demographic 

adjustment to the ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based official projections, which 

form the basis for the Council’s proposed requirement for 867 dwellings per 

annum; 

• The omission of any adjustment to respond to the evidenced worsening in 

market signals and associated affordability issues. Our previous report viewed 

the 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA Update – but disregarded by the 

Council – as the absolute minimum level of adjustment necessary and justified in 

York; and 

• The absence of clear justification for the Council’s comparatively low 

employment growth target, which contrasted with its apparently more 

ambitious economic strategy. The SHMA Update also failed to provide technical 

detail or transparency on the modelling assumptions made in testing the 

alignment between housing need and job growth, which restricted consideration 

of the extent to which labour availability may constrain the realisation of 

economic objectives over the plan period. 

3.2 The Council has not presented an update of its SHMA evidence base, and has evidently 

not sought to address these points. It has equally not published further evidence which 

justifies the alternative figure preferred. 

3.3 In the application of the PPG methodology, the shortcomings listed above remain, and 

the Council will be examined as to its interpretation and application of the PPG 

methodology in deriving its Local Plan housing requirement at examination.  

3.4 Gallagher Estates’ submission during the previous stage of consultation presented 

evidence justifying these points of critique. Much of this evidence remains up-to-date 

as it reflects the latest information available at the current point in time, with no 

further population estimates, household projections or affordability ratios published, 

for example, since it was prepared in October 2017. Gallagher Estates reserves the 
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right to comment on the implications of these datasets upon their anticipated release 

later this year44. 

3.5 Whilst the evidence underpinning the points of challenge relating to demographic and 

economic aspects has not been updated, Land Registry data on the price paid for 

housing is updated monthly, and therefore new market evidence is now available to 

show how the average price paid in York during the latest full calendar year (2017) 

compared to the preceding year (2016). This is one of the market signals listed within 

the PPG and provides an indication on short-term changes in the cost of purchasing 

housing in the city, and the extent to which there is any evidence of an improving or 

indeed worsening position.  

3.6 Analysis of the latest house price data shows that both median and lower quartile 

house prices have continued to increase in York. This in turn will have an impact on the 

updating of affordability ratio data for the city, albeit it is recognised that this will also 

take into account any change in income levels over the same period of time. 

Table 3.1: Change in Median and Lower Quartile Price Paid in York (2016 – 2017) 

 2016 2017 Change 

Median £218,000 £225,000 3.2% 

Lower quartile £175,000 £176,100 0.6% 

Source: Land Registry, 2018 

3.7 While the PPG is clear in requiring comparisons to be made with ‘longer term trends’45, 

this short-term trend importantly indicates that there has been no fundamental recent 

improvement in local market signals since the SHMA Update was produced. The 

worsening long-term trends identified in Gallagher Estates’ previous submissions – and 

indeed the Council’s own evidence, in the form of the SHMA Update – therefore must 

be addressed in accordance with the PPG through an appropriate adjustment. 

3.8 Failure to do so would serve to exacerbate an evidenced imbalance between housing 

supply and demand in the city, which has caused unsustainable growth in house prices 

and worsened the affordability of housing. This issue is particularly acute in York, with 

the latest published ratio between median house prices and earnings (8.27) ranking as 

the sixth worst of the 72 authorities in the north of England46. Only two northern 

authorities had a worse ratio between lower quartile house prices and earnings than 

recorded in York (8.96), indicating that entry-level housing in the city relative to 

earnings is amongst the least affordable in the north. The Government clearly believes 

that such circumstances should compel local authorities to plan for more homes47. 

                                                           
44 This includes the 2016-based sub-national household projections which are scheduled for release by the ONS in 

September 2018 
45 PPG Reference ID 2a-020-20140306 
46 ONS (2017) Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings, lower quartile and median 
47 DCLG (2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, paragraph 24 
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3.9 Furthermore, there continues to be no justification for the Council’s decision to omit 

the adjustment recommended in its own evidence. Ahead of the introduction of the 

formulaic mandatory adjustment which informs the standard method, Inspectors have 

continued to view such adjustments as necessary in responding to local evidence of 

worsening market signals when finding a number of Local Plans sound over the past six 

months48. Inspectors have only considered such uplifts unnecessary where the OAN 

already exceeds the ‘starting point’ by some way, following adjustments made to 

respond to other parts of the PPG methodology including supporting employment 

growth49. 

3.10 The above serves to reinforce the challenge stressed within our previous technical 

review as to the Council’s interpretation of its own evidence base, and the omission of 

any adjustment for market signals or indeed any adjustment from the ‘starting point’. 

This is not compliant with the PPG methodology and the Council’s approach is 

unjustified.   

Review of Representors’ Critique of the OAN Evidence 

3.11 The technical review of the OAN submitted by Turley during the previous stage of 

consultation (Appendix 1) concluded that the Council should recognise a need for 

closer to 1,000 dwellings per annum as a minimum. Noting the absence of updates to 

the majority of datasets used within the technical review, this conclusion remains.  

3.12 A review of responses received by the Council during the previous stage of consultation 

confirms that a number of representors expressed very similar concerns around the 

interpretation of the OAN evidence and indeed its calculation. As set out in section 2 of 

this report, the Council has chosen to ignore these objections in their entirety in 

preparing its Publication Draft Plan.  

3.13 At a fundamental level, the Council’s decision to disregard its own evidence base by 

seeking to advance a lower OAN was widely criticised during the consultation, as 

acknowledged by its officers50. The Home Builders Federation51 (HBF) expressed its 

view that ‘neither market signals nor affordable housing need have been taken into 

account…and the Local Plan is therefore not compliant with the NPPF’. This was clearly 

found to conflict with ‘the spirit of positive planning and the NPPF objective to 

significantly boost the supply of housing’. 

3.14 The omission of any adjustment for market signals was also strongly challenged, with a 

shared view that an uplift of at least 10% is justified in the local circumstances of York. 

                                                           
48 Uplift of 25% considered appropriate in Waverley (February 2018); uplift of 10% justified in Stevenage (October 

2017); and uplift of 10% appropriate in Adur (September 2017) 
49 Derbyshire Dales; North East Lincolnshire; North West Leicestershire; and Kingston upon Hull 
50 City of York Council (23 January 2018) Local Plan Working Group – Report of the Assistant Director of Planning 

and Public Protection [Agenda Item 4] Annex A, p16 
51 ID 00145 
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The Council’s summary of objections highlights that ‘all concur that this should be 

included’52. 

3.15 For example, Regeneris’ technical review of the OAN on behalf of Barwood53 described 

the Council’s stance as ‘deeply flawed’ and at odds with evidence of ‘strong and 

entrenched market signals issues across York’. Numerous Local Plan Inspectors’ 

acceptance of ‘the approach of applying a flat percentage uplift of the order of 10% to 

20%’ was noted by Regeneris, with an uplift of at least 10% therefore seen to be 

justified in York. 

3.16 Gladman54 similarly supported the 10% adjustment applied by the SHMA Update in 

arriving at its OAN for 953 dwellings per annum as a minimum, and expressed its 

concern that: 

“…in an area such as York where housing affordability is a priority issue, the lower 

quartile ratio of house price to earnings is increasing…and there is a key Government 

agenda attached to addressing the affordability of housing, the Council has chosen not 

to address clear worsening Market Signals evidence in setting their housing 

requirement in the Local Plan” 

3.17 On behalf of a consortium of housebuilders, Lichfields55 also noted York’s status as one 

of the least affordable authorities in northern England. This was seen to justify a 10% 

uplift at the very least, with a 20% uplift more likely to be appropriate given evidence 

that ‘market stress [is]…more severe than the ‘modest’ uplift the SHMA suggests’. In 

this regard, reference was made to the conclusions of the Inspector examining the 

Eastleigh Local Plan, where a 10% uplift was found to be ‘compatible with the “modest” 

pressure of market signals recognised in the SHMA’56. 

3.18 Furthermore, Lichfields’ assessment argued that the scale of affordable housing needs 

in York justified a further 10% adjustment to the OAN, with reference to the approach 

recommended by the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG). Such an adjustment was applied 

within its alternative OAN submitted during the consolation. In combination with the 

20% market signals uplift applied to the adjusted demographic projection – which 

incorporated the 2015 mid-year population estimates and adjusted younger household 

formation rates (871dpa; Table 3 of the SHMA Update) – this suggested an OAN for 

1,150 dwellings per annum in York. 

3.19 The above figure was also framed in the context of the indicative outcome of the 

standard method, which identifies a need for 1,070 dwellings per annum. A number of 

                                                           
52 City of York Council (23 January 2018) Local Plan Working Group – Report of the Assistant Director of Planning 

and Public Protection [Agenda Item 4] Annex A, p16 
53 Appended to ID 09254 
54 ID 01705 
55 Appended to ID 00554 
56 Planning Inspectorate (February 2015) Report on the Examination into Eastleigh Borough Council’s Eastleigh 

Borough Local Plan, paragraph 41 
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representors57 viewed this indicative figure as the appropriate minimum basis for the 

emerging housing requirement in York. 

3.20 Several representors also commented on the extent to which the relationship between 

housing need and economic growth had been sufficiently taken into account. The HBF 

noted that the Council’s evidence base had successively failed to take the economic 

ambitions of the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) into consideration, and as a 

consequence had not sought to appropriately balance future employment growth with 

housing provision. Spawforths expressed similar concerns on behalf of a private 

landowner58. Lichfields restated earlier concerns that outdated economic forecasts had 

been relied upon within the Council’s evidence base, and continued to challenge the 

lack of transparency on the assumptions made in aligning future job growth with the 

assessment of housing needs. 

3.21 The ‘unusual’ and ‘surprising omission’ of a proper assessment of the need for an 

economic adjustment to the OAN was particularly noted by Regeneris, highlighting 

that: 

“The typical approach is to model the population consequences of the employment 

growth scenarios, using linking assumptions on economic activity rates, double jobbing 

and commuting. The modelled population is then typically translated into housing need 

so that housing targets are aligned with the most likely economic scenarios” 

3.22 Regeneris noted the SHMA Update’s continued reference to employment forecasts 

previously presented in the Council’s evidence base, which suggest that between 609 

and 868 jobs will be created annually in York. Notwithstanding the comparatively dated 

nature of these forecasts, Regeneris presented modelling to suggest that the lower of 

these forecasts could be supported by the demographic projection, with no economic 

adjustment required. However, the higher of these forecasts would require provision 

of circa 1,050 dwellings per annum to accommodate the requisite labour force, when 

applying reasonable assumptions on labour force behaviour. 

3.23 When the 10% market signals adjustment found to be the minimum justifiable uplift is 

applied to this figure, Regeneris concluded that there is an OAN for circa 1,150 

dwellings per annum in York. Again, the relatively close alignment with the outcome of 

the proposed standard method was noted, leading Regeneris to conclude that ‘all 

available approaches to housing need, both current and emerging, point to an OAN of 

at least 1,070 dpa for York’. 

3.24 An alternative OAN for York was also established in June 2016 by Barton Willmore on 

behalf of Barratt and David Wilson Homes, which continues to be referenced within its 

submission to the latest stage of consultation59. In contrast with the Council’s evidence 

at the time – though since addressed through the SHMA Update – this alternative 

assessment took full account of the 2014-based SNPP, which suggested a need for 920 

dwellings per annum when applying adjustments to recover younger household 

                                                           
57 Including but not limited to Lichfields (ID 00554); Savills (ID 00224); Carter Jonas (ID 01741); and Regeneris (ID 

09254) 
58 ID 01299 
59 Referenced in and appended to ID 13182 
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formation rates60. A further adjustment in response to market signals was also found to 

be required, with Barton Willmore noting that 1,070 dwellings per annum would be 

needed to facilitate the proportionate uplift in national housing completions cited as 

necessary in the Barker Review to materially improve affordability. The precise 

alignment between the upper end of this OAN range and the outcome of the 

Government’s proposed standard method has since been acknowledged by Barton 

Willmore. 

3.25 In summary, therefore, the proposed standard method and three alternative 

assessments submitted by representors each independently conclude that at least 

1,070 dwellings per annum are needed in York, as illustrated in the chart below. This 

indicates that there is a need for around a quarter (23%) more homes than the Council 

intends to provide through the Publication Draft Plan, at least. In applying the PPG 

methodology, all of the alternative assessments – including the Council’s SHMA Update 

– conclude that there is a need to apply some form of upward adjustment to the 

household projections in arriving at an OAN for York. 

3.26 This serves to reinforce that the proposed housing requirement in the Publication Draft 

Plan will demonstrably fail to provide the level of housing growth needed in York, and 

is not justified or representative of an OAN as the Council has sought to argue. 

Figure 3.1: Alternative Assessments of Housing Need in York 

 

Source: Turley analysis of Council evidence and Local Plan representations 

                                                           
60 The method through which younger household formation rates are returned differs from that applied in the 

Council’s SHMA Update, which causes variance from its figure of 873 dwellings per annum 
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Summary 

3.27 During the previous stage of consultation, Turley – and indeed a number of other 

representors – submitted a technical review of the OAN evidence and its interpretation 

by the Council in the setting of its proposed housing requirement. The absence of any 

update to the OAN evidence means that the points of technical challenge have not 

been addressed, despite having been acknowledged by officers. 

3.28 Since our technical review was produced in October 2017, only a limited amount of 

new data has been released. The points of challenge on the robustness of both the 

SHMA Update’s conclusions and the proposed housing requirement therefore remain 

applicable and based on the latest available information. 

3.29 Prior to Examination, it is recognised that a number of datasets are due to be updated, 

and Gallagher Estates reserves the right to comment on their implications at an 

appropriate time. 

3.30 Where new evidence has been published – primarily relating to market signals – it is 

clear that there is continued evidence of a worsening trend in York. With Inspectors 

continuing to view adjustments as necessary in responding to such evidence of 

imbalance between housing demand and supply, this reinforces the need to positively 

respond to worsening market signals through an appropriate uplift. The Council’s 

omission of any such adjustment remains unjustified, and contrary to the conclusions 

of its own evidence. It is noted that the Council has not published any further evidence 

to justify the lower figure preferred. 

3.31 This section has included a short review of the OAN evidence submitted by other 

representors during consultation on the Pre-Publication draft of the Local Plan. This 

highlights a strong degree of commonality in the points of challenge raised and the 

overall scale of the OAN. All of these variant assessments, including the Council’s own 

SHMA Update, independently conclude that the full need for housing is higher than 

that to be provided for within the Publication Draft Plan.  
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4. Conclusions 

4.1 This report has been prepared by Turley on behalf of Gallagher Estates to further 

review published evidence on the OAN for housing in York. The report references 

technical documents previously prepared by Turley to inform earlier stages of 

consultation on the emerging York Local Plan61, with this report prepared to inform 

Gallagher Estates’ representations to consultation on the Publication Draft of the Local 

Plan which runs until 4 April 2018. 

4.2 As in the previous stage of consultation – which ran until October 2017 – the 

Publication Draft Plan includes a proposed requirement for 867 dwellings per annum 

over the plan period (2012 – 2033). This falls below the OAN for 953 dwellings per 

annum concluded in the SHMA Update, which was produced in May 2017 and remains 

the latest evidence of housing needs published by the Council. 

4.3 At a fundamental level, Gallagher Estates continues to be concerned with the Council’s 

disregarding of the evidence set out in the SHMA Update, and its decision to “agree” 

only with the scale of housing need suggested by the 2014-based household 

projections. The unjustified dismissal of the market signals adjustment subsequently 

applied by its consultants results in a figure derived only from a partial application of 

the PPG methodology, with this approach not objective or sound. The continued 

omission of any reference to the concluded OAN for 953 dwellings per annum is 

strongly challenged by Gallagher Estates. 

4.4 A review of submissions to the previous stage of consultation confirms that similar 

concerns around the interpretation of the OAN evidence were expressed by a number 

of representors, with concerns around its calculation also noted. The Publication Draft 

Plan fails to respond to these concerns. 

4.5 Our previous technical review identified the following principal points of concern with 

regards to the Council’s OAN evidence and its interpretation into policy: 

• The selection of a demographic projection which failed to allow for an 

improvement in younger household formation, despite the SHMA Update 

confirming that 873 dwellings per annum would be needed to facilitate such an 

improvement; 

• The omission of any adjustment to respond to the evidenced worsening in 

market signals. The 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA update – but 

disregarded by the Council – has been commonly viewed as the absolute 

minimum level of adjustment necessary and justified in York, with at least one 

representor arguing that a higher uplift of 20% is required; and 

• The absence of clear justification for the Council’s comparatively low 

employment growth target, which contrasts with its apparently more ambitious 

economic strategy. The omission of technical detail and transparency on the 

                                                           
61 Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York, September 2016; An Updated Review of the 

Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York, October 2017. This report is included in full as Appendix 1. 
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modelling assumptions made in testing the alignment between housing need 

and job growth also restricts proper consideration of the extent to which labour 

availability may constrain the realisation of economic objectives over the plan 

period. 

4.6 The above points of critique led Turley to previously conclude that closer to 1,000 

dwellings per annum are likely to be needed in York to meet demographic needs and 

provide the absolute minimum response of 10% reasonable and necessary to respond 

to market signals. This conclusion remains valid, and indeed is reinforced by evidence 

of a continued worsening in market signals which – if not addressed – will result in a 

further deterioration in the affordability of housing in the city. York already ranks 

amongst the least affordable authorities in the north, particularly at entry level. 

4.7 A review of other representations has identified three alternative OAN assessments 

submitted during the previous stage of consultation which similarly concluded that in 

excess of 1,000 dwellings per annum are needed in York, broadly aligning with the 

indicative outcome of the proposed standard method for calculating housing needs 

(1,070dpa). This suggests an annual need for around a quarter (23%) more homes than 

the Council intends to provide through the Local Plan, as a minimum. 

4.8 The proposed housing requirement is therefore derived from evidence which fails to 

comply with the PPG, against which its soundness will be tested before the 

introduction of the new standard method. This failure to ensure consistency with 

national policy – coupled with the lack of justification for an approach which will not be 

effective in meeting York’s housing needs through a positively prepared Local Plan – 

means that the Publication Draft Plan fails the tests of soundness defined through the 

NPPF. 

4.9 In the context of an acknowledged failure to plan for the full need for housing, it is 

apparent that other neighbouring authorities – with which the city has the strongest 

housing market relationships – do not have any stated intention to meet the unmet 

needs of York. Contrary to national policy, this will leave a significant level of housing 

needs unmet, detrimentally impacting upon households and the ongoing sustainability 

of the city as well as failing to contribute to addressing an acknowledged national 

housing crisis. 
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Appendix 1: Technical Review of the OAN 
submitted during the Pre-
Publication Draft Plan Consultation 
(October 2017) 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Turley Economics on behalf of Gallagher Estates to 

provide an evidence-based review and critique of the proposed scale of housing 

provided for within the composite draft Pre-Publication Local Plan (Regulation 18) 

(hereafter ‘the Draft Plan’) which was published by City of York Council (‘the Council’). 

This document has been published for consultation to 30 October 2017. 

1.2 In response to the Council’s previous consultation on the Local Plan Preferred Sites 

Consultation report in September 2016, Turley submitted representations on the 

evidenced objective assessment of housing need (OAN) on behalf of Gallagher Estates. 

1.3 It is acknowledged that in publishing the Draft Plan for consultation, the Council has 

updated its evidence base to take account of the latest available data and 

representations, including those submitted by Gallagher Estates. The Council’s latest 

published evidence is set out within the ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment – 

Addendum Update’ (‘the SHMA Update’) which was published in May 2017. 

1.4 Gallagher Estates welcome the Council’s updating of its evidence base. It is recognised 

that a higher OAN for 953 dwellings per annum (dpa) has been evidenced within this 

update, relative to that concluded in the 2016 SHMA (841dpa) and its subsequent 

addendum (706 – 898dpa). 

1.5 The identified higher level of need is considered to respond positively to the 

representations made by Gallagher Estates, and others, on the previous evidence base 

reports. It is also considered to broadly follow the methodological steps outlined in 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which continues to represent the most up-to-date 

guidance for calculating housing need. 

1.6 However, this report continues to highlight a number of concerns with the evidence base 

and the scale of housing need identified. These are focused on a number of specific 

elements of the methodology as applied.  

1.7 More fundamentally, Gallagher Estates is significantly concerned with the Draft Plan’s 

disregarding of the evidence set out in the SHMA Update. In publishing the Draft Plan, 

the Council has taken the decision to disagree with its own evidence base document, 

preferring to revert to a position which only recognises the scale of housing growth 

represented by the ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based sub-national household projections 

(SNHP). The Draft Plan therefore expressly advances a variant OAN of only 867 

dwellings per annum.  

1.8 This seeks to retain close alignment with the level of need identified and planned for in 

the previous evidence base documents. As identified within this report, this earlier 

evidence attracted significant criticism. 

1.9 This position cannot be viewed as sound. The Council has presented no evidence to 

justify deviation from the OAN most recently identified in its own evidence base, nor the 

reasons for preferring its alternative figure. 



 

2 

1.10 Furthermore, the timing of this consultation on the Draft Plan in no small part responds 

to wider events. 

1.11 In February 2017, the Government published its Housing White Paper (HWP). Through 

the HWP, the Government reaffirmed its appreciation of the scale of the acknowledged 

national housing crisis and the need for ‘radical, lasting reform that will get more homes 

built right now and for many years to come’
1
. 

1.12 On 14 September, the Government published its consultation proposals ‘Planning for 

the right homes in the right places’. This incorporates a new methodological approach 

for calculating housing needs, with the Government publishing an indicative OAN for 

each authority in England. The consultation period runs until 9 November 2017 with the 

Government setting itself the ambition of incorporating updates to current guidance 

alongside a revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in Spring 2018. 

1.13 Under the standardised method proposed, the indicative figures published by DCLG 

indicate that York should as a minimum plan to meet a need for 1,070 dwellings per 

annum over the next decade (2016 – 2026). 

1.14 It is recognised that the methodology is only published for consultation, and there is no 

certainty that it will continue to be advanced in its current form or in an adapted form. 

However, it is apparent that the DCLG’s indicative OAN exceeds that concluded in the 

Council’s evidence base to a relatively modest degree and the alternative figure 

selected by the Council to a much greater extent. Even recognising the limited weight 

which can be placed on the outcomes of the proposed standardised methodology, this 

places the Council’s purported reduction in its OAN under even starker scrutiny. 

1.15 Under the DCLG’s proposals, the Council would be required – in the absence of an up-

to-date Local Plan – to plan on the basis of the standardised methodology from 1 April 

2018. The Council’s decision to accelerate its plan-making process represents a clear 

response to this timetable, with the plan to seek to ensure that the submitted Plan is 

tested against the current guidance.  

1.16 In this context, this report continues to critique the Council’s evidence on the basis of its 

application of the current PPG methodology. Consideration is, however, given to the 

implications of the methodology currently being consulted upon by DCLG as considered 

appropriate.  

1.17 This report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2: The Updated OAN Evidence Base and the Draft Housing Requirement 

• Section 3: Critique of the OAN Evidence and the Implications of the Changing 

National Policy Context 

• Section 4: Conclusions 

                                                      
1
 DCLG (February 2017), ‘Housing White Paper: Fixing our broken housing market’ , pg 7 
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2. The Updated OAN Evidence Base and 
the Draft Housing Requirement 

2.1 This section summarises the Council’s latest evidenced OAN for housing and compares 

it with the evidence previously reviewed in the critique report submitted during the last 

round of Local Plan consultation.  

2.2 A summary is also provided as to the Council’s decision to disregard the conclusion of 

its own evidence base in preference of an alternative figure. 

The 2017 SHMA OAN 

2.3 The SHMA Update asserts that its objective assessment of housing need complies with 

the NPPF and PPG. It concludes with an OAN of 953 dwellings per annum over the plan 

period (2012 – 2032). 

2.4 Table 2.1 compares the latest OAN with that presented within the 2016 SHMA, 

providing a comparison of the input assumptions and adjustments applied following the 

PPG methodology. 

PPG Methodological Step 2016 SHMA (dpa) 2017 SHMA Update (dpa) 

‘Starting Point’ 783 (2012-based SNHP) 867 (2014-based SNHP) 

Demographic Adjustment + 50 +0 

Economic Alignment +0 +0 

Market Signals + 8 +87 

Concluded OAN 841dpa 953dpa 

Source: GL Hearn, 2016 & 2017 

2.5 The increase in the OAN in the latest SHMA Update by some 112 dwellings a year is a 

result of: 

• An increase in the demographic starting point. Even with the demographic 

adjustment in the 2016 SHMA, the underlying level of need associated with 

projected household growth alone is some 34 dwellings a year higher as a result 

of the 2014-based SNHP; 

• A more pronounced adjustment to respond to evidence of worsening 

market signals. The scale of adjustment relating to this element is some ten 

times greater, representing an additional 79 dwellings a year higher. 

A Reminder of the Historical Context of the OAN in York 

2.6 Our previous critique report included a review of the historical position as to the 

evolution of the calculation of housing need in York and its translation into policy. Whilst 

this is not replicated here, it is considered important to reflect on: 
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• The latest adopted housing requirement in York remains based on the Yorkshire 

and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), requiring the provision of 850 net 

additional dwellings per annum between 2008 and 2026. The evidence prepared 

to inform this requirement indicates that this represented a target based on 

constraints, which evidently differs from an objective assessment of need as 

required through the NPPF where constraints should not be taken into account; 

and 

• The development of the York Local Plan has spanned a number of years, and the 

Council has produced a significant body of evidence which considers the need for 

housing in the city. The scale of housing provision has evidently been a critical 

issue for the development of planning strategy over this time, with progress on an 

earlier draft – providing an average of 996 dwellings per annum – halted in 

September 2014 to review the overall housing requirement. 

2.7 This provides a clear indication that the scale of need as established through the latest 

SHMA is not disproportionate to the evidence which has been historically assembled. 

2.8 The Council has, however, a continued and clear track record of seeking to avoid 

planning to fully meet its needs. This reflects the historical context of the RSS which 

established a requirement which itself did not seek to accommodate full need, albeit 

within a wider regional framework which ensured that needs were re-distributed and 

therefore met in full.  

The Council’s Draft Local Plan ‘OAN’ 

2.9 The Council’s Draft Plan references ‘technical work’ recently commissioned, implying 

that ‘this work has updated the demographic baseline for York based on the July 2016 

household projections’
2
. The updated demographic baseline of 867 dwellings per annum 

is referenced. The Draft Plan states that the Council has considered the ‘outcomes of 

this work’ and ‘aims to meet an objectively assessed housing need of 867 new dwellings 

per annum’. 

2.10 As noted earlier in this section, the SHMA Update expressly concludes that an uplift 

from this baseline to 953 dwellings per annum is needed to respond to ‘both market 

signals and affordable housing need’. The 867dpa figure referenced in the Draft Plan is 

only described within the SHMA Update as the ‘starting point’ for the assessment and is 

not representative of – or indeed described as – the OAN for housing in York. 

2.11 The Draft Plan entirely omits reference to the OAN for 953 dwellings per annum 

concluded in the SHMA Update. 

2.12 The SHMA Update as published is prefaced by a note drafted by the Council to provide 

an ‘introduction and context to [the] objective assessment of need’. This acknowledges 

that the PPG describes ‘official projections…as a baseline only’, but proceeds to 

“accept” only this figure. It is stated that: 

                                                      
2
 City of York Local Plan – Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18 Consultation September 2017), City of York, Paragraph 

3.3 
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“Executive also resolved that the recommendation prepared by GL Hearn in the draft 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment, to apply a further 10% to the above figure [867] 

for market signals (to 953 dwellings), is not accepted on the basis that Hearn’s 

conclusions were speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on recent short-term 

unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the special character and setting 

of York and other environmental considerations”
3
 

2.13 This demonstrates that the Council has dismissed the adjustment applied by its 

consultants and selected a figure derived from a partial application of the PPG 

methodology. 

2.14 The reasonableness of the recommended market signals adjustment is considered 

further in the next section. Outside of this, however, it is also clear that the Council has 

directly sought to take account of factors which explicitly fall outside of the OAN 

process, as specified within the PPG: 

“The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based on 

facts and unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall 

assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by the supply of land for new 

development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure or environmental 

constraints. However, these considerations will need to be addressed when bringing 

evidence bases together to identify specific policies within development plans”
4
 

2.15 The inference that ‘environmental considerations’ should moderate the Council’s OAN 

evidently strays into the process of establishing a housing requirement, and is wholly 

irrelevant in objectively assessing needs. 

2.16 This is clearly confirmed in legal judgments, which have highlighted that the NPPF 

requires a two stage process whereby the OAN is first identified before justification is 

provided as to whether or not this can be accommodated in the establishment of the 

housing requirement
5
. 

2.17 The approach taken by the Council is therefore unsound even outside of any 

consideration as to the technical components of the OAN calculation. 

                                                      
3
 City of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update, September 2017 (Introduction and Context to Objective 

Assessment of Housing Need) 
4
 PPG Paragraph Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306 

5
 St Albans City and District Council v (1) Hunston Properties Limited and (2) Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government [2013] EWCA Civ 1610 (CD 5.7); and Hunston Properties v Secretary of State for CLG and St 
Albans City and District Council (2013). EWHC 2678. (1) Gallagher Homes Limited and (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited v 
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283. 
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3. Critique of the OAN Evidence and the 
Implications of the Changing National 
Policy Context 

3.1 As set out in section 1, Turley submitted a technical review of the previous OAN 

evidence base as part of the last Local Plan consultation.  

3.2 It is acknowledged that the most recently published SHMA Update has taken into 

consideration a number of the points raised through this review. Indeed, it is considered 

helpful that Appendix A to the SHMA Update includes a summary of the points raised by 

Turley and other parties with regards to the OAN and the action taken to respond. 

3.3 This section initially considers the points raised in our last review and the response 

provided in the SHMA Update. A number of points of critique are considered to remain 

and these are presented with supporting evidence. It is recognised that in large part 

these relate to the Council’s interpretation of the evidence as opposed to the evidence 

itself. 

3.4 Before presenting the technical points of critique, the section considers the implications 

of the Government’s ongoing consultation proposals ‘Planning for the right homes in the 

right places’. It is acknowledged that the consultation period extends beyond the York 

Local Plan consultation period, and that – given its status as a consultation – it should 

be given only appropriate weight at this stage. However, it is considered to signal the 

clear direction of travel the Government is seeking to follow in its realisation of the HWP 

and wider planning reforms. This will form an important context for the Council in its 

preparation of a submission version of the Local Plan. 

Previous Points of Critique 

3.5 The OAN technical review previously submitted identified the following key areas of 

critique in the derivation of the previous OAN of 841 dwellings per annum: 

• Insufficient consideration was given to the higher level of need implied by the 

2014-based sub-national population projections (SNPP), albeit it was recognised 

that these were released close to the publication date of the SHMA; 

• The absence of a significant adjustment to the demographic-based projections of 

need fails to take adequate consideration of the factors which have influenced the 

past historic period upon which trends are based. Not least, this included a 

recognition that the city has consistently failed to produce an up-to-date Local 

Plan and corresponding supply of land to address housing needs; 

• Insufficient detail was provided to appraise the robustness of and justification for 

applying no uplift to support future job growth. The evidence was considered to 

suggest that there was a significant risk that the concluded OAN will serve to 

constrain rather than support the city’s forecast economic growth; and 
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• The SHMA’s recommended 1% upward adjustment to respond to a clearly 

evidenced worsening of market signals was not considered to be justified. A more 

significant adjustment would be justified by the SHMA’s own analysis of market 

signals. 

3.6 It is apparent from the review of representations received following the last stage of 

consultation – as set out in Appendix A to the SHMA Update – that these points of 

concern and critique were shared by others. Indeed, it is considered of note that twelve 

responses were received and were considered to provide a detailed challenge to the 

OAN consultation, of which the response submitted by Turley is listed as one
6
. 

3.7 It is also noted that within these responses a number of alternative OANs were 

proposed. For example, an alternative OAN was submitted by NLP on behalf of a 

consortium of housebuilders, concluding that there is a need for at 1,125 dwellings per 

annum in York and indeed that a higher figure of 1,255 dwellings per annum would be 

justified to meet affordable housing needs in full. 

3.8 Subsequent to the consultation in November 2016, a more up-to-date OAN assessment 

was also submitted by Regeneris as part of evidence to a recent S78 Inquiry
7
. This 

concluded that an OAN of at least 1,020 dwellings per annum was reasonable.  

3.9 The justification for the higher range of housing need in both studies was primarily 

predicated upon the integration of more up-to-date population and household 

projections with adjustments applied to respond to evidence of historic under-supply and 

a worsening of affordability and a more pronounced and separate adjustment 

responding to market signals.  

Consultation on a Standardised Methodology  

3.10 As referenced in section 1 of this report, the Government published its Housing White 

Paper
8
 in February 2017. This proposed a range of 'radical’ reforms to respond to the 

acknowledged national housing crisis, including the introduction of a new standardised 

method for calculating housing needs to minimise delays in plan-making and ensure that 

local authorities cannot ‘duck potentially difficult decisions’
9
. 

3.11 On 14 September, the Government published its proposed methodology for 

consultation
10

. An illustrative figure calculated through the proposed method was also 

published for each authority in England. The consultation period runs until 9 November 

2017, with the Government setting itself the ambition of incorporating updates to current 

guidance alongside a revised NPPF in Spring 2018. 

3.12 A simplification is sought through a reduced number of methodological steps, when 

compared with the existing PPG. The 2014-based household projections remain a 

‘starting point’, with two subsequent stages applying upward adjustments based on 

market signals and capping the level of any increase. 

                                                      
6
 City of York SHMA Addendum (May 2017) – Appendix A), Paragraph 5.12 

7
 APP/C2741/W/16/3149489 – Appendix 1 to the Planning PoE of the Appellant 

8
 DCLG (February 2017), ‘Housing White Paper: Fixing our broken housing market’ , pg 7 

9
 Ibid (p14) 

10
 DCLG (September 2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals 
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3.13 The indicative figures produced by DCLG alongside its consultation document highlight 

the implications for York, suggesting a need for some 1,070 dwellings per annum. This 

is derived from household projections over a ten year period (2016 – 2026). 

3.14 The indicative level of need suggested by the DCLG methodology is evidently some 117 

dwellings per annum higher than that concluded in the SHMA Update. However, the 

scale of difference is even more pronounced when compared with the alternative OAN 

selected by the Council, being some 203 dwellings per annum higher – an increase of 

almost a quarter (23%). 

3.15 Taken over a twenty year period, this would suggest an additional need for in excess of 

4,000 dwellings within the city. 

3.16 As set out above, the DCLG proposed methodology represents a considerably simplified 

approach. The 1,070dpa figure is calculated based upon: 

• A projected growth of 844 households per annum under the 2014-based 

household projections over the 2016 – 2026 period; and 

• An upward adjustment of 26.7% to respond to market signals. This is calculated 

using the Government’s formula, recognising that York currently has an 

affordability ratio
11

 of 8.27. 

3.17 The consultation documents also include a proposed process for transitioning to the 

new methodology. The proposition is that where plans have not been submitted for 

examination on or before the 31 March 2018 – or the date at which the revised NPPF is 

published, if later – authorities will be expected to plan on the basis of the outcomes of 

the standardised methodology.  

3.18 It is understood that the Council intends to accelerate their programme for submission to 

ensure that the Plan is submitted in advance of this deadline. It is readily apparent – 

given the significant length of time taken to date to submit the Local Plan – that this is a 

direct response to this deadline. The Council is therefore seeking to advance the Plan 

on the basis of its current evidence, rather than respond to the implications of the DCLG 

consultation proposals as currently drafted. 

3.19 It is of note that the DCLG proposals are clear to introduce the standardised OAN as a 

‘minimum’ position of housing need. Indeed, the consultation documents confirm the 

expectation that authorities will use the standardised method to establish a minimum 

level of need, although it is proposed that: 

“Plan makers may put forward proposals that lead to a local housing need above that 

given by our proposed approach. This could be as a result of a strategic infrastructure 

project, or through increased employment (and hence housing) ambition as a result of a 

Local Economic Partnership investment strategy, a bespoke housing deal with 

Government or through delivering the modern Industrial Strategy”
12

 

                                                      
11

 Median workplace-based affordability ratio 
12

 DCLG (September 2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, Paragraph 46 
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3.20 This forms an important context in considering the scale of the economic ambition of the 

Council and its partners within the wider economic geography within which York 

operates. A failure to plan positively for new housing in the context of a realisation of the 

economic growth objectives of the city will place increasing pressure on the housing 

market, having implications for the affordability of housing and leading to unsustainable 

commuting patterns. 

Updated Technical Points of Challenge on the OAN 

Demographic Projections 

3.21 The approach taken in the SHMA Addendum to consider more fully the 2014-based 

SNPP is welcomed and responds to the previously raised concern. 

3.22 The conclusion that the higher implied population growth within this dataset is 

reasonable and reflective of more recent demographic pressures is also welcomed. 

3.23 It is agreed as the SHMA identifies that the latest demographic evidence confirms ‘very 

strong trends’ in population growth which would mean that any suggestion of a lower 

level of growth which ignores these more recent trends would ‘not be defensible’
13

. It is 

also agreed that suggesting a lower level of demographically driven housing need would 

‘risk under-estimating the true housing need in the City’
14

. 

3.24 It is also agreed that it is appropriate and necessary to take into account evidence of the 

historic suppression of younger household formation, with this primarily linked to 

worsening affordability over recent years. 

3.25 The 2017 SHMA indicates that an adjustment based on their return to rates seen in 

2001 would elevate the demographic projection of need to 873 dwellings per annum 

using the 2014-based SNHP
15

. As a minimum this is considered to represent a baseline 

demographic level of need. 

3.26 It is noted that this adjustment in isolation indicates a higher level of need than 

advanced through the Draft Plan (867dpa). This suggests that the Draft Plan fails to 

provide even for a basic level of demographic housing need. 

Market Signals 

3.27 The 2017 SHMA, as noted in section 2, proposes a more pronounced adjustment to 

respond to market signals. A 10% adjustment is deemed as being required and 

reasonable to account for evidence of worsening market signals. A more pronounced 

uplift is welcomed and responds positively to the points of critique raised previously. 

3.28 The importance of this adjustment is directly referenced in the SHMA Update’s 

conclusion which states that the level of need implied by the ‘starting point’ projections 

whilst meeting demographic (and economic) needs: 

“…would not however address the City’s affordability issues” 

                                                      
13

 City of York SHMA Addendum (May 2017), paragraph 2.12 
14

 Ibid, paragraph 2.13 
15

 Ibid, Table 3 
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3.29 The PPG expressly identifies that: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting point) 

should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals, as well as other market 

indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply of dwellings.
16

” 

3.30 It also confirms in making a ‘reasonable’ adjustment that: 

“The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, 

and worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (eg 

the differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed 

and, therefore, the larger the additional supply response should be.
17

” 

3.31 The Government’s current consultation on a standardised methodology for calculating 

OAN re-asserts the principle as to a need for adjustment to respond to evidence of 

affordability issues stating: 

“There is a longstanding principle in planning policy that assessing an appropriate level 

of housing must address the affordability of new homes, which means in practice that 

projected household growth should be adjusted to take account of market signals
18

.”  

3.32 A mandatory upward adjustment, responding to this aspect, is proposed through Step 2 

of the proposed standardised methodology. 

3.33 There is therefore a clear existing imperative for the OAN to take full account of issues 

relating to affordability. The proposed standardised methodology retains this 

requirement for an adjustment, placing even greater weight on the importance of this 

aspect in terms of ensuring that housing is ‘delivered in the places where affordability is 

worst
19

.’ 

3.34 The Draft Plan and the Council’s evidence base both agree that affordability represents 

an issue for the City. Indeed the Draft Plan recognises in its review of the evidence base 

the clear indicators of this affordability issue: 

“There is a notable affordable housing need in York…In terms of market signals the City 

of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Addendum (2016) (SHMA) reports 

that by Q2 2016 median house prices in York had reached £225,000 a notably increase 

on the Q4 2014 position of £195,000. The SHMA also notes that the median private 

rental data shows a median rental price of £700 pcm for York which compares to the 

average in England of £650 per calendar month and in the Yorkshire and Humber 

region of England of £500 pcm. Looking at the relationship between lower quartile 

house prices and lower quartile earnings indicates that as of 2015 the lower quartile 

house prices in York are 8.9 times higher than lower quartile earnings.
20

” 

                                                      
16

 PPG Reference ID: 2a-019-20140306 
17

 PPG Reference ID: 2a-020-20140306 
18

 DCLG (September 2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, Paragraph 19 
19

 Ibid, Paragraph 21 
20

 City of York Local Plan – Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18 Consultation September 2017), City of York, 

Paragraph 1.46 
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3.35 The ONS published a series of affordability tables covering each authority in England 

and Wales in March 2017. These include updated analysis for the last year (2016). This 

highlights that: 

• Lower quartile house prices in York were 8.9 times (rounded) residents’ lower 

quartile annual earnings in 2016, increasing from 8.6 in 2015. The median 

affordability ratio has also risen from 8.2 to 8.3 over the last year; and 

• Lower quartile house prices in York were 9.0 times (rounded) workers’ lower 

quartile annual earnings in 2016, increasing from 8.7 in 2015. The median 

affordability ratio has also risen from 8.2 to 8.3 (rounded) during this period. 

3.36 This clearly confirms that affordability issues in York have continued to worsen even 

over the last year. 

3.37 The scale of worsening in affordability is shown when looking at the workplace-based 

median house price to median earnings ratio back over time as shown in Figure 3.1. 

This is compared with national figures. This clearly shows a recent rise with the ratio 

exceeding that seen prior to the recession and confirming the scale of the challenge 

facing households in the city looking to access the local housing market. 

Figure 3.1: Workplace-based Median Affordability Ratio in York and England 

(1999 – 2016) 

 

Source: ONS, 2017 

3.38 Reflecting on the market signals evidence presented in the SHMA Update – as well as 

the latest datasets – it is considered that a 10% adjustment should be considered as an 

absolute minimum level of adjustment required. It is considered that there is an 
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evidenced justification for potentially suggesting a more pronounced adjustment would 

also be reasonable.  

3.39 In order to provide a clearer application of the PPG methodology, it is also considered 

that this adjustment would be beneficially applied separately to the adjusted 

demographic projection. This would imply a slightly higher level of need for 960 homes 

each year. 

3.40 It is noted that this scale of adjustment still falls below that indicated by the draft DCLG 

standardised methodology, which as noted above is closer to a 27% adjustment. It is 

considered that this further serves to both highlight the need for such an adjustment and 

the fact that the SHMA’s recommended adjustment falls very much at the lower end of a 

reasonable response. 

3.41 It is readily apparent that the Council’s decision to simply disregard the justification for 

any market signals adjustment is clearly at odds with national guidance and its own 

evidence base and simply ignores the clear evidence of the symptoms of worsening 

affordability in the latest data. The SHMA Update, as noted above, provides a clear 

explanation of the justification for an uplift.  

3.42 It is noted that by implication this adjustment is intended to form part of the response to 

an identified accumulation of a ‘backlog’ of some 2,051 units between 2004/05 and 

2015/16, which ‘is one of the various market signals which indicate a need to increase 

provision from that determined in a baseline demographic projection’
21

. 

3.43 The Council’s proposition that no additional need is required to be provided for above 

the ‘starting point’ projection effectively serves to dismiss the implications of this historic 

failure to provide the homes that were needed. This fails the test of reasonableness and 

is clearly not justified. The implied reduction in the need must therefore be viewed as 

unsound. 

Employment Growth 

3.44 It is recognised that the higher implied level of demographic growth represented by the 

2014-based SNPP will in turn support a more marked growth in the working-age 

population
22

 and therefore the level of labour-force which will likely be available to 

support employment over the plan period. 

3.45 The capacity to support employment growth is considered important in accordance with 

both the PPG and the proposals under the proposed standardised OAN methodology. In 

the context of York, this is reinforced through the vision outlined in the Draft Plan, which 

includes a clear economic strand by asserting: 

“The Local Plan will enable York to realise its economic growth ambitions as set out 

within the York Economic Strategy (2016), contributing to a vibrant economy. This will 

include York fulfilling its role as a key driver in the Leeds City Region, York, North 

                                                      
21

 City of York SHMA – Addendum (May 2017), Paragraph 3.15 
22

 The projected growth of the working age population, alongside growth in younger and older households, was 

illustrated in Figure 4.4 of our previous technical review, with this illustrating the more positive position presented than 
the previous 2012 SNPP. 
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Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) area and the functional 

York Sub-area. In doing this York will have a key role in leading economic growth and 

job creation within the local area.”
23

 

3.46 It is, however, noted that the Council continues to take a cautious approach to the scale 

of job growth which will be achieved over the plan period. The Draft Plan notes: 

“…there are inherent uncertainties in long term economic forecasting and the Plan takes 

a cautious approach using the baseline forecast to inform the land requirements in the 

Plan”
24

 

3.47 However, this is immediately followed by a statement of ‘ambition’: 

“However this does not mean that the Council is tempering its economic ambition for the 

city. It continues to believe that local interventions such as the ‘Growth Deal’ with 

Government will promote faster growth in key sectors and there is flexibility in the Plan’s 

allocation of sites to accommodate this”
25

 

3.48 It is considered that whilst the SHMA evidence confirms that the forecast levels of 

employment growth can be supported by the OAN, the Council should provide a greater 

level of clarity as to the justification for its selection of a comparatively low employment 

target against the backdrop of an apparently more ambitious economic strategy.  

3.49 In our previous technical report, we raised concerns around the lack of transparency in 

the assumptions applied in assessing the balance between job growth and labour-force 

growth in the demographic projections. It is disappointing that no further information has 

been provided in this regard. Whilst – as set out above – it is recognised that the 

comparatively strong growth in population would reasonably be anticipated to support 

the ‘baseline’ level of employment growth supported by the Council, the absence of this 

information presents a challenge in understanding the extent to which it could act as a 

constraint on more ambitious levels of employment growth in the future.  

3.50 The response to this issue provided in Appendix A to the SHMA Update is not 

considered to be sufficient in this regard. Reference is made to the outputs of the 

modelling being ‘integrated within the forecasts’. As we highlighted in our previous 

technical review, this indicates a level of adjustment which may or may not appear 

reasonable in the context of the current and anticipated operation of the labour market. 

A greater level of transparency would have significant benefits in reassuring on this 

point. 

                                                      
23

 City of York Local Plan – Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18 Consultation September 2017), City of York, 

Paragraph 2.1 
24

 City of York Local Plan – Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18 Consultation September 2017), City of York, 

Paragraph 1.36 
25

 Ibid 
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4. Conclusions 

4.1 This report has been prepared by Turley Economics on behalf of Gallagher Estates to 

provide an evidence-based review and critique of the proposed scale of housing 

provided for within the composite draft Pre-Publication Local Plan (Regulation 18) (‘the 

Draft Plan’). This follows representations submitted by Turley in response to the 

Council’s previous consultation in September 2016. 

4.2 It is acknowledged that the Council has updated its evidence base to support the 

development of the Draft Plan, taking account of the latest available data and 

representations including those submitted by Turley on behalf of Gallagher Estates. The 

Council’s latest published evidence is set out within the ‘Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment – Addendum Update’ which was published in May 2017. 

4.3 Gallagher Estates welcomes the Council’s updating of its evidence base. It is 

recognised that a higher OAN for 953 dwellings per annum (dpa) has been evidenced 

within this update, relative to that concluded in the 2016 SHMA (841dpa) and its 

subsequent addendum (706 – 898dpa). 

4.4 The higher level of need identified is considered to respond positively to the 

representations made by Gallagher Estates, and others, on the previous evidence base 

reports. It is also considered to broadly follow the methodological steps outlined in 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which continues to represent the most up-to-date 

guidance for calculating housing need. 

4.5 At a fundamental level, Gallagher Estates is significantly concerned with the Draft Plan’s 

disregarding of the evidence set out in the SHMA Update. In publishing the Draft 

Plan, the Council has taken the decision to disagree with its own evidence base 

document, preferring to revert to a position which only recognises the scale of housing 

growth represented by the ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based sub-national household 

projections (SNHP). The Draft Plan therefore expressly advances a variant OAN of only 

867 dwellings per annum, and entirely omits reference to the OAN for 953 dwellings per 

annum concluded in the SHMA Update. 

4.6 This demonstrates that the Council has dismissed the adjustment applied within its 

evidence and selected a figure derived from a partial application of the PPG 

methodology. In justifying the advanced OAN the Council has made a clear inference 

that environmental constraints in particular should moderate the Council’s OAN. This 

evidently strays into the second part of a two stage process in establishing a housing 

requirement, and is wholly irrelevant in objectively assessing needs as confirmed 

through legal judgments. The approach taken by the Council is therefore unsound 

even outside of any consideration of the technical components of the OAN 

calculation. 

4.7 A technical review of the OAN concluded in the latest SHMA justifies its resultant 

increase in the OAN for York, indicating that its concluded need for 953 dwellings per 

annum at best represents the minimum level of need which should be planned for. This 

is considered on the basis that: 
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• The 2014-based sub-national population projections (SNPP) represent an 

appropriate ‘starting point’ in projecting housing need, as advocated in our 

previous representations. However, the SHMA Update continues to indicate that a 

return to higher levels of younger household formation would elevate the need for 

housing implied by the 2014-based household projections to 873 dwellings per 

annum. As a minimum, this is considered to represent a baseline demographic 

need for housing; 

• A 10% uplift is the absolute minimum level of adjustment required to 

respond to evidence of worsening market signals. It is considered that a more 

pronounced adjustment could be reasonably justified by the evidence. 

Furthermore, a clearer application of the PPG methodology would apply this uplift 

to the adjusted demographic projection (873dpa), implying a slightly higher need 

for 960 dwellings per annum; and 

• Although the stronger population growth suggested by the 2014-based 

projections would be likely to grow the labour force and support job creation in 

York over the plan period, greater clarity should be provided on the Council’s 

justification for selecting a comparatively low employment target in the 

context of its apparently more ambitious economic strategy. It is also 

disappointing that the SHMA Update fails to provide any further technical 

clarification on the modelling assumptions used to check the alignment between 

job growth and housing need, and further transparency in this regard would 

ensure that the vision for economic growth is not constrained by labour 

availability. 

4.8 The above strongly challenges the Council’s assertion that there is no justification for 

uplifting housing need beyond the demographic ‘starting point’, or indeed that there is 

justification for deviating from the evidenced conclusions of its SHMA Update. This 

position effectively serves to dismiss the implications of an historic failure to provide the 

homes that are needed in York, is clearly not justified and fails the test of 

reasonableness. The implied reduction in housing need is therefore unsound. 

4.9 The OAN referenced in the Draft Plan fails to fully comply with the PPG, which remains 

the most up-to-date guidance on the approach to be followed in objectively assessing 

housing needs. It is evident that the Council has sought to accelerate its plan-making 

process to ensure that its Local Plan is tested against this guidance, in preference to the 

outcome of the new methodology currently being consulted upon by DCLG. The latter is 

intended to form the basis for Local Plans submitted from 1 April 2018, or from 

publication of the new NPPF if later. 

4.10 The new methodology proposed by DCLG indicates a higher need for 1,070 dwellings 

per annum in York. This relatively closely aligns with the evidence presented in this 

report, which indicates a need for close to 1,000 dwellings per annum in the city. In the 

context of this proposed change in guidance – and the technical points identified above 

– it is strongly suggested that the Council should be planning to accommodate closer to 

1,000 dwellings per annum. The Council’s attempt to justify an OAN of only 867 

dwellings per annum is therefore unjustified, strongly challenged and must be revised 

prior to submission of the Local Plan in order for the housing figure to be found sound.
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Report is prepared by Turley Planning, with inputs from Turley Economics, Turley 

Sustainability, Turley Heritage and CSA Environmental on behalf of Gallagher Estates. It 

provides representations to City of York Local Plan Pre-publication Draft (September 

2017) (Draft Local Plan). 

1.2 The report builds on representations made by Gallagher Estates to the Preferred Sites 

consultation undertaken in 2016. That submission comprised three documents: 

• Main representation report (provided at Appendix 1 to this representation 

report); 

• A review of the objectively assessed need for housing in York.  

• Land at North Field, York: Vision Framework (provided at Appendix 2 to this 

representation report); 

1.3 Following a full review of the Preferred Sites consultation document and associated 

evidence base, Gallagher Estates set out a number of critical concerns with the Local 

Plan as emerging and the likelihood of it being found to be unsound if progressed as 

proposed.  

Land at North Field 

1.4 In the context of its comments on the Preferred Sites document, Gallagher Estates put 

forward a case for the release of land at North Field, York from the Green Belt and its 

allocation for residential development through the Local Plan. 

1.5 Land at North Field is located on the western side of the City adjacent to the suburb of 

Acomb. It is located approximately 4km to the west of York City Centre and 2km to the 

north west of Acomb District Centre.  
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Figure 1: Land at North Field, York  
 

1.6 The site extends to approximately 48 ha in total and comprises agricultural land. It is 

well related to the local highway network, well served by public transport (bus park and 

ride and train services) and is bound by existing residential properties located off 

Sherwood Grove. The village of Knapton is located to the south west of the site.  

1.7 The site forms an open area of land situated between the western urban edge of York, 

the A1237 and the village of Knapton. There are a number of ‘urbanising influences’ 

within the wider expanse of open land, including recently constructed roadside service 

facilities at the junction of the A1237 and A59 to the north of the site and Oakwood 

Business Park and a caravan storage area on the opposite side of the A1237.  

1.8 The site provides the opportunity to deliver a high quality, residential development 

utilising an area of land which is well located with good access to the existing 

sustainable transport network, free of onsite constraints, which is of limited landscape 

value and which can be developed without significant harm to the Green Belt around 

York and its function.  

1.9 Importantly, and in contrast to much of the open land surrounding York, the site does 

not perform a critical role in protecting and enhancing the significant historic setting and 

character of York, as the main purpose of the York Green Belt. This is verified by the 

absence of views of the York Minster and other historic assets from this side of the City.  
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1.10 The Vision Framework which accompanied Gallagher Estates’ Preferred Sites 

consultation response, provided at Appendix 2, presents a full development appraisal of 

the site, including a review of key constraints and opportunities and overarching 

masterplan. This has been informed by a full consideration of the site’s technical 

constraints, including its Green Belt contribution and function, its landscape sensitivity, 

its accessibility by sustainable modes of transport and proximity to local services and 

access and highway constraints. This demonstrates that: 

• The site occupies a highly sustainable location within close proximity to the 

existing facilities and services of Acomb District Centre;  

• Is well connected via existing sustainable transport network, including bus stops 

on Beckfield Lane providing access to the City Centre, a train station at 

Poppleton and a recently completed park and ride facility on the A59;  

• The development of the site as proposed provides opportunities to improve local 

community facilities, including the provision of new public open space and a 

primary school and will deliver significant economic, social and environmental 

benefits;  

• The development will deliver new and much needed affordable housing;  

• The development can sensitively address the relationship between the urban 

edge of York and the settlement of Knapton through the inclusion of a green 

gap between the site and Knapton. The development will not result in significant 

harm to the Green Belt and its key purposes as a result; 

• The development offers the potential to facilitate the delivery of the York Outer 

Ring Road project through dedicating land along the site’s frontage to enabling 

the dualling of the A1237 to be achieved, thereby avoiding the need for the 

Council to acquire land and be exposed to the costs, delays and risks 

associated with this.  

Pre-publication Draft Local Plan 

1.11 Gallagher Estates has reviewed the Draft Local Plan and associated additional evidence 

based published alongside this. This includes: 

• Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update (2017) 

• Sustainability Appraisal (2017) 

• Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2017) 

• Employment Land Review Update (2017) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment (2017) 

• Local Plan and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment (2017) 

• Open Space and Green Infrastructure Update (2017) 
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1.12 The Draft Local Plan generally reflects the content of the Preferred Sites consultation, 

albeit with some changes in respect of allocated sites and a small proposed increase in 

the housing requirement which the Local Plan will seek to deliver from 841 dwellings per 

annum to 867 dwellings per annum. 

1.13 Given Gallagher Estates comments on the Preferred Sites Consultation (provided at 

Appendix 1), the concerns set out in its previous representations apply equally to the 

Draft Local Plan in the absence of any significant changes to the plan and its evidence 

base to correct the points of unsoundness which have been highlighted. It is clear that 

Gallagher Estates’ comments have not been taken into account and no effort has been 

made to amend the plan or update the evidence base to address these comments and 

the critical points of soundness raised.  

1.14 This further representation report therefore complements and should be read alongside 

Gallagher Estates’ representations to the Preferred Sites Consultation. It highlights the 

following deficiencies in the Draft Local Plan which, individually and collectively, result in 

the plan being unsound and not legally compliant in its drafted form: 

• A failure to undertake a proper analysis of different spatial options for meeting 

the development needs of York and instead appraising individual sites against 

narrow, environmentally focused criteria with no consideration as to where 

development will need to be directed to in order to achieve the optimum social, 

environmental and economic outcomes;  

• An inconsistency between the spatial distribution of allocated sites as proposed 

and the selected preferred spatial distribution tested through the 2013 

Sustainability Appraisal process and determined to represent the most 

sustainable approach to growth; 

• The absence of a comprehensive Green Belt review;  

• Procedural deficiencies in the Sustainability Appraisal Process; 

• A need to plan for a higher level of housing development than proposed in order 

to meet the full objectively assessed need for housing over the plan period; 

• A need to identify significantly more land for release from the Green Belt to meet 

the need for housing development over the plan period and to ensure the Green 

Belt can endure beyond this; 

• Deficiencies in the heritage and landscape evidential basis for the selection of 

sites for allocation in the Local Plan; 

• A failure to have regard to the guidance in paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF in 

appraising sites for allocation and definition of the Green Belt in York;  

1.15 The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 provides some general comments on the process of preparing the 

Local Plan; 
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• Section 3 provides comments on the proposed housing requirement; 

• Section 4 provides comments on the extent of land needed to meet the housing 

requirement, including the extent of Green Belt release; 

• Section 5 provides comments on the spatial strategy and the general process 

by which sites have been selected for allocation; 

• Section 6 provides a response to the Council’s assessment and treatment of 

Gallagher Estates’ land interest at North Field through the Local Plan process; 

• Section 7 provides specific comments on selected proposed allocations; 

• Section 8 provides comments on the Sustainability Appraisal; 

• Section 9 outlines how the Local Plan will need to be progressed to address the 

critical points of unsoundness raised.  



7 

2. General comments 

2.1 Whilst Gallagher Estates welcomes the Council’s efforts to progress the York Local 

Plan, as a general comment it wishes to place on record its dissatisfaction with the 

manner in which the Local Authority has managed this process. The development of the 

current Local Plan commenced in 2005, with an initial Preferred Options Local Plan 

consultation being undertaken in 2013. The Draft Local Plan is the latest output of this 

lengthy and complicated process. This is clearly contrary to Government’s often 

repeated statement that Local Authorities needs to put Local Plans in place as soon as 

possible. 

2.2 During the development of the Local Plan, the Council has published a significant body 

of evidence. A proper understanding of how the Council has arrived at the current Local 

Plan can only be gained through a review of dated evidence which continues to be 

relied upon as the evidential basis for the current iteration of the Local Plan. This 

extends to several thousand pages of assessment. 

2.3 The original body of evidence published by the Council has been subject to updates as 

part of the process but most documents have never been replaced or superseded. For 

example, it is apparent that the Site Selection Paper (2013) forms the basis of the 

selection of sites for allocation for residential development in the current Local Plan, with 

numerous ancillary documents being produced in the subsequent years to update and 

expand on this (e.g. Site Selection Paper Addendum 2014 and Residential Sites 

Assessment Proformas (June 2014)) as new technical evidence has become available 

and assessment criteria amended.  

2.4 Further, the 2013 Sustainability Appraisal is still being relied upon for the purposes of 

defining the overarching spatial strategy and the justification that the preferred approach 

represents the most sustainable when considered against reasonable alternatives.   

2.5 The Local Plan process should be transparent and accessible to all. Gallagher Estates 

is experienced in engaging in Local Plan processes and understands the evidence 

which goes into this. However, it is very difficult to fully understand how York has arrived 

at its draft Local Plan given the manner in which the evidence base is presented. As a 

point of principle, it is not acceptable to continue to rely on dated evidence and subject 

this to partial updates through additional layers of assessment and reappraisal in an 

effort to ensure this remains fit for purpose. Rather there comes a point in this process 

where that evidence loses its relevance as circumstances have changed substantially 

(and due purely to the passage of time) and so must be subject to a fundamental review 

and representation.  

2.6 This is a critical point for the soundness and the legal compliance of the Local Plan. As 

part of the next stage of consultation on the Local Plan, it is important that a single suite 

of evidential documents is published by the Council which collectively provide the Local 

Plan’s evidence base. Individual topic areas should be capable of being presented in 

single documents for ease of review and to enable interested parties to properly 

understand the Local Plan and how it has been developed. A single Sustainability 
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Appraisal should also be presented as part of this which appraises all policies in the 

plan and reasonable alternatives to these. 
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3. The housing requirement 

3.1 A full critique of objectively assessed need for housing in York is provided at Appendix 3 

of this representation and should be read in full.  

3.2 Representations were made on the objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing 

evidenced by the Council to inform its previous round of consultation in September 

2016. It is acknowledged that the Council has updated its evidence base to take account 

of the latest available data and representations, through the May 2017 publication of the 

‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update’
1
. This evidences a higher 

OAN for York (953 dwellings per annum) relative to that concluded in the 2016 SHMA 

(841dpa) and its subsequent addendum (706 – 898dpa), and is broadly considered to 

follow Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and respond positively to earlier 

representations made by Gallagher Estates and others. 

3.3 However, in publishing its draft Local Plan for consultation, the Council has taken the 

decision to disagree with its own evidence base and prefers to recognise only the 

housing need suggested by the ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based household projections, 

which suggest a purely trend-based demographic need of 867 dwellings per annum.  

3.4 Within the draft Local Plan reference is misleadingly made to an ‘objectively assessed 

need’ for 867 dwellings per annum with the draft Local Plan entirely omitting reference 

to the OAN for 953 dwellings per annum concluded in the SHMA Update (2017). 

3.5 In presenting its ‘interpretation’ of the OAN within the draft Local Plan the Council has 

therefore dismissed necessary adjustments applied within its evidence and selected a 

figure derived from a partial application of the PPG methodology. Furthermore, in 

justifying the advanced OAN the Council has made a clear inference that environmental 

constraints in particular should moderate the Council’s OAN. This evidently strays into 

the second part of a two stage process in establishing a housing requirement, and is 

wholly irrelevant in objectively assessing needs as confirmed through legal judgments. 

The approach taken by the Council is therefore fundamentally unsound, even outside of 

any consideration of the technical components of the OAN calculation. 

3.6 A technical review of the OAN concluded in the SHMA Update justifies its resultant 

increase in the OAN for York, indicating that its concluded need for 953 dwellings per 

annum at best represents the minimum level of need which should be planned for. This 

reflects: 

• The appropriateness of the 2014-based sub-national population projections (SNPP) as 

a representative demographic ‘starting point’, although a return to higher rates of 

younger household formation as identified within the SHMA Update would elevate this 

demographic baseline to 873 dwellings per annum; 

• The absolute minimum adjustment of 10% required to respond to evidence of a 

considerable worsening in market signals, which could indeed suggest a higher level of 

need (960dpa) when applied to the adjusted demographic baseline; and 

                                                      
1
 GL Hearn (2017) York Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update 
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• The need to support future growth in the York economy, although the Council’s 

selection of a comparatively low employment growth target requires further justification 

in the context of its apparently more ambitious economic strategy. 

3.7 The above are expanded upon within the technical critique attached at Appendix 3. 

Collectively they strongly challenge the Council’s assertion that there is no justification 

for uplifting housing need beyond the demographic ‘starting point’ of 867 dwellings per 

annum. The implied reduction in housing need must therefore be viewed as unsound, 

and fails to fully comply with the PPG which remains the most up-to-date guidance on 

the approach to be followed in objectively assessing housing needs. 

3.8 It is clear that the Council has sought to accelerate its plan-making to ensure that its 

Local Plan is tested against this guidance, in preference to the outcome of the new 

methodology currently being consulted upon by DCLG. This indicates a higher need for 

1,070 dwellings per annum. In the context of this proposed change in guidance – and 

the technical points identified above it is strongly suggested that the Council should be 

planning to accommodate closer to 1,070 dwellings per annum. The Council’s attempt to 

justify an OAN of only 867 dwellings per annum is unjustified, strongly challenged and 

must be revised prior to submission of the Local Plan in order for the housing figure to 

be found sound. 
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4. The amount of land required for housing 
development  

4.1 The Draft Local Plan proposes the allocation of land to deliver 13,576 residential units 

over the plan period plus 1,287 beyond. Including sites with extant planning permission 

and a windfall allowance, it is assumed that 18,239 dwellings will be delivered over the 

plan period. This is against a total requirement for 14,775 dwellings based on the 

proposed annual requirement of 867 dwellings plus an allowance for under provision 

from 2012. The plan therefore seeks to make provision for sufficient housing for the plan 

period, plus five years beyond (i.e. to 2038).  

4.2 Gallagher Estates has set out its concerns regarding the proposed housing requirement 

in section 3 of this report. This section of the representation provides general comments 

on how the Council has translated the proposed strategic housing requirement into a 

land allocation requirement. It identifies how much land will need to be allocated, 

including to be released from the Green Belt, to meet the need for 867 dwellings per 

annum (as proposed through the Draft Local Plan) and 1,070 units per annum as 

reflective of a more realistic housing requirement for York.   

Deliverability of supply 

Urban land capacity  

4.3 It is noted that a total of 347 ha of land will be removed from the Green Belt to deliver 

the housing requirements of the Local Plan and a limited period beyond (5 years). This 

extent of Green Belt release is proposed to deliver 6,590 units over the plan period with 

the remainder (11,649 units) proposed to be delivered through the development of land 

located outside of the Green Belt (i.e. within the defined urban area) at an average of 

728 dwellings per annum.  

4.4 It is noted that York has been relied on its urban land supply to meet its housing 

requirements for many years insofar as no designated Green Belt land has been 

permitted to be developed either through its removal from the Green Belt or via 

speculative planning applications. Over the ten year period to 2016/17, the urban area 

has delivered a net increase of 5,748 dwellings at an average of 579 dwellings per 

annum.
2
  Clearly brownfield land is a diminishing source of sites and it is highly 

questionable whether historic rates of delivery from this source can be sustained going 

forward. 

4.5 The longstanding policy context in York has supported the development of land within 

the urban area for residential purposes. The urban land which the Local Plan will be 

reliant on to deliver the housing requirement does not require a policy shift to come 

forward for development, rather in planning policy terms this supply has been free from 

constraints for many years. This brings into question the likelihood of a 26% increase in 

annual yield from urban sites over the next 16 years compared with the previous 10 

years, as assumed by the Local Plan. Gallagher Estates has significant concerns as to 

                                                      
2
 City of York Local Plan Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment September 2017 

(Annexes Table 7)  
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the achievability of this, particularly given the lack of evidence to support to deliverability 

of large and complex brownfield sites such as York Central over the plan period. 

4.6 It is acknowledged that the Local Plan is being developed at a time when a number of 

large urban sites may be becoming available for development. However, such strategic 

opportunities are not new to York and indeed a number have been delivered over recent 

years (such as the Terry’s Chocolate Factory site) notwithstanding the policy vacuum.   

4.7 It may be appropriate to assume an increase in yield from the urban area going forward 

and in the context of a more positive policy context, however Gallagher Estates would 

question whether a 26% increase is genuinely achievable. A more conservative 

estimate of say 15% is more realistic and provides a more robust basis on which to plan 

for meeting the Local Plan’s housing needs. Notwithstanding this, the Council has 

presented no evidence that the assumed urban capacity is deliverable. It exists as a 

collection of potentially developable brownfield sites, many of which are likely to be 

affected by significant constraints due to historic uses. This supply must be subject to 

further deliverability testing. Until this time, this supply cannot be assumed to be 

deliverable over the plan period. This aspect of the plan is not sufficiently justified and is 

therefore unsound. 

Reliance on large sites  

4.8 The question of deliverability is a critical one for York, particularly in being reliant on a 

small number of very large sites to meet its housing requirement. For example, site 

ST15 is proposed to deliver 2,200 dwellings over the plan period. At this stage, no 

evidence is presented which outlines when this site might be expected to come forward 

and how it will deliver an average of 130 residential dwellings per annum over the entire 

plan period.  

4.9 Significant upfront infrastructure works would need to be undertaken to unlock this site 

and it is highly unlikely that any residential units will be delivered until 2022. On this 

basis, the site will need to deliver nearly 150 units per annum every year until the end of 

the plan period (i.e. from 2022). Based on average rates of delivery amongst the main 

national housebuilders, this will require between 3 and 4 house builders to be delivering 

this site at any one time. There are few, if any, precedents for single sites delivering at 

this rate in the north of England. Whilst York is a strong market area, reliance on 

delivery of sites of this type and in the manner proposed presents inherent risks and 

justifies a more cautious and realistic delivery figure for the duration of the plan period. 

4.10 At this stage, the Council has presented no evidence that these larger sites are 

deliverable at the rate suggested. This is a particular issue for very large sites given the 

extent new infrastructure needed to unlock them. Such sites must be subject to further 

deliverability testing and until such time, they cannot be relied upon to deliver the Local 

Plan. The proposed reliance on the larger sites is not sufficiently justified and the Local 

Plan is therefore unsound. 

History of delivery on Ministry of defence sites  

4.11 It is noted that the Local Plan proposes the allocation of two existing Ministry of Defence 

sites located at Queen Elizabeth Barracks and Imphal Barracks. Together these sites 

are proposed to deliver 1,347 residential units. Both of these sites are operational and 
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are not anticipated to become available for development until 2021 and 2031 

respectively. 

4.12 Until these sites are fully vacated by their existing users, they cannot be considered to 

be available. There would appear to be a significant prospect of them becoming 

available, however relying on such sites to deliver the plan’s housing requirements 

presents a significant risk insofar as there is also a prospect of the current operator 

deciding to retain its ownership and operation of the sites. 

4.13 This issue arose in respect of joint Cheltenham, Tewkesbury and Gloucester Core 

Strategy where the plan proposed the allocation of the Ministry of Defence’s site at 

Ashchurch for 2,726 residential dwellings. During the Core Strategy Examination, the 

Ministry of Defence wrote to the Examination Inspector confirming that its intention to 

retain a significant presence on the site, reducing the amount of housing it could 

accommodate to 550 units. A copy of the letter submitted by the Ministry of Defence is 

provided at Appendix 4.  

4.14 This is not to say that these sites should not be treated as part of the potential supply of 

housing land, rather their inclusion and the extent to which they are relied upon to meet 

the City’s housing requirements should be approached with caution given the prospect 

of these sites not becoming available for development in the timeframe or to the extent 

assumed at this stage. The uncertainty over the availability and deliverability of these 

sites would suggest that it may be more appropriate treating these as part of the 

safeguarded land supply to meet development needs beyond the plan period.  

Allowance for flexibility 

4.15 In view of the above considerations, it is important that the Local Plan includes an 

appropriate allowance for flexibility. This will ensure that the Local Plan remains robust 

and deliverable in the event of under delivery, which for the reasons outlined above, 

presents a significant risk in York.  

4.16 Recent DCLG analysis has indicated that between 10 and 20% of residential planning 

permissions are not delivered at all.
3
  A further proportion of sites deemed to be 

developable will inevitably not materialise as planning applications. As a result, it is 

reasonable to assume that upwards of 15% of the total supply (both urban capacity sites 

and future Green Belt sites) (equating to 2,376 residential units based on a proposed 

supply of 18,239 units) will not come forward over the plan period, notwithstanding 

policy support for these sites. 

4.17 Whilst the Framework does not prescribe a ‘Flexibility Factor’ with respect to housing 

allocations, a recent Report to the Communities Secretary and the Minister of Housing 

and Planning (March 2016) prepared by the Local Plans Expert Group recommends that 

Local Plans should include a mechanism for the release of developable 'Reserve Sites' 

equivalent to 20% of their total housing requirement to enable a Plan to respond to rapid 

change. In the context of York, and given the issues outlined above, a flexibility 

                                                      
3
 DCLG Presentations to HBF Planning Conference (September 2015) 
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allowance of at least 20% should be pursued to ensure that the full objectively assessed 

need for housing is met.  

Ensuring the Green Belt can endure over the long term 

4.18 As noted above, the Local Plan seeks to allocate sufficient land to meet the housing 

needs of the City for 5 years after the plan period.  

4.19 Paragraph 83 of the NPPF advises that in Local Authorities should define Green Belt 

boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they 

should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. Notwithstanding the comments 

above, seeking to meet development needs for only five years after the plan period is 

clearly not consistent with the NPPF requirement to ensure Green Belts endure over the 

‘long term’.  

4.20 The emerging Local Plan should therefore seek to define Green Belt boundaries to 

ensure these can endure for at least ten years after the plan period (i.e. up to 2043 as 

opposed to up to 2038 as currently proposed).  

Overall requirement for the release of land from the Green Belt 

4.21 Taking the above considerations into account, Tables 4.1 and 4.2 below set out 

Gallagher Estates’ position on the amount of land which should be released from the 

Green Belt to meet the need for residential development over the plan period. These 

also consider additional land to be removed from the Green Belt and either designated 

as safeguarded land or allocated for housing development to meet the need for housing 

beyond the plan period in order to ensure the Green Belt boundaries for York can 

endure over the long term in accordance with the NPPF. 

Table 4.1: Requirement for the release of land from the Green Belt based on 867 

dwellings per annum 

Land to meet housing needs over the plan period  

A Local Plan housing requirement (2017 – 2033) 13,872 

B Shortfall in delivery to 2017 928 

C Allowance for flexibility  2,774 

D Maximum urban capacity 11,649 

E Green Belt release requirement (A + B + C – D) 5,925 dwellings  

Land to meet housing needs beyond the plan period  

F Housing requirement to 2033 to 2043 8,670 

G Assumed reliance on Green Belt release 43% 
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H Green Belt release requirement to meet needs 

beyond plan period (F x G)  

3,728 dwellings  

I Total Green Belt release requirement (E + H)  9,653 dwellings  

 

Table 4.2: Requirement for the release of land from the Green Belt based on 1,070 

dwellings per annum 

Land to meet housing needs over the plan period  

A Local Plan housing requirement (2017 – 2033) 17,120 

B Shortfall in delivery to 2017 1,746 

C Allowance for flexibility  3,424 

D Maximum urban capacity  11,649 

E Green Belt release requirement (A + B + C – D) 10,641 

Land to meet housing needs beyond the plan period  

F Housing requirement to 2033 to 2048 10,700 

G Assumed reliance on Green Belt release 62% 

H Green Belt release requirement to meet needs 

beyond plan period (F x G)  

6,634 

I Total Green Belt release requirement (E + H)  17,275 

 

4.22 The above calculations demonstrate a need to release land capable of delivering at 

least 9,653 residential units from the Green Belt to meet needs over the plan period and 

beyond based on a requirement for 867 residential units per annum, or 17,275 units 

based on a requirement for 1,070 units per annum. This compares to the Local Plan 

proposal to release 347 ha of land from the Green Belt to deliver 6,590 units, 

representing a shortfall of between 4,051 and 10,685 units and approximately 202 to 

534 ha.  
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5. The spatial strategy and selection of 
sites 

The spatial distribution of housing sites  

Reinstatement of Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan  

5.1 A key question in the development of any spatial strategy is that of how, in broad terms, 

development should be sought to be distributed across the Local Authority area to 

achieve the optimum spatial approach.  

5.2 The pattern of distribution has critical economic, environmental and social implications 

and a sound plan must first seek to consider and understand this. York is not a uniform 

area where the positive social and economic impacts of development will be the same 

irrespective of where development takes place. Distribution must not be viewed as a 

subservient consequence of the selection of individual sites which has had no regard to 

the spatial pattern of growth, rather is an important planning consideration in its own 

right, determining how the city grows and whether the Local Plan vision will be realised. 

Conversely, the selection of sites must be the consequence of the implementation of a 

purposefully planned distribution of allocations.  

5.3 It is noted that this question was considered in the development of the 2013 Draft Local 

Plan and various options for the spatial distribution of development were considered 

through the June 2013 Sustainability Appraisal. This identified as preferred spatial 

distribution as follows: 

‘Prioritise development within and / or as an extension to the urban area and 

through the provision of a single new settlement’ 

5.4 The policy articulation of this was provided through Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local 

Plan. This set out that 19% of new allocations would be directed to the main urban area 

of York, 42% would be delivered through extensions to the main urban area and 39% 

would be directed to areas outside of the York ring road, including through the provision 

of a standalone settlement at Whinthorpe and growth within the outlying settlements to 

York. In addition 3,231 units would be provided through delivery of schemes benefitting 

from planning permission, including the development of five strategic sites within the 

main urban area of York. Whilst the 2013 Draft Local Plan did not set this out as such, it 

is assumed that the vast majority of these commitments were on sites within the main 

urban area.  

5.5 Accordingly, against a proposed housing requirement of 1,250 units per annum between 

2012 and 2030 (total requirement of 22,500 units), the following spatial distribution was 

proposed: 

• 7,506 units (33%) within the main urban area of York (assuming 100% of extant 

commitments are located in the main urban area) and 8,093 units (36%) as 

extensions to the main urban area of York (total of 69% within the urban area 

and as extensions); 
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• 7,515 units (31%) outside beyond the York ring road, including through the 

provision of a single standalone new settlement. 

5.6 This spatial distribution broadly reflects the preferred option for the spatial distribution of 

development as tested through the 2013 Sustainability Appraisal. 

5.7 This strategy would clearly deliver significant sustainability benefits in siting residential 

development where this achieves the highest level of co-location with employment 

opportunities and services, where it provides the best prospect of minimising travel and 

commuting and promoting sustainable transport choices and in providing the potential to 

utilise and tap into existing infrastructure capacity (transport, utilities and community) 

concentrated within the main urban area to accommodate growth.  

5.8 The 2013 Sustainability Appraisal continues to be relied upon by the Council in 

determining the most appropriate spatial strategy for York and the spatial distribution of 

development sites. There has been no reconsideration of the spatial distribution of sites 

through the development of the Local Plan and so it is assumed to be the case that the 

preferred option tested through the 2013 Sustainability Appraisal remains the Council’s 

selected option for the purposes of the Local Plan.  

5.9 However it is noted that the 2017 Draft Local Plan does not contain an equivalent to 

Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan. Instead Policy SS1 outlines what 

considerations will determine the location of new development, without any reference to 

the requirement to achieve a specific spatial distribution of development.  

5.10 As noted above, the spatial distribution of development sites is a critical consideration 

for the Local Plan and cannot be set aside as simply an inconsequential output of the 

selection of sites for allocation. It is critical to the soundness of the Local Plan that the 

equivalent of Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan is reinstated into the plan. In the 

absence of any update to the Sustainability Appraisal to reconsider options for the 

spatial distribution of development, this should continue to reflect the output of the 2013 

Sustainability Appraisal; that being that prioritising development within and / or an 

extension to the urban area represents the most sustainable approach to the growth of 

York.  

Compliance with the preferred spatial distribution   

5.11 Further to the above, it is noted that changes to the Local Plan since 2013 means that 

the Draft Local Plan as presented is now not consistent with the preferred spatial 

distribution approach, fully tested and proven to represent the most sustainable 

approach through the 2013 Sustainability Appraisal. 

5.12 Gallagher Estates has undertaken a review of the sites proposed for allocation within 

the Draft Local Plan. This comprises: 

• 3,578 units on sites benefitting from planning permission (assumed to be 

located within the main urban area of York) 

• Allocated sites within the main urban area of York and as extensions to the 

urban area of York providing 6,400 units. 
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• Three standalone new settlements providing 4,245 units across three separate 

sites; 

• Other sites outside of the York ring road providing 1,912 units. 

5.13 As a result, 62% of units will be provided within the urban area of York and as 

extensions to the urban area, with 38% being provided as standalone new settlements 

(3 of) or extensions to outlying settlements. This represents a significant deviation from 

Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan with a 10% swing away from the urban area 

and urban area extensions plus the introduction of two new standalone settlements. 

5.14 Clearly the preferred spatial distribution of sites selected through the Sustainability 

Appraisal process is open to interpretation, however the extent to which sites which 

comprise standalone new settlements and land outside of the York ring road are relied 

upon to deliver the spatial strategy does not reflect the selected strategy of prioritising 

development within and / or as extensions to the urban area. Put simply the distribution 

of sites is now too disbursed and has moved away from the preferred option adopted by 

the Council.  

5.15 This will have a number of adverse impacts, including: 

• Increasing levels of longer distance commuting into the centre of York 

employment purposes by placing development further away from the City 

Centre where the opportunities to choose sustainable modes of transport are 

significantly reduced; 

• Increasing congestion on York’s key arterial roads in view of the above;  

• Requiring the development of brand new social and transport infrastructure to 

accommodate new standalone settlements rather than building on and utilising 

existing infrastructure; 

• Placing unnecessary pressures on existing infrastructure (transport and 

community) within outlying settlements which may not be able to sustain the 

level of planned growth given the size of the existing communities which this 

infrastructure supports; 

• Failing to properly consider the social dimensions to growth, including how 

development can achieve positive regenerative outcomes such as securing 

new community facilities in existing areas of need or through increasing 

localised consumer spending capacity, helping to support existing services and 

local and district centres.  

5.16 Given the relative sparsity of the population outside of the ring road, there is a significant 

degree of uncertainty as to whether the transport and community infrastructure exists to 

accommodate the level of growth proposed in this area. At the very the least, the 

Council has failed to undertake any appraisal to consider this issue.  Where this 

infrastructure is inadequate, new infrastructure will need to be developed to 

accommodate the proposals. This might be achievable, however it should be a last 

resort and developing in areas where the existing infrastructure can accommodate 
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growth, either based on existing capacity or extending and improving existing 

infrastructure, is a fundamentally more sustainable approach to growth.  

5.17 Further the selected and tested preferred option for the spatial distribution of sites is 

clearly based on the provision of one new standalone settlement. The Draft Local Plan 

now proposes the allocation of no less than three standalone settlements (ST5, ST7 and 

ST14). This is very clearly a significant deviation from the preferred option for the spatial 

distribution of development tested through the Sustainability Appraisal process and 

adopted by the Council for the purposes of progressing the Local Plan.  

5.18 The Local Plan must be subject to substantial amendments to bring it in line with Policy 

SS3 of the 2013 Local Plan as reflective of the spatial distribution fully tested and 

resolved to represent the most sustainable approach to growth through the 2013 

Sustainability Appraisal. This will include increasing the amount of development which is 

directed to the urban area and extensions to the urban area and removal of two of the 

three proposed new settlements from the Local Plan.  

5.19 This conflict is a critical deficiency in the Draft Local Plan. The spatial distribution of 

sites, and the number of new settlements, proposed has not been tested through a 

Sustainability Appraisal process and cannot be deemed to be the most sustainable 

compared to reasonable alternatives. The evidence base to support the spatial 

approach is entirely absent. The Local Plan cannot be justified and is unsound as a 

result.  

The process of site selection  

5.20 As outlined in section 2 of this representation report, the body of evidence which has fed 

into the selection of sites for allocation is significant with numerous stages of appraisal 

undertaken, including partial reappraisal at different stages as the Local Plan has 

developed over a number of years. 

5.21 The justification for the selection of the chosen sites, and the discounting of reasonable 

alternatives, is unclear. There is no single analysis which presents a comparative 

assessment of all of the site options working to a consistent sustainability criteria and 

there is no evidence that sites have considered on an equal footing. 

5.22 It is incumbent upon the Council to present clear evidence and justification for its 

decisions. The site selection evidence simply does not provide this, with inconsistences 

and contradictions throughout. This issue alone is likely to mean that the plan is not 

capable of being found to be unsound. 

5.23 Whilst not intending to present a full analysis of the deficiencies in the evidence base in 

this regard, it is helpful to draw attention to a number of instances where this arises by 

reference to the 2013 Site Selection Paper which forms the basis of the selection of 

sites for allocation, supplemented by updated assessments undertaken in 2014.  

Assessment of new settlement sites  

5.24 The 2013 Site Selection Paper sets out the process of appraising the sustainability of 

sites considered for development. This comprised 4 criteria. Criterion 4a and 4b relate to 

access to services and sustainable transport. Paragraph 15.1 of the paper states that 
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sites over 100 ha in size and capable of accommodating more than 3,000 units were not 

assessed against this criterion on the basis that they are large enough to provide this 

infrastructure as part of the development (i.e. they effectively satisfy the criterion without 

further assessment). 

5.25 Whilst there may be some rationale to this approach, it is noted that none of the new 

settlement options now proposed as part of the Draft Local Plan will provide 3,000 

residential units over the plan period, with the largest (Allocation ST5) assumed to 

provide 2,200 units over the plan period. The other new settlements (Allocations ST7 

and ST14) will deliver just 845 and 1,348 units in total respectively. Clearly these sites 

do not provide the critical mass of residential development to fund the provision of the 

full suite of community and sustainable transport infrastructure needed for these 

settlements to become sustainable places, in accordance with the Council’s own 

assessment criteria. The Council has failed to evidence that these sites can present 

sustainable development opportunities and their allocation cannot therefore be justified 

at this stage. The inclusion of these sites is therefore unsound. 

Treatment of urban extension sites 

5.26 It is noted that the site assessment is undertaken on the basis that urban extension sites 

above 3,000 units also do not need to meet the sustainability criteria relating to access 

to services and transport on the assumption that sites of this size can provide their own 

such facilities. This is an appropriate threshold in respect of new settlements, where 

there is no existing service provision to speak of and the potential for building on and 

connecting the development into existing infrastructure is very limited. However, the 

same does not apply to urban extensions.  

5.27 Urban extension sites are, by definition, connected to and build on the existing urban 

area and its infrastructure. Accordingly, such sites can in many cases be made 

sustainable through limited levels of investment in existing facilities in the wider area. 

This might be through an extension or improvement to an existing bus service operating 

locally such that this routes through the site or provision of a small new local centre 

which, if serving the site alone may not be viable, but if located where it can serve the 

existing residential area surrounding, could feasibly be achieved.  

5.28 In considering the future sustainability potential of sites, urban extensions should be 

assessed on a different basis to new settlements. Sites comprising as little as say 300-

400 residential units can offer the potential to fund improvements to existing local 

infrastructure in order to improve the sustainability credentials of the site and to improve 

the accessibility to such facilities for existing residents.    

Treatment of sites located with historic setting and character areas 

5.29 The City of York is seeking to formally define its Green Belt for the first time. Paragraph 

84 of the NPPF states that: 

‘When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities 

should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable 

development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green 

Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or 

towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.’ 
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5.30 This is to say that the definition of Green Belt boundaries must be undertaken in the 

context of an appreciation of development needs and the consequences, for sustainable 

development, of defining land as Green Belt. Indeed, paragraph 84 recognises that 

much Green Belt land is inherently well located in relation to main urban areas and 

concentrations of activity, in contrast to open areas of countryside distant from a main 

urban area.  

5.31 As part of the site appraisal process undertaken by the Council, sites which are deemed 

to fall wholly within one or more areas identified as forming part of the historic setting 

and character of the City (essentially those deemed to make a strategic contribution to 

the Green Belt against NPPF Green Belt Purpose 4) were discounted and not subject to 

further consideration, with some isolated exceptions. The approach is summarised at 

paragraph 9.2 of the 2013 Site Selection report: 

‘The Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal (2003) study carried out by the 

Council indicates that, regardless of the extent to which the City may have to 

identify further land to meet its development requirements and needs, there are 

areas of land outside the existing built up areas that should be retained as open 

land due to their role in preserving the historic character and setting of York.’ 

 
5.32 This approach is at odds with the guidance provided at paragraph 84 of the NPPF. 

5.33 Key components of the historic development of York are the Green Wedges which 

incorporate the river corridors of the Ouse and Foss and the historic strays and ‘ings’. 

These areas of open land extend between the historic core and the outer ring road and 

provide an important connection between the rural hinterland and the city centre. They 

are indicative of the historic evolution of the city, provide important areas of open land 

and allow views to the city’s landmarks. 

5.34 Between the urban edge of York and the Outer Ring Road a number of tracts of land are 

identified as ‘Areas Retaining the Rural Setting’ of York. The Green Belt Appraisal 

undertaken by City of York Council in 2003 described these as ‘Areas which provide an 

impression of the historic setting of the city’.  

5.35 Whilst fully acknowledging the need for a considered and cautious approach to sites 

immediately surrounding the urban area of York, Gallagher Estates does not agree with 

the Council’s contention that sites which fall within areas ‘retaining rural setting’ are 

sacrosanct and should automatically be discounted as part of the site appraisal process.  

5.36 In this regard it is unreasonable and inconsistent with national planning policy to treat 

sites which are deemed to be within the rural setting of York in the same manner as 

sites within Flood Zone 3b or areas of ancient woodland for example, as the Council has 

done. Clearly there is a specific direction from national policy that development in the 

latter should be restricted, which does not apply to the former.  

5.37 Whilst comprising open land and providing a setting to the urban area, many such areas 

have no meaningful relationship with the historic core of York. Such locations are 

evidently less sensitive to development than other areas of open land which do protrude 

into the historic core of York and have a clear physical relationship with this, such as the 

Strays. They shouldn’t be treated on the same basis as these more sensitive locations.  
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5.38 Further, given the presence of the York ring road, the rural land immediately 

surrounding the main urban area makes a much lesser contribution to purposes 1 and 3 

of the NPPF Green Belt purposes (namely ‘to check the unrestricted sprawl of the built 

up area’ and ‘to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’) than other 

areas of open land. In this regard, the ring road functions as a physical defensible 

boundary to more open areas of countryside beyond. Land beyond the ring road clearly 

doesn’t benefit from this and, in the context of Green Belt purposes 1 and 3, is 

significantly more sensitive to development. This is given no consideration in the 

Council’s appraisal of sites, reflecting an approach which views the Green Belt and its 

function in a narrow manner. This approach is unjustified.   

5.39 The Local Plan must seek to secure the optimum sustainable outcomes, giving equal 

weighting to all dimensions of sustainability in the planning balance. This requires the 

Local Plan to be progressed based on assessing the sustainability of potential 

development sites in a broad sense (including social, economic and environmental 

considerations) and, similarly, considering a site’s sensitivity to release in Green Belt 

terms based on a consideration of its contribution to all purposes of the Green Belt.  

5.40 No site can be justifiably discounted before a consideration of the wider sustainability 

benefits which might arise through its development unless a clear direction to this effect 

is provided in the NPPF. In the context of paragraph 84, and in respect of sites deemed 

to perform a specific Green Belt function, no such direction is provided. All sites, 

irrespective of their assumed Green Belt function, need to be subject to a full 

sustainability appraisal, with appropriate weighting given to each dimension of 

sustainability.     

5.41 In considering this matter further, attention is drawn to the letter at Appendix 6 of this 

representation issued by the Inspectors in respect of the Cambridge City and South 

Cambridgeshire Local Plan Examinations. This highlights weaknesses in the Councils’ 

evidence base and justification for rejecting the selection of sites on the urban edge of 

the main settlements on the basis of these being more sensitive to development in 

Green Belt terms, without a counter assessment of the sustainability benefits which 

would be derived from their release. The issues presented in this letter are very similar 

to those present in respect of the York Local Plan and centre on the premature and 

unjustified rejection of site options based on a narrow appraisal (limited to a single topic 

area) of sustainability. York Local Plan is very clearly at risk of being found to be 

unsound on a similar basis to the Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Local 

Plans in falling foul of the same issue.   

5.42 The Council’s appraisal therefore represents a flawed approach to the selection of sites 

at odds with the NPPF. The justification for discounting such sites is deficient and needs 

to be fundamentally reviewed. The Draft Local Plan is unsound as a result.   

5.43 Notwithstanding the above, the publication of a proper Green Belt Assessment which 

considers the extent to which different areas of open land around the urban area 

contribute to the five purposes of the Green Belt set out in the NPPF is a critical part of 

the evidence base for the development of the Local Plan. Without this, it is not possible 

to identify how the Green Belt should be defined through the Local Plan nor to identify 
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sites and areas of land which may be capable of being developed with affecting the 

ability of the retained open land from fulfilling a Green Belt function in the long term. 

5.44 The Preferred Sites Paper published for consultation in 2016 confirmed that work is 

‘ongoing’ to look at the parcels of land around York to understand their significance and 

contribution against Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. No further work has been 

published by the Council as part of the Draft Local Plan consultation and so at this 

juncture, it remains the case that the Council has failed to publish a Green Belt 

Assessment to inform the selection of sites for allocation. This is a key legal deficiency 

and fundamental flaw in the plan making process.  

5.45 Gallagher Estates set out its concerns with regard to this position and the manner and 

extent to which matters of Green Belt contribution and impact had been considered 

within the selection of sites for allocation at paragraphs 3.27 to 3.41 of its 

representations to the Preferred Sites consultation.  

5.46 These issues have very clearly not been rectified. Given the more advanced status of 

the Plan, this is now even more critical deficiency in the plan and its evidence base. It 

renders the Local Plan unjustified in its current form and therefore fundamentally 

unsound.  
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6. Treatment of land at North Field 

6.1 This section of the representations report provides comments on how the Council has 

treated land at North Field within the Local Plan and its evidence base.  

York SHLAA 2017  

6.2 The Council’s published Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA 2017) 

provides the Council’s latest stated position with respect to the site. It reiterates previous 

conclusions drawn by the Council regarding the suitability of the site for allocation in the 

Local Plan. This includes a brief commentary on this site in the context of the 

submission made by Gallagher Estates. It concludes that:  

‘The site fails criteria 1 as it is within historic character and setting area, partly 

area preventing coalescence (G4) and area retaining rural setting. This land 

creates a physical and visual separation between the A1237 and the main 

urban area of York and between Knapton and Beckfield Lane. Whilst it is 

acknowledged that landscaping could provide some mitigation the introduction 

of a solid form in this location would compromise what is currently open 

countryside. 

6.3 As part of this further representation to the Local Plan, and to supplement the case for 

allocation of its site as set out to date, Gallagher Estates has commissioned further work 

to consider the Council’s stated reasoning for determining that the site should not be 

allocated for development through the Local Plan. This has included a critique of the 

Council’s evidence base insofar as it relates to this site. This critique focuses on four 

key areas. 

Landscape and historic setting considerations 

6.4 CSA Environmental has undertaken a further landscape assessment of land at North 

Field in the context of the Council’s stated reasons for not taking this site forward. This 

appraisal is provided at Appendix 7. This explains that the site lies at the edge of the 

built up area of York but that owing to the disposition of built development, vegetation 

along the route of the A1237 and the low lying topography, middle and long distance 

views of the site are extremely limited and, critically, the historic core of York is not 

visible in views across the site. There are only fleeting views of the site from the ring 

road and in views from the edge of Knapton to the west of the site, post-war housing in 

the suburb of Acomb is clearly a visible component in the backdrop. It is also notable 

that there are significant urbanising influences in this location, including service station 

and retail facilities at the junction of the A59 and A12357. These compromise the rural 

character of this location which the Council claims to exist.  

6.5 The existing development at Acomb presents a blunt edge to York and a sensitively 

designed scheme which maintains a landscaped / farmland buffer to the ring road would 

respect the rural setting of this approach to the City. Development would be closely 

related to existing housing and would assist in maintaining the impression of a compact 

city, minimising encroachment into the wider countryside. 
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6.6 As considered in section 5, between the urban edge of York and the ring road a number 

of tracts of land are identified as ‘Areas Retaining the Rural Setting’ of York. This 

includes land at North Field.  

6.7 These designations have had a significant influence on the Local Plan.  

6.8 The Green Belt Appraisal undertaken by City of York Council in 2003 described these 

as ‘Areas which provide an impression of the historic setting of the city’. It notes that 

category relates to: 

‘significant tracts of undeveloped land providing an open foreground 
of rural character enabling good views of the Minister or towards an 
urban edge of a historic character from a prominent and frequently 
used place’. 

 

6.9 It should be noted that this appraisal identified three such areas which performed this 

function and did not originally include the land at North Field. The northern part of the 

land at North Field was subsequently included within this area following supplementary 

work undertaken as part of the Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper Update 

(June 2013). This report considered the northern part of this land parcel as important to 

retaining the rural setting of the City when viewed from the A1237 and the A59. 

6.10 Gallagher Estates’ own assessment would agree that the land at North Field represents 

an area of undeveloped farmland between the existing edge of settlement and the 

A1237. Despite this, views from the ring road are of modern housing development at the 

edge of Acomb, albeit with farmland in the immediate foreground. Views of the historic 

core / landmark buildings in York are unavailable.  

6.11 In addition, the land at North Field displays few historic landscape features. Whilst it 

does function as a buffer of residual farmland between the A1237 and housing in York, it 

does not play the same role in defining the historic settlement pattern of York as the 

Green Wedges; nor is it as sensitive as other locations at the periphery of the city where 

views are available to the historic core.  

6.12 The Council also identify ‘Areas Preventing Coalesence’, including the southern part of 

North Field. This land plays a role in preserving the separate identity of Knapton from 

the edge of York at Acomb. Again, Gallagher Estates would acknowledge that proposals 

for residential development at North Field would need to carefully consider the 

separation and setting of Knapton, however this could be achieved by sensitive 

masterplanning and should not represent an overriding constraint to growth in this 

direction. 

6.13 Gallagher Estates’ landscape and visual analysis of the land at North Field has identified 

that this land does function as a landscape buffer to the outer ring road and to the 

neighbouring settlement at Knapton. Despite this, it plays little role in the historic setting 

of York and should not be considered as sensitive as other land parcels which play a 

much more direct and important role in the landscape and historic setting of the city.  
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Heritage asset considerations  
 

6.14 Turley Heritage has undertaken a heritage assessment of the site in the context of the 

Council’s conclusions on the site’s suitability for residential development and allocation 

in the emerging York Local Plan. This appraisal is based upon a site visit and a desk 

based review of relevant heritage assets. The appraisal identifies relevant heritage 

assets close to the site and undertakes a brief review of any interrelationship between 

the site and key assets in York city centre. 
 

6.15 The site is located in an area defined by the transition between the urban townscape of 

York to the east, and the visual and physical barrier of the A1237 to the west which 

bisects the landscape north-south and separates the site from the more open 

agricultural and rural landscape to the west. The site is in agricultural use and is 

subdivided into large fields principally by hedgerows. The topography is largely flat and 

modern residential dwellings are visible to the east and south.  
 

6.16 A review of historic maps has been undertaken and below is a summary of the history 

and development of the Appraisal Site and surrounding area. The findings of this review 

are presented below.  
 

6.17 During the mid-19th century the Appraisal Site was part of a large area of open 

agricultural landscape to the east side of York. By 1907 the dramatic incursion of the 

railway had taken place to the east side of York but the Appraisal Site and surrounding 

area remained in agricultural use. During the early 20th century incremental development 

expanded to the west side of York, and by the 1920’s a cluster of terraced dwellings has 

been built to the south east of the Appraisal Site. By 1950 dramatic change affected the 

landscape separating the Appraisal Site and the urban edge of York; this large area was 

filled with housing estates and the Appraisal Site became the edge of the urban 

settlement. Additionally there was residential growth in Knapton during this time. During 

the late 20th century development to the west side of York increased in density and 

became more heavily urbanised. At the same time the field boundaries within the site 

were amalgamated to create larger fields.  

Heritage Assets  

6.18 The closest conservation area to the site is the Acomb conservation area, which is 

located approximately 600m to the south east of the Appraisal Site. The conservation 

area was designated in 1975 and it focuses upon the historic core of Acomb village and 

the Green but has been entirely enclosed by later residential estates constructed during 

the mid-late 20th century. Due to this built development and the distances involved there 

is no visual relationship between the Appraisal Site and the land within the conservation 

area. There is also no known functional or historic relationship between the conservation 

area and the Appraisal Site and it does not form part of the setting of the conservation 

area.  

6.19 The Appraisal Site is proximate to two listed buildings to the south of the site. These 

buildings are St Peters Cottages (Grade II) and St Peters Farm Cottage and St 

Peters Farmhouse (Grade II). Both are located in the centre of Knapton Village on the 

east side of Main Street. St Peters Cottages is a house which dates to the late 18th 

century and was raised to two storeys in the 19th century. It is in brick with Flemish bond 
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to the ground floor and English garden wall bond above with a 20th century pantile roof. 

The building is two storeys and two bays and the central door and 20th century windows 

are below elliptical arches. The building is of architectural and historic interest as 18th 

century house with legible alterations.  

6.20 St Peters Farm Cottage and St Peters Farmhouse consist of a principal house dating to 

the mid-18th century with a cottage of early-mid 18th century to the north. The house has 

a Welsh slate roof. The 20th century door is to the left with two three light Yorkshire 

sashes to the right, below elliptical arches, and a dentilled eaves course. The Cottage is 

a direct entry 2 cell plan with a central door with a two light casement to the left and 

three light casement to the right. Both are two storeys with the cottage with a slightly 

lower roofline; the roofs are steeply pitched with end stacks. The buildings are of 

architectural and historic interest as 18th domestic properties and may have agricultural 

origins.  

6.21 Both listed buildings are located in the centre of Knapton village and are positioned at 

the road frontage; they are legible as historic domestic dwellings in a village setting and 

have a resonance with other traditional properties on Main Street. The traditional street 

form and other historic properties are elements of setting which contribute to 

significance. The two listed buildings also have group value in their shared traditional 

appearance, materiality and scale. The development of 20th century residential buildings 

to the west side of Main Street and Back Lane to the rear has however partially eroded 

the appreciation of the historic context of the assets. The buildings are enclosed by built 

development and there is no visual relationship to the surrounding landscape.  

6.22 The site is to the north east of St Peters Cottages and St Peters Farm Cottage and St 

Peters Farmhouse and there is no visual relationship between the site and the assets. 

There is also no known functional or historic relationship. The Appraisal Site is not 

considered to make any contribution to the significance of these assets.  

6.23 The west boundary of York City Central Historic Core Conservation Area is 

approximately 3km to the east of the site. The boundary encompasses much of the 

complex and layered central area of the City of York and principally encloses the 

medieval core. The designated area is enclosed by large areas of post–war residential 

and commercial development. The land between the Appraisal Site and the 

Conservation Area boundary is largely developed with mid-late 20th century residential 

areas and due to the distances and topography there is no visual relationship between 

the Appraisal Site and any part of the conservation area. There is also no known 

functional or historic relationship between the conservation area and the Appraisal Site. 

6.24 York Minster (Cathedral Church of St Peter, York Minster) (Grade I listed) is located 

approximately 3.5 kilometres to the east in the centre of York. There are no views of 

York Minster from within the Appraisal Site or from the immediately surrounding area. 

There is therefore no visual relationship between the Appraisal Site and this important 

listed building. There is also no known functional or historic association between the 

Minster and the Appraisal Site that would suggest it makes any contribution to the 

significance of the asset.  
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Green Belt policy considerations 

6.25 It is helpful to consider the above matters in the context of Green Belt policy and the 

extent to which the site can reasonably be considered to make a strong contribution to 

the Green Belt as claimed by the Council.  

Purpose 2: Preventing neighbouring towns from merging (coalescence)  

6.26 Whilst noting the role which this site plays in preventing the urban areas of York and 

Knapton merging, Gallagher Estates has put forward a scheme which will ensure this 

function is not compromised through the development of the site. This is achieved 

through a considered design approach which will incorporate a significant area of 

retained open land between the western edge of the development and Knapton would 

remain. At its narrowest, this gap will be c280 m wide, securing a sufficient degree of 

separation to the extent that the development would generally be no more visible from 

Knapton that the existing urban edge of York. This is explained in further detail within 

Gallagher Estates representations to the Preferred Sites consultation (See Appendix 1 

paragraphs 5.22 to 5.40).  

Purpose 4: Preserving the setting and special character of York  

6.27 Policy 31 of the Draft Local Plan notes that the primary purpose of the York Green Belt 

is to preserve the setting and special character of York. This is broadly comparable 

Purpose 4 of the Green Belt set out at paragraph 80 of the NPPF, namely: 

‘to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’ 

6.28 As outlined elsewhere in this report, the Council has undertaken work to identify areas 

of land which contribute to the historic character and setting of York. Sites which make 

such a contribution are essentially deemed to perform a strategic Green Belt role and 

treated as sacrosanct by the Council and not appropriate for development. 

6.29 Gallagher Estates’ comments in section 5 highlight the conflict of this approach with 

paragraph 84 of the NPPF. Put simply, the suitability of this land to accommodate 

development must be undertaken in a balanced manner, weighing benefits against 

adverse impacts. It cannot be discounted before and without proper consideration of its 

ability to contribute to the wider objectives of the Local Plan, notwithstanding that in 

Green Belt terms, it may be sensitive to development to some degree.  

6.30 Notwithstanding this, and for the reasons outlined above, Gallagher Estates does not 

agree with the Council’s assertion that land at North Field forms part of the historic 

character and setting of the City. As outlined above, and as confirmed by the Council’s 

2003 Green Belt Assessment, land is deemed to perform this function where it 

‘…provides an impression of the historic setting of the city’ and relates to ‘significant 

tracts of undeveloped land providing an open foreground of rural character enabling 

good views of the Minister or towards an urban edge of a historic character from a 

prominent and frequently used place’. 

6.31 It is undeniable that North Field does not enable good views of the Minister or towards 

an urban edge of a historic character as has been demonstrated through the landscape 

and heritage assessment above. In accordance with the Council’s 2003 Green Belt 
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Assessment, it does not meet the Council’s own definition of land which forms part of 

the historic character and setting of York.  

6.32 The site does form part of the rural hinterland to York, however given the physical 

context to this site, this simply reflects its landscape characterisation and does not mean 

it takes on a Green Belt function. The Council has incorrectly characterised the site and 

its function in this instance. The evidenced basis for the Council’s rejection of the 

proposed allocation of the site is therefore fundamentally flawed and the Local Plan is 

unsound as a result.   

Other Green Belt purposes  

6.33 Finally, by the Council’s own admission, the site does not contribute to Green Belt 

purposes 1 and 3 as set out in the NPPF given the firm and defensible boundary 

provided by the ring road. This contrasts with other land in York, particularly that beyond 

the ring road which does contribute to these functions, notwithstanding the Council’s 

unsubstantiated assertion that the York Green Belt only has principally only one 

function. 

6.34 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF requires Green Belt boundaries to be drawn using physical 

features are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. The York ring road would 

provide such a feature in relation to the land at North Field. In stark contrast, the   

definition of the Green Belt boundary as proposed through the Draft Local Plan will 

result in isolated pockets of new urban area being created within the wider expanses of 

open Green Belt beyond the ring road. The Green Belt boundaries around these 

settlements will clearly not be drawn along physical and permanent features but are 

drawn along weak and poorly defined field boundaries. These boundaries will ultimately 

not be defensible leaving the remaining Green Belt open to further encroachment and 

sprawl.  

Other sustainability considerations 

6.35 Using the available technical evidence for Land at North Field as well as the previously 

submitted representations an independent Sustainability Appraisal Assessment has 

been undertaken utilising the methodology adopted by the Local Plan and referenced 

within the Sustainability Appraisal. This is presented in Appendix 5 and considers the 

sustainability of this location in comparison to two selected proposed allocations – sites 

ST7 and ST8.  

6.36 This assessment demonstrates that North Field represents a more sustainable option 

for residential development than the two proposed allocations based upon its 

performance against the Sustainability Appraisal Framework.  

Summary  

6.37 It is Gallagher Estates view that the characterisation of the site as forming part of the 

historic character and setting to the City is flawed given the relationship which this land 

has with the historic core of York. Land can only perform this function where the historic 

core of York is visible from views across this land and where the historic core provides a 

backdrop to this land, as confirmed by the Council’s own definition provided in the 2003 

Green Belt Assessment. Clearly that does not apply in the case of North Field. The 
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evidential basis on which the site has been discounted without proper consideration as a 

viable and sustainable development opportunity is deficient. The Local Plan is not 

justified and is unsound as a result. 

6.38 More generally, and as outlined in section 5, the Council’s approach to appraising sites 

which are deemed to have a specific  Green Belt function in respect of NPPF Purpose 4 

is at odds with paragraph 84 of NPPF. As a procedural point, there is no justified reason 

for discounting such sites on the basis of one aspect of their Green Belt contribution (as 

only one provision of national planning policy) without properly considering their 

sustainability credentials in a broader sense. This puts the Local Plan in conflict with the 

NPPF (paragraph 84) and renders it unsound as a result. 
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7. Comments on Sustainability Appraisal 
process 

7.1 This section of the representation report highlights a number of concerns with respect to 

the SA process undertaken by the Council. 

The City of York Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal. Pre-publication 

Draft, September 2017 

The Spatial Distribution Strategy 

7.2 It is evident that the Pre-Publication Draft Sustainability Appraisal (2013) has provided 

the only opportunity to comment upon the sustainability implications of the chosen 

spatial distribution strategy in the context of the new Local Plan and its revised housing 

and employment numbers.  

A revised spatial strategy 

7.3 It is the view of Gallagher Estates that as part of the new Local Plan, a review of the 

spatial distribution strategy should have been undertaken to address a number of key 

sustainability issues which could be positively addressed by ensuring that the spatial 

strategy considers social, economic and environmental matters in a balanced manner. 

This revision of the spatial strategy should have considered the following factors as a 

minimum: 

(a) Out-Commuting – Section 4.11 of the baseline data section of the Sustainability 

Appraisal notes that the highest number of out-commuters journey to Leeds with 

the third highest commuters to Harrogate both of which are on the West of the 

City. Given the air quality issues within York it is clearly appropriate to consider 

locating housing to the West of the City to provide those commuters to Leeds with 

the opportunity to live closer to their places of work as proposed to sites in the 

East of the City which would require commuting across York. Further, it is 

inherently more sustainable to locate residential development in locations which 

provide good connections to economic centres. Given the level of out-commuting 

to the City of Leeds, there is a strong sustainability argument for focusing 

development in the western part of the city.  

(b) Maximising socio-economic benefit – Section 4.4 of the Sustainability Appraisal 

identifies that whilst there has been a general reduction in deprivation across York 

there remain notable pockets of deprivation which should be tackled and is 

identified as a key sustainability issue for the Local Plan. The location of new 

housing within or close to these areas of deprivation would bring substantial 

social benefit which should be considered against any environmental impact.  

Figure 4.5 within the SA identifies the areas of deprivation and it is noted that the 

ward of Westfield is adjacent to the ward which contains Land at North Field and 

is currently identified as being within the top 20% of deprived wards in the UK.  
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7.4 A revision of the spatial strategy to consider issues listed above may also have 

additional sustainability benefits to a number of other key baseline sustainability issues 

identified by the Sustainability Appraisal
4
 which include: 

• Air quality is a key sustainability issue within the City of York with a number of Air 

Quality Management Areas (AQMA’s) located in the City Centre and on the main 

transport routes into the city. It is noted from Figure 4.10 of the Sustainability 

Appraisal that there are no AQMA’s on the West of the City around Acomb and its 

surrounding urban area. Locating residential development to the West of the site 

would alleviate additional pressure upon the AQMA’s in the City. 

• Cultural Heritage. It is noted within the SA that the West of the City is relatively 

unconstrained with regards to heritage
5
 sensitivity when compared to the rest of 

the City. Gallagher Estates would fully agree with this. Locating residential 

development within this area would therefore have a lower impact when 

compared to development to the North or South of the City. 

• Landscape. Gallagher Estates representations to the Preferred Sites consultation  

in 2016 (provided at Appendix 1) noted that the Local Plan is not supported by a 

robust landscape evidence base which adequately assesses landscape impact 

across the City. Evidence submitted with the Representations identified that 

development to the West of the City (and particularly around Acomb) will not 

negatively impact upon views of the York Minster which is a fundamental criteria 

of the spatial distribution strategy.   

Appraisal of all Reasonable Alternatives to deliver the housing demand 

7.5 Gallagher Estates has significant concerns with regards to the process for identifying 

and selecting the reasonable alternatives to deliver the revised housing demand as set 

out in the Draft Local Plan. These can be summarised as follows: 

(i) The use of a methodology to appraise reasonable alternatives that is 

contrary to the Planning Practice Guidance; 

(ii) The use of selection criteria to select the reasonable alternatives that are 

too focused on environmental constraints; and 

(iii) The failure to recognise and appraise Land at North Field as a sustainable 

location for residential development. 

The methodology to appraise reasonable alternatives 

7.6 Gallagher Estates representations to the Preferred Sites consultation outlined concerns 

with regards to the methodology used to appraise the reasonable alternatives to deliver 

the housing demand. These can be summarised as follows: 

• The Preferred Sites consultation document has presented a range of reasonable 

alternatives to meet the housing demand the majority of which have been carried 

forward from the aborted Local Plan which rejected or selected a number of sites. 

                                                      
4
 City of York Local Plan. Sustainability Appraisal Pre Publication Draft. September, 2017. Section 4.15 

5
  City of York Local Plan. Sustainability Appraisal Pre Publication Draft. September, 2017. Figure 4.12 
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• The preferred sites presented within the Preferred Sites Consultation document 

have been selected based on the site selection criteria set out in the Site 

Selection Report (2014) and its predecessor the Site Selection Paper (2013). 

Assessment material is identified in the following documents: 

‒ City of York Local Plan Further Sites Consultation Appendix 2: Residential 

Site Assessment Proformas (June 2014) 

‒ City of York Local Plan: Site Selection Paper Addendum (September 2014) 

• As part of the preparation of the Preferred Sites consultation paper, several sites 

have been subject to ‘reappraisal’
6
 utilising an updated evidence base as stated in 

paragraph 2.3.12 of the SA
7
 which has resulted in the selection of a number of 

additional sites. 

• As an example this reappraisal has resulted in the selection of additional housing 

allocation such as Land at Knapton Village (H53) which is noted as now being 

considered sustainable
8
 in terms of criteria 4 (Access to Services). 

7.7 The requirements of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations (2004) and hereafter referred to as The SEA Regulations require the SA 

report to clearly identify all reasonable alternatives selected and the reasons for the 

rejection of all alternatives. 

7.8 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
9
 states the following: 

The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the alternatives were 

selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the 

reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives. It should 

provide conclusions on the overall sustainability of the different alternatives, 

including those selected as the preferred approach in the Local Plan. Any 

assumptions used in assessing the significance of effects of the Local Plan 

should be documented. 

7.9 It is clear that not all of the proposed housing allocations selected or rejected by the new 

Local Plan (reasonable alternatives) have been appraised using the same methodology 

and evidence base (and therefore the same level of detail) as deployed in the Preferred 

Sites consultation paper (2016). Had a comprehensive reappraisal been undertaken for 

all sites selected or rejected during the current and aborted Local Plan process that one 

or more sites may have been included or rejected as sustainable locations for residential 

development as indeed occurred for Land at Knapton Village (H53). 

7.10 This flaw in the methodology is a breach of the requirements of the SEA Directive and 

Planning Practice Guidance. To rectify this deficiency the City of York Council must 

undertake a complete reappraise all of the reasonable alternatives considered or 

                                                      
6
 City of York Local Plan. Preferred Sites Consultation. July 2016 – Pages 16 -19. 

7
 City of York Local Plan. Sustainability Appraisal Pre Publication Draft. September, 2017. Pages 38-39. 

8
 City of York Local Plan. Preferred Sites Consultation. Sustainability Appraisal. July 2016 – Pages 165 -166. 

9
 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/strategic-environmental-assessment-and-sustainability-appraisal. Paragraph: 018 

Reference ID: 11-018-20140306 
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rejected through the Local Plan process (including those up to the aborted Local Plan) 

utilising the same methodology and consult upon the final proposed allocations. 

7.11 These procedural deficiencies mean that the Council has failed to follow due process in 

undertaking SA of the Local Plan. They render the plan unsound and does not meet the 

relevant legal obligations.  
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8. Proposed residential site allocations – 
comments on landscape impact  

8.1 The landscape and heritage evidence base published by the Council has been a key 

influence on the plan and the distribution of sites for allocation with significant reliance 

being placed on the findings of the Heritage Topic Paper (2013), the Heritage Impact 

Appraisal (2017) and the Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper (2017). 

Collectively, these consider the role and function of open areas of land in preserving the 

historic character and setting of the City, with much of the land within the York ring road 

deemed to be performing an important role in this regard. 

8.2 It is acknowledged that developing an understanding of the role played by open land in 

preserving the historic character and setting of the City is important in the context of 

York and, as noted above, this might justify a disproportionate level of development 

being directed to areas outside of the ring road. However, this needs to be balanced 

against the adverse impacts arising from this approach as have been highlighted above.   

8.3 Notwithstanding this, CSA Environmental have undertaken an appraisal of the 

landscape sensitivity of selected proposed residential allocations in the context of the 

landscape and heritage evidence published by Council in respect of these sites in order 

to consider their landscape context and the extent to which they are sensitive to 

development. This is provided at Appendix 7. 

8.4 This focuses on five of the proposed allocations and critiques the Council’s case for the 

allocation having regarding to their landscape and heritage context. The sites are: 

• Land east of Metcalfe Lane (Site ST7) 

• Land north of Monks Cross (Site ST8) 

• Land north of Haxby (Site ST9) 

• Land west of Wigginton Lane (Site ST14) 

• Land to the west of Elvington Road (Site ST15). 

8.5 Their appraisal is summarised as follows.  

Land east of Metcalfe Lane 

Evidence base  

8.6 The site is identified as lying part to the west of an area identified as ‘retaining the rural 

setting of York’ and an area which ‘prevents coalescence.’ The Heritage Impact 

Assessment notes a concern that a new settlement in close proximity to the city could 

be out of character with the current pattern of development and that development could 

impact or obscure views of the Minster. 
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Impact evaluation  

8.7 The new housing proposal will be visible in views from the edge of York, including the 

Osbaldwick Conservation Area and from the A64 and surrounding footpaths. It will 

therefore be difficult to design a new separate settlement in this location, as is the 

concept for this site, and the proposals will inevitably be closely associated with housing 

at the edge of York. 

8.8 Development in this location will result in encroachment into the rural landscape at the 

edge of York. It will have some impact on the rural setting of the town and on key views 

from the A64 towards the historic core. 

Land north of Monks Cross 

Evidence base 

8.9 The Heritage Impact Assessment notes that the development would represent a 

significant intrusion into the open countryside and would erode the rural setting of the 

village of Huntington and would begin to enclose the green wedge which is located to 

the east.  

Evaluation 

8.10 The site would introduce development to a section of the Monks Cross Link Road where 

at present housing is inconspicuous and the landscape dominated by agricultural fields. 

The development would be highly visible from a number of the approaches to York from 

the surrounding area. The proposed green wedge along the western boundary would 

result in a poor relationship between the new housing and existing settlement edge and 

could form a barrier to effective integration.  

Land north of Haxby 

Evidence base 

8.11 The Heritage Impact Assessment states that development would further extent Haxby’s 

boundary beyond its historic core and is likely to have a significant effect on the 

settlement’s compactness. It notes that proposals would impact on historic landscape 

elements and will have a detrimental impact on the setting of the village, including the 

rural approach along Moor Lane.  

Evaluation 

8.12 Development would result in the loss of pleasant agricultural land with a distinctive 

pattern of well trees hedgerows and a historic small scale/strip field pattern. The existing 

landscape framework would make a comprehensive development scheme, including 

playing fields and access, difficult to achieve without resulting in losses of trees and 

sections of hedgerows. 

8.13 The proposed open space would result in a development which is poorly related to the 

existing settlement. The development would result in a significant northern expansion of 

the existing settlement and would impact on the rural approaches along Moor Lane and 

Usher Lane.  
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Land to the west of Wiggington Road 

Evidence base 

8.14 The Heritage Impact Assessment identifies that there are potential significant negative 

impacts from urban sprawl as development would extend beyond the ring road. 

Evaluation  

8.15 Due to the site’s relative isolation from the existing highway, new roads would need to 

be developed crossing tracts of intervening countryside. The woodland belt contains 

views from the east, whilst to the north, south and west, views will be possible despite 

the site being relatively flat.  

Land to the west of Elvington Lane 

Evidence base 

8.16 The Heritage Impact Assessment notes that there are potential negative impacts from a 

new access point off the A64, development may obscure or impact on views of the 

Minster and the Wolds, and proposals could negatively impact on nearby wildlife sites, 

in particular Hesslington Tilmire SSSI and the Lower Derwent Valley SPA / Ramsar. It 

also notes potential impacts on existing recreational routes including the Minster Way. 

Evaluation 

8.17 Development would introduce built form into an area which is mainly agricultural land, 

although the airfield within the southern part of the site and to its east and west changes 

the land use in this area. New development will impact on a number of ecological and 

wildlife assets and the effects should be carefully assessed in order to provide suitable 

mitigation.  

8.18 The site is flat and is well contained by woodland to the north and south, however, there 

are partial views to the southwest and some long distance partial views to the northeast. 

If access is taken from the A64, this will impact on an additional area of farmland to the 

north. Development would inevitably result in a substantial loss of agricultural land within 

the countryside and its replacement with housing infrastructure and open space.  

Summary and implications  

8.19 The evidence base for the Local Plan has identified that each of these sites is sensitive 

to development to some degree and that impacts to the historic setting of York will arise. 

That is inevitable given the scale of development York needs to accommodate but is a 

necessary consequence of the City needing to grow.   

8.20 However at this juncture, and reflecting on the above points, insufficient justification, in 

respect of landscape and heritage setting impact considerations, for the selection of 

these sites over others has been provided by the Council. These allocations cannot 

therefore be justified as representing the most suitable when considered against 

reasonable alternative. The Draft Local Plan is unsound as a result. 

8.21 It is requested that further work is undertaken by the Council to explain the justification 

for the selection of the above sites over others in the context of the adverse impacts 

identified above and within the prevailing evidence base. 
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9. Towards a sound plan 

9.1 These representations have highlighted a number of deficiencies in the Local Plan 

which, individually and collectively, render the plan unsound and legally deficient in its 

current form. There are a combination of flaws in the Local Plan’s evidence base, 

procedural deficiencies in the plan’s appraisal of site options and a fundamental 

inconsistency with the selection spatial strategy for York as reflected in the Draft Local 

Plan (2013) and fully tested through a Sustainability Appraisal process.   

9.2 At this stage, it is not possible to outline in detail how the plan should be amended to 

address these points of unsoundness, rather further strategic work and a reappraisal of 

site options needs to be undertaken by the Council to arrive at a sustainable Local Plan. 

However, from the analysis above, several critical points are apparent: 

1) The Local Plan will need to allocate significantly more land for residential 

development to meet the Local Plan housing requirement and additional land 

either for residential development or safeguarded for future development 

beyond the plan period to ensure the Green Belt can endure over the long; 

2) The Local Plan will need to increase the proportion of residential 

development that is directed to the main settlement of York (defined by the ring 

road) to: 

-  achieve a better physical synergy between the location of residential 

growth and employment opportunities;  

- to avoid unsustainable patterns of commuting and the potential for 

increased congestion on the outskirts of York; 

- to ensure the Plan utilises and builds on existing infrastructure as a 

fundamental principle of a sustainable spatial strategy; and 

- to bring the Plan in line with the selected spatial strategy and spatial 

distribution of development as set out in the 2013 Draft Local Plan and 

determined to be the most sustainable through the 2013 Sustainability 

Appraisal.  

3) Two of the three proposed new settlements will need to be removed from the 

Local Plan to bring the Plan in line with the selected spatial strategy and spatial 

distribution of development as set out in the 2013 Draft Local Plan and 

determined to be the most sustainable through the 2013 Sustainability 

Appraisal.  

4) The Local Plan will need to reconsider the categorisation of open land inside 

the ring road and its Green Belt function given the incorrect characterisation pf 

selected areas of land as forming part of the historic setting and character of 

York; 
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5) Notwithstanding point 4), the Council and will need to reappraise land which 

is deemed to contribute to the historic setting and character of York and its 

suitability to accommodate development in a sustainable manner (based on all 

dimensions of sustainability) in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 

84 of the NPPF.  

Land at North Field  

9.3 In the context of the above, Gallagher Estates has put forward a strong case for the 

allocation of land at North Field for residential development through the Local Plan. This 

site can make an important contribution to meeting the strategic housing requirements 

of the City in a sustainable form, utilising a sustainable location which can add to the 

quality and choice of housing available within the Acomb area of York and deliver other 

associated benefits to the area and existing residents.   

9.4 The development can be delivered in a manner which is sensitive to its landscape and 

Green Belt setting, retaining a green gap between the urban edge of York and the 

settlement of Knapton ensuring the overall Green Belt function of this land is retained.  

9.5 It also offers the potential to facilitate the delivery of the York Outer Ring Road project 

through dedicating land along the site’s front to enabling the dualling of the A1237 to be 

achieved, thereby avoiding the need for the Council to acquire land and be exposed to 

the costs, delays and risks associated with this.  

9.6 The development is of a sufficient scale to accommodate new community facilities, 

including a school and areas of open space, securing new community infrastructure for 

the Acomb area of York to which it is well related. It is based on the principle that 

building on and utilising existing infrastructure, and where necessary and beneficial, 

improving this, represents the most sustainable approach to accommodating growth. 

9.7 The site is deliverable in full over the plan period, in the control of an experienced and 

responsible land promoter.  

9.8 The site is capable of being designed sensitively to retain a significant green buffer to 

Knapton and to be delivered at a density and in a form which reflects its semi-rural 

location and which provides a soft and green edge to the urban area of York. This 

design quality can be secured through an appropriately worded policy allocation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to make representations upon the June 2019 City of York Local 

Plan Proposed Modifications (the PMs) on behalf of L&QE Estates (formerly Gallagher Estates) (L&QE). These 

representations are pursuant to and cross-reference with previous representations by Turley at Preferred Sites 

and Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18) stages and Carter Jonas’ Regulation 19 Representations (as enclosed 

at Appendix 1) to the City of Publication Draft York Local Plan (the PDP).    

 1.2 These representations have been prepared for the exclusive benefit of the respondents as set out in the report 

contents herewith. No other parties may use or duplicate the report contents without the written permission of 

Carter Jonas LLP. 

1.3 L&QE has a controlling interest in the land at North Field, York, which Carter Jonas continues to promote for 

allocation for housing.  The land is Site Reference 871 (please see below) within the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2018). Our client is keen to work with the City of York Council to help ensure 

a sound Local Plan can be adopted as soon as possible. We will be pleased to engage with the Council upon 

matters of housing need and delivery, green belt review and site-specific matters to facilitate swift progress. 
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1.4 We have grave concerns over the modifications currently proposed and the overall soundness of the plan which 

will impact upon the timetable and prolong the continued failure to plan for the development needs of the City 

of York. Our specific concerns arising from this PMs consultation (along with the Plan as submitted) relate to 

the following, with cross-reference to the modifications main document and/or evidence base where appropriate: 

• PM3-PM5 and associated amendments – The January 2019 Housing Needs Update and the Revised 

Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) 

• The associated ‘garden village’ strategy for delivery of sufficient land to meet the OAN 

• The Addendum to Topic Paper 1 - Approach to Defining York's Green Belt - March 2019 

• Topic Paper 1 Addendum - Annex 3 - Inner Boundary Descriptions and Justifications  

1.5 In summary our main representations are as follows: 

The Housing Requirement 

• As previously, the Vision and Outcomes are not justified or effective as they are not 

backed by sufficient evidence and/or positive policies to meet the identified housing 

need. The proposed modifications fail to address those concerns.      

• The revised OAN housing requirement and the predicted housing supply remain 

unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national planning policy.  

• In particular, the revised minimum annual provision of 790 new dwellings per annum 

is not based upon any robust objective assessment of need.  

• The draft plan will not deliver sufficient new housing or the much needed boost to the 

level of supply indicated by the available evidence.   

• Based on the available evidence, the plan should provide for a minimum of 1,069 new 

dwellings per annum. 

• Even founded on a figure of 790dpa the plan proposes insufficient appropriate and 

sustainable housing land to meet its proposed requirement.  

o The spatial strategy still relies too heavily on a number of key large and/or 

complex sites, and over-optimistic and unsupported assumptions over both timing 

and number of dwellings to be delivered.  

o Indicative densities are too high, giving unrealistic yield per hectare assumptions 

and potentially resulting in poor quality development and lack of new housing 

choice and in particular a lack of family housing.  

• By proposing a reduction to the previous unsound OAN of 867 dpa, the main 

modifications represent a fundamental change at a late stage of the local plan process 

and, as a result, the soundness of the plan is even further weakened.     
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The Green Belt and Strategic Growth  

• The Council’s negative approach to meeting the development needs of York is 

reflected in the approach taken toward to the Green Belt.  

• The proposed Green Belt boundaries are unsound as they would unreasonably 

restrict more sustainable development opportunities for the necessary growth of York.  

• The combined methodology in terms of defining the inner and outer Green Belt 

boundaries and allocation of development sites is flawed. CYC has produced a 

number of evidence base documents in respect of the green belt and historic setting 

of York between 2003 and 2019. However, no city-wide, comprehensive and objective 

assessment of green belt purposes has been undertaken. In this respect the plan is 

unsound.  

• The inner boundary as proposed would be too tightly drawn to allow for housing 

development needs during the plan period and beyond.    

• The PMs fail to revisit the spatial strategy for housing or to reconsider sustainable 

urban extensions as an appropriate alternative. 

• The strategy of sustainable urban extension hosing allocations should be re-

introduced to make up the projected shortfall against the true OAN and improve future 

range and choice. To illustrate this opportunity: 

o The Outer Ring Road between Millfield Lane to the north and Main Street, 

Knapton to the south would make a strong Green Belt boundary to the NW edge 

of the city. 

o This would enable a sustainable urban extension to help meet the uplifted and 

appropriate level of housing need.         

• The March 2019 Addendum to Topic Paper 1 - Approach to Defining York's Green 

Belt (the Green Belt Addendum) forms part of a flawed process that seeks to 

retrospectively justify proposed Green Belt boundaries that had already been selected 

long before the May 2018 submission.     

• The Green Belt Addendum is the latest in a long line of green belt review documents, 

going back to 2003. However, rather than providing a comprehensive and robust 

evidence base, these documents represent a fragmented and piecemeal approach to 

considering appropriate, detailed Green Belt boundaries for the city.   

• The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is 

proposed to help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

• The Council’s emphasis for the detailed inner boundaries is geared towards 

safeguarding “the special character and setting of the historic city” rather than 

establishing “long term development limits” that will (1) take into account necessary 

levels of growth and (2) “also endure beyond the Plan period”.  
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OAN and Green Belt: Executive Summary 

• In summary, the PMs highlight three fundamental flaws in the emerging local plan, 

namely: 

o A proposed OAN which seriously underestimates the true levels of extreme 

housing need that prevail across within the city; 

o Associated conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework aims and 

objectives requiring an “overall strategy” to achieve “sufficient provision for 

housing (including affordable housing)” and “delivering a sufficient supply of 

homes”; 

o Tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries and a lack of appropriate housing land which 

will prevent established needs being met within the plan period and beyond; and          

o A strategic distribution of new housing which will fail to meet both the established 

need and market requirements.  

• In conclusion, the Council has chosen an unreasonably low OAN to help justify tightly 

drawn inner Green Belt boundaries that were originally proposed long ago.  

• The March 2019 Addendum to Topic Paper 1 is an attempt to retro-fit an evidence 

base to justify those same inner Green Belt boundaries that fails both in terms of 

robust methodology and content.  

1.6 We have provided a structured response which addresses the issues raised within the PMS consultation, as 

follows:   

o Section 2 covers the housing requirement  

o Section 3 relates to the Proposed Green Belt boundaries and evidence base  

o Section 4 summarises our conclusions  

1.7 We have completed a representation form to which this statement is attached and includes the request to 

participate in the examination. 
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2.0 THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

PM3 – PM5 and Policy SS1: York Housing Needs and Delivering Sustainable Growth for York  

2.1 Our previous representations confirmed that Policy SS1 was not sound as it was not positively prepared, 

effective or consistent with national policy for the reasons set out previously on behalf of L&QE/Gallagher. The 

PMs documentation does nothing to resolve this and the proposed reduction to the minimum annual provision 

of new dwellings pushes in the opposite direction.    

2.2 Pursuant to the Turley OAN Critique (Appendix 2), preceding representations and wider evidence base, L&QE 

objects to the housing requirement being set at 790 dwellings per annum (DPA) and concludes that the OAN 

should be at a minimum of 1,069 DPA.  

2.3 The Council’s own evidence base, in the form of the GL Hearn Strategic Housing Market Assessment (May 

2017 - the SHMA) clearly recommends that, based on their assessment of market signals evidence and some 

recent Inspectors decisions, the council should include a 10% market signals adjustment to the 867 figure, 

resulting in a requirement of 953 dwellings per annum.  

2.4 The Plan ignores the supporting evidence base conclusions and provides no clear or sound justification for not 

making an adjustment for market signals in light of Government guidance. The Publication Draft Plan text at 

paragraph 3.3: Housing Growth was silent on the methodology behind the selection of the 867dpa figure, which 

was a failing in itself.  

2.5 There are significant issues of housing affordability within the city which needs to be addressed and there is no 

evidence of any recent improvement in this respect.  This is in breach of the NPPF core planning principle at 

paragraph 17, bullet point 4.  

2.6 The decision makers at City of York Council Local Plan Working Group and Executive meetings in January 2018 

had every opportunity to aim for a more reasonable, justified and positive target for housing delivery. This would 

have been fully supported and justified by the SHMA evidence base, officer recommendations (including 

suggested additional housing sites) and statements of case by many representors. However, the members of 

those committees failed to take this opportunity, choosing a figure based on only part of the GL Hearn findings. 

This approach is wholly unjustified and in breach of the aims and objectives of draft Policy DP1 as noted above.      

2.7 The previous housing requirement of 867 per annum failed to comply with Planning Practice Guidance and the 

revised OAN under the PMS does nothing to rectify that situation, quite the contrary. As set out within the Turley 

report at Appendix 2, the 2014 population projections are a more appropriate factor in the calculation of OAN 

than the 2016 figures the council seeks to rely on.    
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2.8 Given the real prospects of the plan being found unsound at the earliest juncture, the council should allow for a 

significant increase from the 790 figure towards the 1,070dpa confirmed within the Planning for the Right Homes 

Publication Data spreadsheet. This is supported by the Turley OAN Critique report (Appendix 2) which 

concludes as follows  

5.6 Drawing together the above, it is considered that in the order of 1,000 dwellings 

per annum are needed in York over the period from 2012 to 2037...  

5.8 Our conclusions are consistent with evidence previously submitted by Turley on 

behalf of L&QE Estates. It is also proportionate to the current outcome of the standard 

method (1,069dpa) and the alternative assessments submitted by other representors 

during earlier stages of consultation, which suggested that up to 1,150 dwellings per annum 

are needed in York. 

5.9 Within this context, the Council’s proposal to lower its housing requirement and 

provide only 790 dwellings per annum is strongly challenged. This proposed modification 

has not been positively prepared, but has instead been motivated by an opportunity to 

provide fewer homes rather than seeking to meet the full need for housing in York. The 

proposed level of housing provision is not justified or consistent with the requirements of 

national policy and guidance. It is therefore considered that the modified Local Plan, like 

the submitted version, is unsound. 

2.9 In summary, the proposed housing requirement and associated modifications at PM3 – PM5 are not justified or 

consistent with the NPPF. This should be resolved through a housing requirement based on a minimum OAN 

of 1,069 dpa.   
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3.0 GREEN BELT  

EX/CYC/18: Green Belt TP1 Addendum and Proposals Map Modifications  
 

3.1  The PMs and evidence base seek to provide further evidence for the selection of boundaries for the inner and 

outer Green Belt edges along with urban areas and proposed development sites within the General Extent of 

Green Belt.  

    

3.2 We welcome the opportunity for the establishment of detailed Green Belt boundaries for the first time and 

consider that this issue goes to the heart of a sound plan for the city.  

3.3 The CSA Environmental (CSAE) - Addendum to Landscape Overview enclosed at Appendix 3 supplements the 

previous representations on behalf of L&QE/Gallagher in respect of the CYC methodology for determining 

appropriate green belt boundaries for York.    

3.4 We remain of the view that the evidence base provided by the council is comprised of a loose collection of 

documents emerging over a 16 year period and concerned that the proposed detailed green belt boundaries 

are based upon evidence that is out-of-date, going back as far as 2003 and preceding not only the current NPPF 

but also the 2012 NPPF as well. The March 2019 document Green Belt TP1 Addendum forms part of the current 

consultation and seeks to address the Local Plan Inspectors’ comments of 24 July 2018 that: 

… it is not clear to us how the Council has approached the task of delineating the Green 
Belt boundaries shown on the Policies Map submitted. Unless we have missed something, 
no substantive evidence has been provided setting out the methodology used and the 
decisions made through the process. We ask that the Council now provides this. 

 

3.5 As noted within the CSAE report enclosed at Appendix 3, the approach taken by the council and the associated 

methodology in preparing the TP1 Addendum do not constitute a comprehensive green belt review to, amongst 

other things, consider appropriate Green Belt boundaries. The CSAE report states:  

…rather its purpose is to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy / Green 
Belt approach.      

 

3.6 In other words, the TP1 Addendum is a further attempt to retrofit an evidence base to justify green belt 

boundaries and the detailed extent of the York Green Belt already proposed to be designated as such since 

2005.  
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EX/CYC/18d: TP1 Addendum Annex 3 – York Green Belt Inner Boundary Section Descriptions and 
Justification 
 

3.7 The TP1 Addendum Annex 3 (EiP Document Ref. EX/CYC/18d) seeks to assess and justify the proposed inner 

edge of the green belt. The assessment breaks down the main built part of the city into 7 radial “inner boundary 

sections” within the York Outer Ring Road (YORR). As with the main TP1 document, Annex 3 seeks to retrofit 

an evidence base to draft Green Belt boundaries selected as early as 2005. Paragraph 5.16 of the TP1 

Addendum confirms the scope of the inner boundary assessment as follows: 

The key role of the inner Green Belt boundary is to establish long term development limits 
to the built up area, and distinguish land that needs to be kept permanently open to meet 
the purposes of Green Belt including safeguarding the special character and setting of the 
historic city.  

 

3.8 The CSAE report at Appendix 3 of these representations reviews the approach and methodology against that 

scope, the associated NPPF advice and with reference to Section 2, Sub-Sections 4-10. We do not repeat the 

CSAE analysis but note the following key points arising.  

 

3.9 Annex 3, Section 2, Boundaries 4 – 8 assess the proposed inner green belt edge to the immediate east of 

SHLAA Site 8171. However, this assessment fails to objectively consider other potential boundaries. As such, 

the assessment is subjective rather than objective. Of particular relevance to these representations is the CSAE 

report comment that the A1237 and the built development of large scale housing at Acomb have “severed any 

connection between this land parcel and the historic centre of York. (i.e. referring to the land between the YORR 

and current urban edge, including SHLAA Site 871). As such, “there are no Key Historic Core Views”).  

 

3.10 CSAE refutes the CYC attempted justifications for the green belt boundary at this point. As per previous 

representations in respect of Site 871 the CSAE Addendum report maintains: 

The adjacent land parcel does have an open character, however the existing edge is poorly 
assimilated and the A1237 would provide a much more robust alternative boundary. 
Planned expansion could maintain a buffer to the ring road and provide a much better edge 
to York.   

 

3.11 In respect of permanence, the CSAE report goes on to say: 

The assessment notes that the proposed boundary follows an historic field boundary which 
forms a distinct edge between the urban area and more open farmland. In fact, this 
boundary largely follows the rear gardens of housing at the edge of York. This does not 
meet the criteria of a robust manmade or natural feature. The A1237 would provide a much 
more logical and permanent edge to the Green Belt at this point, however this does not 
appear to have been considered. 
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3.12  We consider the 2018 SHLAA conclusion in respect of Site 871 that “the site should not be included as an 

allocation in the emerging Local Plan” is a missed opportunity that should have been reconsidered under the 

PMs. Taking into account the need to identify more housing land, potential sustainable urban extensions such 

as the site should be strongly considered to help meet housing delivery requirements.   

 

3.13 In proposing to designate the North Field site as part of the Green Belt, the council is in conflict with paragraph 

139 of the NPPF as is missing the oipportu8nity to allocate a suitable and sustainable site to help meet the 

requirement for allocation of sufficient land for housing.      

 

3.14 If the North Field site is ultimately identified as an appropriate and sustainable urban extension the A1237 YORR 

boundary of the site would give a clearly defined and strong boundary to the Green Belt at this point, marking 

the urban edge of this part of York but enabling the land to be allocated to meet a significantly uplifted OAHN.  

An A1237 boundary would perform well under NPPF paragraph 139(f) in respect of a physical feature that is 

recognisable and permanent. Furthermore, this would be a simple and straightforward continuation of the 

proposed green belt boundary to the north, between the Boroughbridge Road Roundabout and where the A1237 

crosses the River Ouse. 

PM41 - Knapton 

3.15 Proposed modification 41 seeks to amend the 2018 Proposals Map and to revise the extent of greenbelt, as 

shown on the following extract i.e. for the green belt to ‘wash over’ Knapton, a change from previous plan 

iterations whereby Knapton was inset, with a settlement boundary.  
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3.16  To facilitate housing delivery, we consider that an alternative green belt boundary to Annex 3 Section 2 would 

help meet development needs during the plan period, based upon an uplifted OAN and the selection of 

appropriate and sustainable housing land options. Pursuant to paragraphs 3.12 – 3.15 above, the suggested 

alternative Green Belt boundary is shown in green below, based upon an extract from the Vision Framework 

submitted as part of previous representations. This would also accommodate a green belt buffer to Knapton 

village. 
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PM29-PM40 – Proposed Green Belt Boundary Modifications  
 

3.17  A significant part of the PMS consultation relates to additional evidence in the form of the Addendum to Topic 

Paper 1 - Approach to Defining York's Green Belt - March 2019 plus appendices. Whilst we do not have any 

specific comments in respect of PM29 – PM40 in themselves, we object to all of these PMs as a result of the 

green belt supporting evidence base as it stands.  

 

3.18 L&QE objects to the modifications at PM29 – PM40 on the grounds that they represent cosmetic alterations that 

fail to take the opportunity to redraw the proposed Green Belt boundaries to help meet development needs 

during the plan period and “longer term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period”.   

 

3.19 A site visit will confirm our view that the A1237 Outer Ring Road would form a more appropriate green belt 

boundary at this point in terms of the National Planning Policy Framework and associated policies, taking into 

account the need to allocate additional housing land in appropriate and sustainable locations.  

 
EX/CYC/18b: TP1 Addendum Annex 5 – Development Sites in the Green Belt 
 
3.20 Whilst the PMs the subject of this consultation do not include any amendment to the policies and evidence base 

behind strategic sites, within the General Extent of Green Belt, previous representations for L&Q/Gallagher have 

raised issues in respect of the selection and justification for the following strategic sites: 

 

• ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane; 

• ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross; 

• ST9 – Land North of Haxby; 

• ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor; and 

• ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road. 

 
3.21 As set out at pages 11 – 13 of the CSAE Addendum report (Appendix 3), the assessment of these sites under 

TP1 Addendum Annex 5 – Development Sites in the Green Belt raises a number of concerns.  

 

3.22 In respect of consistency, Annex 5 highlights the point at paragraphs 3.4 – 3.6 above that the TP1 Addendum 

seeks to retrofit an evidence base to a set of draft green belt boundaries already selected under previous local 

plan iterations.  

 

3.23 Further inconsistencies arise from the assessments for ST7 and ST9 which have passed the necessary site 

selection criteria, despite the site assessments acknowledging harm to the special character and setting 

of York.      

 

3.24 The CSAE Addendum Report also highlights issues of urban sprawl and countryside encroachment for ST8, 

ST9 and ST14.  
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3.25 ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor is of particular concern as is represents major development outside the 

YORR. It would also result in additional impact as a result of the extensive infrastructure needed. Problems of 

“cumulative urbanisation”, major encroachment into the open countryside and loss of separation between Clifton 

Moor and Skelton would occur. As a result, the Annex 5 conclusion that ST14 would cause only minor harm to 

green belt purposes 1, 3 and 4 and no significant harm to purpose 2 is patently absurd.     

 

 

Green Belt Assessment – Summary 
 

3.26 As a result of the historic restraining effect of the General Extent of Green Belt on new housing development 

and as well documented, there is significant pent-up housing demand and affordable housing need across the 

city. Land for housing within the built-part of York is at a premium and the Publication Draft Plan already takes 

into account key strategic regeneration sites and their capacity to deliver new housing. Previously developed 

land is a finite resource and historic rates of new housing on brownfield sites are most unlikely to be maintained 

for the plan period.  

 

3.27 Despite this, the proposed green belt boundaries within the plan have clearly been drawn up with maximum 

development restraint in mind. Given the proposed boundaries are in no small part based upon a highly flawed 

approach under Policy SS1, it stands to reason that Policy SS2 as written cannot be considered sound as it is 

not effective and justified. As highlighted above we recommend that the Plan includes a minimum housing 

requirement of at least 1,069 dwellings per annum in order to meet the OAN for the City. Taking into account 

this and unrealistic assumptions on delivery, further land for housing will need to be identified and this will of 

necessity be within the General Extent of Green Belt given the proposed detailed boundaries are tightly drawn 

around the urban extent of the City. The Proposed Modifications do nothing to help resolve this problem.  

 

3.28 Furthermore, given the absence of any full review of the General Extent of Green Belt since its introduction and 

in view of NPPF advice at paragraph 85, it is also considered necessary to formally identify Safeguarded Land 

to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period, and to ensure that the adopted 

Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period. Whilst we recognise 

that the Publication Draft Plan seeks to provide “further development land to 2038” (paragraph 3.13) this falls 

well short of the NPPF paragraph 85 requirement to: 

…meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period. (CJ 
emphasis) 

3.29 In summary, more land should be released from the General Extent of Green Belt and from within the inner 

green belt boundary. Appropriate land should be allocated for housing as sustainable urban extensions to meet 

a significantly increased OAN and safeguarded land should also be allocated for development needs well 

beyond 2038. We therefore remain of the view that to render Policy SS2 sound it should be modified as follows: 
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To ensure that there is a degree of permanence beyond the plan period sufficient land is 

allocated for development to meet the needs identified in the plan and for a further 

minimum period of five years to 2038, with additional land released from the General 

Extent of Green Belt to be safeguarded for development beyond the plan period. (CJ 

amendments in bold).  

3.30 The Proposed Modifications fail to address the fundamental issues of soundness arising from the interlinked 

OAN, strategic housing growth and green belt review matters set out within these representations.   

 



 

 
City of York Local Plan  Proposed Modifications – consultation response  14

4.0 CONCLUSION 

4.1 These and our preceding representations refer to fundamental flaws in the Publication Draft Plan and explain 

why it is unsound. These representations explain why the Proposed Modifications and supporting evidence 

continue to fail to make the local plan sound. In particular, the plan fails to meet the necessary test of soundness 

and the NPPF paragraph 157 requirement to:  

…plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the 

objectives, principles and policies of this Framework… 

4.2 The most significant and on-going concerns are: -  

  

• the proposed even lower annual housing provision with an OAN of 790;  

• tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries;  

• lack of any robust green belt review or justification; and  

• insufficiency of housing land allocation  

 

 

4.3 These would combine to hold back growth to unreasonably low levels, fail to facilitate delivery of much needed 

housing and further exacerbate the existing significant affordability issues.  

 

4.4 To summarise in more detail, the Proposed Modifications will achieve nothing towards resolving/recognising the 

following issues that go directly to the heart of plan soundness:   

• The plan should provide for a minimum of 1,069 new dwellings per annum. 

• Even founded on a proposed housing figure of 790dpa the plan proposes 

insufficient housing land in appropriate and sustainable locations.  

• The spatial strategy remains too heavily reliant upon (1) a number of large key 

and/or complex sites and over-optimistic and (2) unsupported assumptions over 

both timing and number of dwellings to be delivered. The PMs fail to resolve these 

concerns.  

• The Proposed Modifications fail to include the reconsideration of sustainable urban 

extensions to make up the projected shortfall in supply and improve future range 

and choice.      

• The draft plan remains unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as:  

o the PMs do not include measures to address the above issues; and   

o the green belt review update fails to accommodate safeguarded land to 

help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

• The proposed Green Belt remains unsound as it would unreasonably restrict 

development opportunities for the necessary growth of York. 

• The proposed modifications under PM41  do not acknowledge that the A1237 to 

the west of Acomb would form a logical, permanent and strong Green Belt 

boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the city at this point  
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4.5 L&QE respectfully maintains that Land at North Field, York, SHLAA ref. 871 should be released from the General 

Extent of Green Belt to be (at very least) designated as safeguarded land. However, in the first instance we 

consider the land should be allocated for housing within the plan period for the extensive reasons noted within 

these and previous representations. In particular this would help supplement draft housing allocations to meet 

an objectively assessed need for housing that will increase significantly during the progress toward local plan 

adoption.     
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1.0 INTRODUCTION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to make representations upon the February 2018 City of York Local 

Plan Publication Draft (the PDP) on behalf of Gallagher Estates Ltd. (Gallagher). These representations are 

pursuant to and cross-reference with previous representations by Turley at Preferred Sites and Pre-Publication 

Draft (Regulation 18) stages (the latter enclosed at Appendix 2).    

1.2 Gallagher has a controlling interest in the land at North Field, York, which we again propose for allocation for 

housing.  The land is Site Reference 871 within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

(2017). Our client is keen to work with the City of York Council to help ensure a sound Local Plan can be adopted 

as soon as possible. We will be pleased to engage with the Council upon matters of housing need and delivery, 

and site-specific matters to facilitate swift progress. 

1.3 We note that the Minister for Housing, Communities and Local Government (HCLG) has confirmed (as of 23 

March 2018) the council is not one of those selected for intervention. However, a watching brief will be 

maintained by HCLG to ensure the Council continues to meet the published timetable set out within the Local 

Development Scheme. Notwithstanding this, we have major concerns over the soundness of the plan as 

currently proposed which will impact upon the timetable for Plan and prolong the continued failure to plan to 

meet the needs of the City of York.  

1.4 In summary our main representations are as follows: 

Vision, Spatial Strategy and the Housing Requirement 

• The Vision and Outcomes are not justified or effective as they are not backed by 

sufficient evidence and positive policies to meet the identified housing need.    

• The housing requirement and the predicted housing supply is not justified, effective 

or consistent with national planning policy or even the council’s own evidence base.  

• In particular, the minimum annual provision of 867 new dwellings per annum is not 

based upon any robust objective assessment of need – even the council’s own 

evidence base gives an OAN of 953dpa.  

• As a result, the draft plan will not deliver sufficient new housing or the much needed 

boost to the level of supply indicated by the available evidence.   

• Based on the available evidence, the plan should provide for a minimum of 1,070 new 

dwellings per annum. 

• Even founded on a figure of 867dpa the plan proposes insufficient housing land to 

meet its proposed requirement.  

o The spatial strategy relies too heavily on a number of key large and/or complex 

sites and over-optimistic and unsupported assumptions over both timing and 

number of dwellings to be delivered.  
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o The draft plan also includes over-optimistic assumptions over the predicted level 

of windfall.  

o Indicative densities are too high, giving unrealistic yield per hectare assumptions 

and potentially resulting in poor quality development and lack of new housing 

choice.  

The Green Belt  

• The concept of sustainable urban extensions should be re-introduced to make up the 

projected shortfall in supply and improve future range and choice.      

• The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is 

proposed to help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

• The proposed Green Belt is unsound as it is drawn to unreasonably restrict 

development opportunities for the necessary growth of York.  

Site selection and the case for land at North Field, York 

• As noted below, the emerging spatial strategy changed when options including 42% 

of new housing delivery through extensions to the main urban area were dismissed 

to be replaced by additional land beyond the Ring Road and within three freestanding 

settlements described as garden villages.  

• Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal considers the strategic sites against each other it 

fails to reassess them against legitimate alternatives such as the proposed urban 

extensions. 

• In effect, the Sustainability Appraisal fails to provide a comparative assessment of 

urban extension Site 871: Land at North Field, York as a reasonable alternative 

against the selected sites.  

• The A1237 to the west of Acomb would form a logical, permanent and strong Green 

Belt boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the city at this point.  

• Our client’s land at North Field, York is fully deliverable and represents one of the 

most appropriate sites for allocation when considered against reasonable alternatives 

and our client and the relevant landowners are willing parties.    

• We demonstrate that: 

o The site occupies a highly sustainable location within close proximity to the 

existing facilities and services of Acomb District Centre; 

o It is well connected via existing sustainable transport network, including bus stops 

on Beckfield Lane providing access to the City Centre, a train station at Poppleton 

and a recently completed park and ride facility on the A59; 

o The development of the site as proposed provides opportunities to improve local 

community facilities, including the provision of new public open space and a 
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primary school and will deliver significant economic, social and environmental 

benefits; 

o The development will deliver new and much needed affordable housing; 

o The development can sensitively address the relationship between the urban 

edge of York and the settlement of Knapton through the inclusion of a green gap 

between the site and Knapton. The development will not result in significant harm 

to the Green Belt and its key purposes. 

o The development offers the potential to facilitate the delivery of the York Outer 

Ring Road project through dedicating land along the site’s frontage to enabling 

the dualling of the A1237 to be achieved, thereby avoiding the need for the 

Council to acquire land and be exposed to the costs, delays and risks associated 

with this. 

• In summary, the North Field, York site should be released from the Green Belt and 

allocated for housing.   

1.5 We have provided a structured response which addresses the policies within the PDP, as follows:   

o Section 2 sets out our response to the document as a whole and general 

approach of the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan;  

o Section 3 covers spatial strategy and the overall housing requirement 

o Section 4 relates to housing 

o Section 5 sets out and summarises the case for the allocation of land at North 

Field, York.    

o Section 6 summarises our conclusions  

1.6 We have completed a representation form to which this statement is attached and includes the request to 

participate in the examination. 
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2.0 THE OVERALL DOCUMENT & GENERAL POLICIES   

 Background 

2.1 Within this response, our comments are directed at specific parts of the Publication Draft Plan, which we 

consider make the document ‘unsound’.  Our response addresses the issues of soundness set out in paragraph 

182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012).  These require that the Plan should be: - 

o Positively Prepared;  

o Justified; 

o Effective and 

o Consistent with national planning policy. 

2.2 We have some initial comments in regards the document as a whole. Principally the concerns are as follows: - 

o Following a long and troubled preparation over many years and as a result of 

recent Council decisions on growth the Publication Draft Plan is not sufficiently 

strategic in focus and fails to provide a clear strategic direction for the City; 

o In view of the proposed unreasonably low level of housing growth set at 867 dpa 

the plan fails to respond to the direction of travel contained within CLG’s White 

Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (Feb 2017), ‘Planning for the Right 

Homes in the Right Places: Consultation Paper’ (September 2017) and the recent 

draft National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Policy Guidance issued 

in March 2018 and associated documents. 

o In effect, as a result of the housing land shortfall the plan will fail to significantly 

boost housing land supply, address affordability or ‘fix the broken housing market’ 

across the city. 

2.3 It is considered that a significant amount of work still needs to be done to make the Local Plan sound.  As it 

stands, the document is: 

o Not justified because is not based on an robust and credible evidence base, and 

is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 

alternatives; 

o Not effective due to issues of flexibility and does not plan properly to meet the 

identified needs; and 

o Not consistent with current and emerging national planning policy.   

2.4 Our specific comments are set out below on a section-by-section basis.   
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Section 2: Vision and Development Principles  

2.5 The Vision and Outcomes at p16 are fairly generic and fail to say anything about the need for housing growth 

to help both deliver and underpin the sustainable development aims and objectives.    

2.6 Paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 promote the key role of York in leading Sub-Regional economic growth and new job 

creation whilst as safeguarding existing employment provision.  The aim is to deliver 650 new jobs per annum. 

Paragraph 2.5 acknowledges the need to provide new homes in the form of “sufficient land for 867 dwellings 

per annum. Specific reference is made to ‘garden village’ developments at three locations plus “major 

sustainable urban extensions such as British Sugar and York Central.”    

2.7 Policies DP1 and DP2 of the Publication Draft Plan acknowledge the need for development to meet housing 

needs. DP1 aims to ensure:   

The housing needs of the City of York’s current and future population including that arising 

from economic and institutional growth is met within the York local authority area.   

2.8 We wholeheartedly welcome this aim, although for the Vision to be ‘sound’ it should also explicitly acknowledge 

the need to provide affordable housing and diversify the housing market.   

2.9 We have significant concerns that the Plan will not effectively meet the development principles of Policy DP1 

aims, as set out above. It is well documented that the housing target set out within the publication Plan is not 

appropriately justified and should be increased to seek to meet the housing needs and economic growth in the 

area  
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3.0 SPATIAL STRATEGY AND THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York  

3.1 Policy SS1 is not considered to be sound as it is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with national 

policy for the following reasons.  

3.2 In light of the 2018 Turley OAN report (Appendix 1) and wider evidence base, our client objects to the housing 

requirement being set at 867 dwellings per annum and concludes that the OAN should be closer to 1,000 

dwellings per annum.  

3.3 The Council’s own evidence base, in the form of the GL Hearn Strategic Housing Market Assessment (May 

2017 - the SHMA) clearly recommends that, based on their assessment of market signals evidence and some 

recent Inspectors decisions, the council should include a 10% market signals adjustment to the 867 figure, 

resulting in a requirement of 953 dwellings per annum.  

3.4 The Plan ignores the supporting evidence base conclusions and provides no clear or sound justification for not 

making an adjustment for market signals in light of Government guidance. The Publication Draft Plan text at 

paragraph 3.3: Housing Growth is silent on the methodology behind the selection of the 867dpa figure. There 

are significant issues of housing affordability within the city which needs to be addressed and there is no 

evidence of any recent improvement in this respect.  This is in breach of the NPPF core planning principle at 

paragraph 17, bullet point 4. The decision makers at City of York Council Local Plan Working Group and 

Executive meetings in January 2018 had every opportunity to aim for a more reasonable, justified and positive 

target for housing delivery. This would have been fully supported and justified by the SHMA evidence base, 

officer recommendations (including suggested additional housing sites) and statements of case by many 

representors. However, the members of those committees failed to take this opportunity, choosing a figure 

based on only part of the GL Hearn findings. This approach is wholly unjustified and in breach of the aims and 

objectives of draft Policy DP1 as noted above.      

3.5 As such, the housing requirement of 867 per annum fails to comply with Planning Practice Guidance and as a 

result the Publication Draft Plan fundamentally fails to provide for the evidenced housing growth requirement 

and is therefore patently unsound.  

3.6 Furthermore, an additional economic uplift based upon representations from businesses and bodies such as 

the York Chamber of Commerce and ambitions of the Local Enterprise Partnership should reflect the confirmed 

role of York as a “key economic driver”. As paragraph 4.5 of the 2018 Turley OAN Report at Appendix 1 notes, 

the 10% uplift would be the absolute minimum level of adjustment necessary. The report suggests a figure of 

circa 1,000dpa.  The lack of reasonable explanation for not including an economic uplift is contrary to PPG 

advice at Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306, as follows: 
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…the use of this standard methodology set out in this guidance is strongly recommended 

because it will ensure that the assessment findings are transparently prepared. Local 

planning authorities may consider departing from the methodology, but they should explain 

why their particular local circumstances have led them to adopt a different approach where 

this is the case. 

3.7 Given the real prospects of the plan being found unsound at the earliest juncture, the council should allow for a 

significant increase from the 867 figure towards the 1,070dpa confirmed within the Planning for the Right Homes 

Publication Data spreadsheet.  As a result, we consider the OAN figure for York is closer to 1,000 dwellings per 

annum to meet demographic needs and provide a reasonably necessary response to market signals, which 

should be planned for in the dual interests of flexibility of supply and positive planning. This follows directly from 

the conclusions at paragraphs 4.3 – 4.9 of the 2018 Turley OAN Report, as follows: 

4.3 At a fundamental level, Gallagher Estates continues to be concerned with the Council’s 

disregarding of the evidence set out in the SHMA Update, and its decision to “agree” only 

with the scale of housing need suggested by the 2014-based household projections. The 

unjustified dismissal of the market signals adjustment subsequently applied by its 

consultant’s results in a figure derived only from a partial application of the PPG 

methodology, with this approach not objective or sound. The continued omission of any 

reference to the concluded OAN for 953 dwellings per annum is strongly challenged by 

Gallagher Estates. 

4.4 A review of submissions to the previous stage of consultation confirms that similar 

concerns around the interpretation of the OAN evidence were expressed by a number of 

representors, with concerns around its calculation also noted. The Publication Draft Plan 

fails to respond to these concerns. 

4.5 Our previous technical review identified the following principal points of concern with 

regards to the Council’s OAN evidence and its interpretation into policy: 

• The selection of a demographic projection which failed to allow for an 

improvement in younger household formation, despite the SHMA Update 

confirming that 873 dwellings per annum would be needed to facilitate such an 

improvement; 

• The omission of any adjustment to respond to the evidenced worsening in 

market signals. The 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA update – but 

disregarded by the Council – has been commonly viewed as the absolute minimum 

level of adjustment necessary and justified in York, with at least one representor 

arguing that a higher uplift of 20% is required; and 
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• The absence of clear justification for the Council’s comparatively low 

employment growth target, which contrasts with its apparently more ambitious 

economic strategy. The omission of technical detail and transparency on the 

modelling assumptions made in testing the alignment between housing need and 

job growth also restricts proper consideration of the extent to which labour 

availability may constrain the realisation of economic objectives over the plan 

period. 

4.6 The above points of critique led Turley to previously conclude that closer to 1,000 

dwellings per annum are likely to be needed in York to meet demographic needs and 

provide the absolute minimum response of 10% reasonable and necessary to respond to 

market signals. This conclusion remains valid, and indeed is reinforced by evidence of a 

continued worsening in market signals which – if not addressed – will result in a further 

deterioration in the affordability of housing in the city. York already ranks amongst the least 

affordable authorities in the north, particularly at entry level. 

4.7 A review of other representations has identified three alternative OAN assessments 

submitted during the previous stage of consultation which similarly concluded that in 

excess of 1,000 dwellings per annum are needed in York, broadly aligning with the 

indicative outcome of the proposed standard method for calculating housing needs 

(1,070dpa). This suggests an annual need for around a quarter (23%) more homes than 

the Council intends to provide through the Local Plan, as a minimum. 

4.8 The proposed housing requirement is therefore derived from evidence which fails to 

comply with the PPG, against which its soundness will be tested before the introduction of 

the new standard method. This failure to ensure consistency with national policy – coupled 

with the lack of justification for an approach which will not be effective in meeting York’s 

housing needs through a positively prepared Local Plan – means that the Publication Draft 

Plan fails the tests of soundness defined through the NPPF. 

4.9 In the context of an acknowledged failure to plan for the full need for housing, it is 

apparent that other neighbouring authorities – with which the city has the strongest housing 

market relationships – do not have any stated intention to meet the unmet needs of York. 

Contrary to national policy, this will leave a significant level of housing needs unmet, 

detrimentally impacting upon households and the ongoing sustainability of the city as well 

as failing to contribute to addressing an acknowledged national housing crisis.3.6 The 

Publication Draft Plan housing requirement of 867 dwellings per annum wholly fails to meet 

the requirements of the PPG and NPPF and in light of paragraph 182 of the NPPF it is not 

positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy. 
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Policy SS2: The Role of York’s Green Belt  

3.8  The General Extent of Green Belt for York was established by The Regional Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber 

(Partial Revocation) Order 2013. We welcome the opportunity for the establishment of detailed Green Belt 

boundaries for the first time and consider that this issue goes to the heart of a sound plan for the city. Under 

‘saved’ Policy YH9 of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan the council must “establish long term development limits 

that safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city”. However, in establishing the inner and outer 

Green Belt boundaries, the council must also bear in mind the need to: 

o allocate sufficient land to be allocated for development; and 

o identify areas of ‘safeguarded land’ for potential development beyond 2033.   

3.9 As a result of the historic restraining effect of the General Extent of Green Belt on new housing development 

and as well documented, there is significant pent-up housing demand and affordable housing need across the 

city. Land for housing within the built-part of York is at a premium and the Publication Draft Plan already takes 

into account key strategic regeneration sites and their capacity to deliver new housing. Previously developed 

land is a finite resource and historic rates of new housing on brownfield sites are most unlikely to be maintained 

for the plan period.  

 

3.10 Despite this, the proposed Green Belt boundaries within the plan have clearly been drawn up with maximum 

development restraint in mind. Given the proposed Green Belt boundaries are in no small part based upon a 

highly flawed approach under SS1 (as noted above), it stands to reason that Policy SS2 as written cannot be 

considered sound as it is not effective and justified. As highlighted above we recommend that the Plan includes 

a minimum housing requirement of at least 1,000 dwellings per annum in order to meet the OAN for the City. 

Taking into account this and unrealistic assumptions on delivery, further land for housing will need to be 

identified and this will of necessity be within the General Extent of Green Belt given the Green Belt boundaries 

are tightly drawn around the urban extent of the City. 

 

3.11 In respect of the overall housing requirement and the need for the release of land from the General Extent of 

Green Belt to meet the OAN we cross-refer to the October 2017 representations on behalf of Gallagher Estates, 

appended herewith at Annex 2 for ease of reference. Paragraph 4.21 of those representations by Turley includes 

Tables 4.1 and 4.2, covering the land to be released from the General Extent of Green Belt for both 867 and 

1,070dpa scenarios.  

 

3.12 Paragraph 4.22 summarises the findings as follows: 

The above calculations demonstrate a need to release land capable of delivering at least 

9,653 residential units from the Green Belt to meet needs over the plan period and beyond 

based on a requirement for 867 residential units per annum, or 17,275 units based on a 
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requirement for 1,070 units per annum. This compares to the Local Plan proposal to 

release 347 ha of land from the Green Belt to deliver 6,590 units, representing a shortfall 

of between 4,051 and 10,685 units and approximately 202 to 534 ha. 

3.13 Furthermore, given the absence of any full review of the General Extent of Green Belt since its introduction and 

in view of NPPF advice at paragraph 85, it is also considered necessary to formally identify Safeguarded Land 

to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period, and to ensure the Council is 

satisfied that the adopted Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan 

period. Whilst we recognise that the Publication Draft Plan seeks to provide “further development land to 2038” 

(paragraph 3.13) this falls well short of the NPPF paragraph 85 requirement to: 

…meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period. (CJ 
emphasis) 

 

3.14 In summary, more land should be released from the General Extent of Green Belt to be allocated for housing to 

meet a significantly increased OAN and safeguarded land should also be allocated for development needs well 

beyond 2038. We therefore suggest that to render Policy SS2 sound it should be modified as follows: 

To ensure that there is a degree of permanence beyond the plan period sufficient land is 

allocated for development to meet the needs identified in the plan and for a further 

minimum period of five years to 2038, with additional land released from the General 

Extent of Green Belt to be safeguarded for development beyond the plan period. (CJ 

amendments in bold).  

 

Spatial Strategy: Key Housing Sites - Policies SS4 – SS20 

3.15 Whilst we do not go into detail on each of the key sites set out between pages 32-69 of the Publication Draft 

Plan we have deep-seated concerns in respect of (1) the over-reliance on large, strategic sites (including new 

settlements) and (2) the unrealistic yields being suggested.      

Policy SS4: York Central 

3.16 Whilst at this stage we do not go into the details and evidence base behind Policy SS4 we note that the 

suggested yield includes a significant degree of optimism in terms of programme and delivery rates on the one 

hand and an unreasonably broad range of potential housing yield stated within Table 1 of the reports to the 

Local Plan Working Group and Executive (both January 2018), ranging from 1,700 – 2,500 dwellings. In 

particular, the suggested “1,700 – 2,500 dwellings, of which a minimum of 1,500 dwellings will be delivered in 
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the plan period” is too broad a range, demonstrating a lack of clear understanding of true site potential and likely 

yield during the plan period.  

 

3.17 It is worth noting that the suggested range of 1,700 – 2,500 dwellings doesn’t correlate with the council’s own 

York Central webpage which states: 

The current proposals are subject to further technical work and consultation, but current 

suggestions include 1,000 to 2,500 homes… 

Policy SS6: British Sugar/Manor School 

3.18 As with SS4 above we do not go into the details behind Policy SS6 at this stage. However, consider the 

suggested 1,200 dwelling yield includes a significant degree of over-optimism. This is highlighted through the 

October 2017 Planning Committee report for the undetermined planning application ref. 15/00524/OUTM which 

refers to “up to 1,100 dwellings” and then with the subsequent January 2018 Design and Access Statement 

setting out a range of scenarios resulting in as few as 675 units (Option A, at 35dph), up to a maximum of 1,076 

units (Option C, at 45dph).  

Policy SS19 and 20: Queen Elizabeth Barracks and Imphal Barracks 

3.19 Given the stated intentions of Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) there would appear to be a significant 

prospect of the land becoming available. However, these DIO sites remain operational until Queen Elizabeth 

Barracks (QEB) and Imphal Barracks (IB) are vacated by existing users. As stated in previous representations 

(see Appendix 2), concerns are raised in relation to the reliance on such sites to deliver the plan’s housing 

requirements as this strategy represents a significant risk insofar as there is also a prospect of current operators 

deciding to retain control. This is especially a risk in the case of IB, which is not expected to be disposed of until 

2031 at the earliest.  

Site Selection and the Spatial Distribution of Housing Sites 

3.20 Policy SS3 of the 2013 Draft Local Plan proposed to “Make provision for 42% of need within urban extensions 

to the main built up area”. Section 3 of the Publication Draft Plan fails to re-establish the principle of urban 

extensions, with the allocation of strategic sites beyond the built part of York and inset within the Green Belt 

being proposed instead. These include Site ST14:  Land to the West of Wigginton Road and ST15: Land to the 

West of Elvington Lane. Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal considers the selected sites against each other it 

fails to reassess them against alternatives such as the dismissed urban extensions. We maintain this renders 

the plan unsound and that urban extensions in sustainable locations, such as the Land at North Field, should 

be reintroduced to help make up the expected delivery shortfalls against OAN noted throughout these 

representations and to increase flexibility and broaden choice.   
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3.21 Paragraphs 5.11 – 5.46 of the appended October 2017 representations for Gallagher by Turley set out further 

detailed concerns over the approach taken in respect of spatial distribution of development and housing site 

selection which we carry forward as part of these submissions. Gallagher confirms that the previous 

representations covering site selection and the spatial distribution of housing sites still stand and should be 

taken into account as the plan progresses to submission and examination. Those concerns are summarised as 

follows:    

• Inconsistency with previous preferred spatial distribution approach toward prioritising 

development within and extensions to the main urban area 

• The uncertainty over transportation and community infrastructure for standalone new 

settlements. 

• The reliance on large, strategic sites including new free-standing settlements has not 

been properly tested through an updated Sustainability Appraisal. 

• The smaller new settlements (Allocations ST7 and ST14) “will deliver just 845 and 

1,348 units in total respectively”, falling short of the critical mass required to fund the 

provision of the necessary community and sustainable transport infrastructure 

needed. 

• The Green Belt appraisal in support of the proposed allocations is not compliant with 

the NPPF.  

• The discounting of sites on Green Belt grounds in the absence of consideration of 

wider sustainability benefits and alternatives is wholly unsound.    

• The selection of sites in the absence of a robust and up-to-date Green Belt 

assessment is similarly unsound.  

• These matters combine to render the plan fundamentally unsound.  

 

3.22 In conclusion, due to the need to allocate additional land for housing as set out throughout these latest 

representations, Gallagher maintains that urban extension sites represent a more sustainable alternative 

compared to any additional new settlement options. This approach has not been sufficiently re-tested through 

the Sustainability Appraisal 2018 as an appropriate alternative.    

 

3.23 In addition, we note that an updated and amended Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has been published, as of 

February 2018. The comments made in the Turley October 2017 representations in respect of the wider 

sustainability appraisal process still remain. However, we specifically note that neither the updated SA Appendix 

H Appraisal of Allocations and Alternatives nor Appendix I: Appraisal of Strategic Sites and Alternatives include 

a comparative assessment of Site Ref. 871: Land at North Field, York. This represents a further reason to deem 

the Publication Draft Plan unsound.  
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4.0 HOUSING  

 Policy H1: Housing Allocations  

4.1 This section of the plan seeks to set out the “policies and allocations to positively meet the housing development 

needs of the city”.  We maintain for the reasons given above, the proposed housing allocations will not meet the 

appropriate level of OAN for the City over the plan period. In this respect the plan is not sound, justified, effective 

or in accordance with national policy.      

4.2 It is vital the Council produces a plan which can deliver against its full housing requirement. To do this it is 

important that a strategy is put in place which provides a sufficient range of sites to provide enough sales outlets 

to enable delivery to be maintained at the required levels throughout the plan period and that the plan allocates 

more sites than required to meet the housing requirement as a buffer. To meet NPPF requirements for the plan 

to be positively prepared and flexible the buffer should be sufficient to deal with any under-delivery which is 

likely to occur from some sites. Gallagher suggests a contingency of at least 10% to the overall housing land 

supply to provide sufficient flexibility for unforeseen circumstances and in acknowledgement that the housing 

requirement is proposed as a minimum not a maximum figure. 

4.3 As far as we are aware, the Council has not provided a robust assessment of trajectory for the housing 

allocations and therefore it is difficult to provide a detailed analysis of the likely delivery rates of the individual 

sites.  However on the limited information available it is considered that the Publication Draft Plan significantly 

underestimates the length of time it will take for the housing allocations to start delivering completions. A 

significant amount of supply is based upon the regeneration sites and large strategic allocations set out within 

Section 3: Spatial Strategy and therefore are likely to take a number of years to achieve detailed planning 

permission given the requirements for, inter alia, remediation, Environmental Impact Assessment and 

complexities of the likely Section 106 Agreements involving the delivery of new schools, local centres and 

significant pieces of infrastructure etc.  

4.4 Furthermore, a number of the sites are under multiple ownerships and therefore may take many years for land 

assembly to take place and the drawing up contractual agreements with developers.  These combined factors 

mean that a large number of the housing allocations are unlikely to start delivering completions within the first 5 

years of the plan period.     

4.5 Our client is concerned that the methodology used for determining the capacity of the proposed allocations has 

overestimated the amount of housing that will be delivered on the sites and as such the reliance on these sites 

could render the Plan ineffective due to more realistic lower yields.  It is considered that the build out rates and 

density levels contained in the SHLAA are not realistic or robust. To illustrate this it is worth noting the very 

broad estimated 1-10 year phasing within Table 5.1 for key sites such as H1: Heworth Green Gas Works and 

H7: Bootham Crescent. In addition, the SHLAA overestimates gross to net site ratios, which is a particular 

problem for large sites which will require substantial on-site infrastructure and ancillary uses such as public open 
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space, schools, local services and facilities, flood attenuation ponds and swales, significant adoptable road 

networks etc.  The assumptions used in the SHLAA do not appear to be supported by any local evidence.  

4.6 As evidenced by the Windfall Technical Paper, the housing supply makes an allowance for windfall sites of 169 

dwellings per annum from plan year 4. As noted above, previously developed land is a finite resource and, 

similarly, historic rates of windfall are most unlikely to be maintained for the plan period. Furthermore, we note 

the allocation of smaller sites (e.g. Site H53 Land at Knapton Village for 4 dwellings).  In the past, these smaller 

sites for only a handful of units might otherwise have been considered as windfall should they come forward 

and as a result their allocation would detract from projected windfall based on historic rates. Gallagher therefore 

objects to the inclusion of over 2,000 units of windfall within supply as being wholly unsupported, unsound and 

lacking justification. It is understood that Government guidance enables allowances to be made for windfall 

contribution. However, we suggest that it would be more effective to regard any contribution from windfalls as a 

boost to supply due to their uncertainty in delivery and the shortfall made up of appropriately planned for, 

allocated sites.  

4.7 The above will necessitate additional housing allocations being identified. Failure to identify additional housing 

will impact upon the overall delivery of the Local Plan aims and objectives to meeting housing need. 

 Policy H2: Density of Residential Development  
 
4.8 We envisage that the high housing densities within Policy H2 represent part of the council’s case to minimise 

housing land allocations and thus the need to remove land from the General Extent of Green Belt. Development 

densities of 100 dwellings per hectare within the city centre and 50 dwellings per hectare within the wider urban 

area are unrealistically high and would lead to lack of choice and poor standards. As currently drafted, Policy 

H2 is not considered to be sound as it is not effective, justified or consistent with national policy.  

 

4.9 Whilst paragraph 47 of the NPPF indicates local authorities can set out their own approach to housing density 

this should be based upon local circumstances and not harm the overall objective of boosting significantly 

housing supply.  

 

4.10  Gallagher considers that the appropriate evidence is not available to support this policy as written. The high-

density development proposed in this policy may be difficult to market as it would be likely to result in poor 

internal standards of residential amenity, small garden areas, no garages and little parking. It is considered that 

lower density developments would be more marketable, and the policy should be amended to allow for this 

flexibility. We recommend the inclusion of an additional category of Sustainable Urban Extensions with densities 

set between 25-35dph.   

 

4.11  As noted above, the proposed high densities and in particular the 50dph proposed within the York urban area 

would lead to smaller units and more cramped layouts being proposed.  Unless the suggested densities are 

reduced, Policy H2 will also be in conflict with other Government initiatives such as the Nationally Described 
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Space Standard which seeks increased total floorspace and better standards of internal amenity per dwelling 

and against the interests of providing good quality new housing to meet the high levels of demand.  

 

 Policy H3: Balancing the Housing Market 
 

4.12 Gallagher maintains that the housing market and the appropriate mix of housing will vary both with time and 

within different parts of the housing market.   We maintain that greater flexibility should be built into Policy H3 

as the optimum mix for any proposed housing development to reflect market demand and aspirations alongside 

need over the plan period.  

 

 Policy H4: Promoting Self and Custom House Building 
 

4.13 In view of the lack of market evidence over the willingness of self-builders and/or small/custom house-builders 

to build within larger sites of 5ha plus, Gallagher objects to Policy H4 in principle and will maintain a watching 

brief in respect of Policy H4. We will review this stance in the event that such demand can be identified by the 

council.  

 

 Policy H5: Gypsies and Travellers 
 

4.14 Gallagher is concerned that housing sites of 5ha or more will be expected to meet the need of “those 44 Gypsies 

and Traveller households that do not meet the planning definition” and we note the HBF has similar concerns. 

We agree with the HBF that “further clarity is needed in relation to why provision is needed for those households 

no longer meeting the definition; whether a pitch on a strategic allocation is an appropriate location for these 

households particularly at the numbers proposed; what will happen to these pitches if no gypsy or traveller 

wishes to utilise them; and the management of these pitches.” In the absence of such clarity Gallagher objects 

to Policy H5 as drafted.  

 

 Policy H9: Older Persons Specialist Housing 
 

4.15 In respect of Policy H9 we maintain that strategic sites should only be required to “incorporate the appropriate 

provision of accommodation types for older persons within their site masterplanning” only if the need for older 

persons accommodation and the site suitability and location are appropriate.  H9 should be amended to 

incorporate flexibility.  

 

 Policy H10: Affordable Housing 
 

4.15 Gallagher generally supports the provision of affordable housing and maintains that urban extensions provide 

the opportunity to help meet affordable housing requirements across the city. We reserve our position on this 

aspect of the plan subject to more detail of how the draft NPPF amendments to the definition of affordable 

housing provision as set out in the current consultation on the draft NPPF will be incorporated as the plan 

proceeds.  
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5.0 THE CASE FOR THE ALLOCATION OF LAND AT NORTH FIELD, YORK 

5.1 These representations are pursuant to the previous representations for Gallagher and seek to establish that the 

site is suitable for allocation and represents the most appropriate option for allocation when considered against 

reasonable alternatives. The representations in particular make cross-reference to the October 2017 Vision 

Framework by Turley, which was attached to their October 2017 representations. This framework provides 

details of the sites’ deliverability, suitability for development and achievability in terms of its ability to be brought 

forward to meet the city’s housing requirement and is summarised and quoted at paragraphs 5.3 – 5.7 below.   

5.2 In all planning respects the proposal is sustainable and addresses all planning policy, environmental and 

technical considerations.  

The Proposal - Summary  

5.3 The site is approximately 84 hectares in size and could readily accommodate up to 1,000 dwellings (at a net 

density of 25-35dph) and a new primary school. There is sufficient land to enable the delivery of a high quality 

and sustainable development, relating well to the surrounding context. The proposals also include local highway 

network improvements to the benefit of all users and in particular helping to underpin and deliver the council’s 

own planned widening Ring Road.   

5.4 As confirmed within the Vision Document: 

A thorough assessment of the site’s context has been undertaken and it has been 

demonstrated that the site is both suitable and appropriate for the proposed development. 

It also represents a deliverable and viable opportunity to provide sustainable housing 

growth on the north-western edge of York and contribute towards meeting the housing 

targets within the local area. 

5.5 The Vision Document justifies this by undertaking an in-depth assessment of relevant planning policy and site 

context, detailed site analysis covering all material considerations before developing a concept framework. In 

conclusion the Vision Document demonstrates the following: 

• Policy Context – The development proposes a sustainable form of development which 

will help make a significant contribution towards the Council’s housing supply position and 

help deliver wider economic growth and social benefits; 

• Townscape and Context – The site relates well to Acomb and forms a logical and well-

contained extension to the suburban area of York. The A1237 will create a defensible 

boundary to the west of the site and the proposed retention of the agricultural land to the 
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south will ensure that a sensitive buffer is retained between the development and Knapton 

village and ensure that the development will result in only minimal harm to the Green Belt; 

• Access – The site is in a sustainable location, close to local facilities and community 

services. It relates well to the surrounding area and is fully accessible by car, walking, 

cycling and public transport modes; and 

• Benefits – The future development of the site can be delivered whilst retaining and 

enhancing its specific landscape and ecological attributes. The masterplan also 

demonstrates that additional areas of public open space and community facilities can be 

delivered through the release of the land for development. 

5.6 Section 6 of the October 2017 representations for Gallagher by Turley provides a detailed rebuttal of the 2017 

SHLAA explanation for not allocating the site covering the following: 

• landscape and historic setting  

• heritage assessment 

• Green Belt policy 

• sustainability considerations 

5.7 In the interests of completeness and for ease of reference their conclusions at paragraphs 6.37 and 6.38 remain 

of full relevance when responding to the Publication Draft Plan consultation and we repeat them in full below: 

6.37 It is Gallagher Estates view that the characterisation of the site as forming part of 

the historic character and setting to the City is flawed given the relationship which this land 

has with the historic core of York. Land can only perform this function where the historic 

core of York is visible from views across this land and where the historic core provides a 

backdrop to this land, as confirmed by the Council’s own definition provided in the 2003 

Green Belt Assessment. Clearly that does not apply in the case of North Field. The 

evidential basis on which the site has been discounted without proper consideration as a 

viable and sustainable development opportunity is deficient. The Local Plan is not justified 

and is unsound as a result. 

6.38  More generally, and as outlined in section 5, the Council’s approach to appraising 

sites which are deemed to have a specific Green Belt function in respect of NPPF Purpose 

4 is at odds with paragraph 84 of NPPF. As a procedural point, there is no justified reason 

for discounting such sites on the basis of one aspect of their Green Belt contribution (as 

only one provision of national planning policy) without properly considering their 

sustainability credentials in a broader sense. This puts the Local Plan in conflict with the 

NPPF (paragraph 84) and renders it unsound as a result. 
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Deliverability  

5.7 Site Ref. 871: Land at North Field, York is fully ‘deliverable’ in accordance with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF as it 

is: - 

a) Available now; 

b) A suitable location for development now; and 

c) Is achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site. 
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6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 These representations set out fundamental flaws in the Publication Draft Plan and explain why it is unsound. In 

particular, the plan fails to meet the NPPF paragraph 157 requirement to  

…plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet the 

objectives, principles and policies of this Framework… 

6.2 The most significant concerns are the proposed low annual housing provision, tightly drawn Green Belt 

boundaries and insufficiency of housing land allocation would combine to hold back growth to unreasonably low 

levels and exacerbate the existing significant affordability issues further.  

 

6.3 To summarise in more detail:  

  

o The Vision and Outcomes are not justified or effective as they are not backed by positive policies to 

meet housing need. 

o The housing requirement and the predicted housing supply is not justified, effective or 

consistent with national planning policy or even the council’s own evidence base.  

o The draft plan will not deliver sufficient new housing or the much needed boost to the level of 

supply indicated by the available evidence.   

o The plan should provide for a minimum of 1,000 new dwellings per annum. 

o Even founded on a proposed housing figure of 867dpa the plan proposes insufficient housing 

land.  

o The spatial strategy relies too heavily on a number of large key and/or complex sites and over-

optimistic and unsupported assumptions over both timing and number of dwellings to be 

delivered.  

o The draft plan also relies too heavily on over-optimistic assumptions over the predicted level 

of windfall.  

o Indicative densities are too high, giving unrealistic yield per hectare assumptions and 

potentially resulting in poor quality development and lack of new housing choice.  

o The spatial strategy changed when options including urban extensions were replaced by 

additional land beyond the Ring Road and within freestanding new settlements but, whilst the 

Sustainability Appraisal considers the proposed strategic sites against each other it fails to 

reassess them against legitimate alternatives such as the proposed urban extensions 

delivering 42% of supply. 

o The concept of sustainable urban extensions should be re-introduced to make up the 

projected shortfall in supply and improve future range and choice.      

o The draft plan is unsound and in conflict with the NPPF as no safeguarded land is proposed 

to help meet “longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period”. 

o The proposed Green Belt is unsound as it is drawn to unreasonably restrict development 

opportunities for the necessary growth of York.  
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o The Sustainability Appraisal fails to provide a comparative assessment of Site 871: Land at 

North Field, York against the selected sites.  

o The A1237 to the west of Acomb would form a logical, permanent and strong Green Belt 

boundary and a well-defined edge to the built-part of the city at this point.  

 

6.4 Our client’s land at North Field, York is fully deliverable and represents one of the most appropriate 

sites for allocation when considered against reasonable alternatives. In addition, our client and the 

relevant landowners are willing parties.    

6.5 Gallagher respectfully maintains that Land at North Field, York, SHLAA ref. 871 should be released 

from the Green Belt to be (at very least) designated as safeguarded land. However, in the first instance 

we consider the land should be allocated for housing within the plan period for the extensive reasons 

noted within these representations.     
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Turley on behalf of L&Q Estates – formerly Gallagher 

Estates – to review and critique the Housing Needs Update1 published by the City of 

York Council (‘the Council’) in January 2019. The review is undertaken in the context of 

the Council’s ongoing consultation on proposed modifications2 to its submitted Local 

Plan, which runs until 22 July 2019. 

1.2 Through this consultation, the Council has proposed to lower its emerging housing 

requirement, from 867 to 790 dwellings per annum, to precisely align with the 

objectively assessed need (OAN) concluded in the Housing Needs Update. This report 

strongly challenges the basis for such a reduction, and indicates that the level of 

housing provision now proposed by the Council – or indeed previously proposed – 

would fail to meet the housing needs of York in full. Earlier submissions on behalf of 

L&Q Estates have expressed similarly fundamental concerns3. 

1.3 Beyond the overall level of housing growth planned and needed, this report further 

considers the size and type of housing likely to be needed in York; a requirement of the 

relevant National Planning Policy Framework4 (NPPF) and its associated guidance. This 

is omitted from the recently published Housing Needs Update, but provides important 

context in appraising the extent to which the profile of housing supply proposed by the 

Council will ensure that housing needs are met in full. 

Structure 

1.4 This report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 – Introducing the Emerging Policy Position – a chronology of the 

Council’s approach to evidencing and planning for housing needs, including an 

overview of the factors that have been claimed by the Council in its evidence 

base to lower housing need in York relative to earlier evidence; 

• Section 3 – Critique of the OAN – a further interrogation and critique of the key 

inputs to the revised OAN calculation, including the demographic projections, 

employment growth forecasts and market signals adjustments; 

• Section 4 – Size and Type of Housing Needed – the overall need for housing in 

York is broken down to estimate the proportionate split between houses and 

flats, in the absence of such analysis in the Housing Needs Update; and 

• Section 5 – Summary and Conclusions – a concise overview of the conclusions 

and implications of this report. 

                                                           
1 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] 
2 City of York Council (June 2019) City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications 
3 See Appendix 1 of Gallagher Estates’ submission to the Regulation 19 consultation in March 2018 (Ref 604). This 

appended and referred to an “Updated Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York”, dated 
October 2017, and an earlier report dated September 2016 
4 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraphs 50 and 159 
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2. Introducing the Emerging Policy Position 

2.1 This section provides a chronological overview of the housing need evidence 

commissioned by the Council, and its proposed approach to meeting this need based 

on public consultations and correspondence with the Inspectors following submission 

of the Local Plan. 

OAN Evidenced at Submission 

2.2 The York Local Plan was submitted for examination in May 2018, with its evidence base 

including a Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update5 (‘the SHMA Update’) 

produced in May 2017. This represented the latest OAN evidence commissioned by the 

Council, completed in the context of the relevant NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG). 

2.3 The SHMA Update concluded that 953 dwellings per annum are needed in York over 

the plan period (2012-32). As shown at Table 2.1 overleaf, this was principally derived 

from its ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based household projections, which were found to 

be predicated upon a ‘level of population growth which is higher than any recent 

historic period or any trend based forecast of growth’. It was nonetheless concluded 

that ‘a positive step’ would be to ‘consider these as the preferred population growth 

scenario’, with lower sensitivity scenarios ‘not…defensible given the very strong recent 

trends’6 in population growth. It continued by stating that: 

“A clear and evermore consistent migration trend is appearing and could not fully 

justify any move away from the official projections. Doing so would risk under-

estimating the true housing need in the City”7 

2.4 The 2014-based household projections therefore form the demographic basis of the 

OAN concluded in the SHMA Update, and are uplifted by 10% ‘to respond to housing 

market signals and to enhance affordable housing delivery’8. While there was not ‘a full 

update to the analysis of economic growth’, it was concluded that ‘there is unlikely to 

be any justification for an uplift to housing numbers in the City to support expected 

growth in employment’9. 

  

                                                           
5 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update [SD050] 
6 Ibid, paragraphs 2.11 and 2.12 
7 Ibid, paragraph 2.13 
8 Ibid, paragraph 3.30 
9 Ibid, paragraphs 4.4 and 5.5 
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Table 2.1: Basis of OAN Concluded in the SHMA Update (2017) 

 Dwellings per 

annum 2012-32 

Adjustment from 

‘starting point’ 

2014-based projections – the ‘starting point’ 867 – 

Preferred demographic projection 867 0% 

Market signals adjustment (+10%) 953 +10% 

Objectively assessed need 953 +10% 

Source: GL Hearn, 2017 

2.5 The SHMA Update was prefaced by a note, drafted by the Council, to provide 

‘introduction and context to [the] objective assessment of housing need’10. This 

“accepted” the figure of 867 dwellings per annum as ‘the relevant baseline 

demographic figure’, but noted that: 

“Executive also resolved that the recommendation prepared by GL Hearn in the draft 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment, to apply a further 10% to the above figure for 

market signals (to 953 dwellings per annum), is not accepted on the basis that Hearn’s 

conclusions were speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on recent short-term 

unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the special character and 

setting of York and other environmental considerations”11 (emphasis added) 

2.6 The Council therefore dismissed the market signals adjustment applied by its 

consultants, and consequently selected a figure that was derived from only a partial 

application of the PPG methodology. The submitted version of the Local Plan – like the 

Pre-Publication version, which was subject to consultation in autumn 2017 – 

misleadingly labelled this preferred figure of 867 dwellings per annum as ‘an 

objectively assessed need’12, and entirely omitted reference to the OAN for 953 

dwellings per annum concluded in the SHMA Update. 

Reaction to the Council’s Approach 

2.7 As noted within our previous submission, the Council was aware of the widespread 

objection to its proposed requirement for 867 dwellings per annum following 

consultation on the Pre-Publication version in autumn 2017. This reflected the 

departure from the conclusions of the SHMA Update and its resulting lack of 

conformity with existing and emerging national policy13. The Local Plan Working Group 

(LPWG) met in January 2018 and were advised that: 

                                                           
10 City of York Council (September 2017) City of York Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update, Introduction 

and Context to Objective Assessment of Housing Need [SD050] 
11 Ibid 
12 City of York Council (February 2018) City of York Local Plan – Publication Draft, Regulation 19 Consultation, 

paragraph 3.3 
13 City of York Council (23 January 2018) Local Plan Working Group – Report of the Assistant Director of Planning 

and Public Protection [Agenda Item 4] 
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“Members must be satisfied that they consider the Submission Draft Plan meets the test 

of “soundness”. This is a statutory duty. Officers’ advice is that the direction of travel in 

national policy indicates that if the site proposals previously consulted on were 

increased this would be a more robust position…In Officers’ opinion, an increase in the 

supply of housing would place the Council in a better position for defending the Plan 

proposals through the Examination process”14 (emphasis added) 

2.8 The minutes of the subsequent Executive meeting on 25 January 2018 confirmed that 

the recommendations of the LPWG differed from officers’ advice. As a consequence, 

the Publication draft of the Local Plan – submitted for examination in May 2018 – 

retained the requirement for 867 dwellings per annum, against officers’ advice. 

2.9 This continued to be strongly challenged by Gallagher Estates (now L&Q Estates) and 

other representors, building upon and reiterating the concerns raised at earlier stages 

of consultation that were summarised in our previous submission15. At a fundamental 

level, the attempt to depart from the OAN concluded in the SHMA Update was widely 

criticised. This criticism was reinforced by evidence of a higher OAN, with the then-

outcome of the standard method and three alternative assessments submitted by 

representors each independently concluding that at least 1,070 dwellings per annum 

are needed in York16.  

2.10 As shown in Table 2.2, the standard method continues to indicate that such a level of 

provision is the minimum needed in the city, albeit it is accepted that the Local Plan 

was submitted prior to its implementation through national policy. 

Table 2.2: Up-to-date Application of Standard Method for York 

 Baseline Affordability ratio Uplift Outcome 

York 820 8.86 30.4% 1,069 

Source: MHCLG; ONS 

2.11 Housing need was immediately identified as an area of ‘particular concern’ by the 

Inspectors appointed to examine the Local Plan, as documented within their initial 

observations in July 201817. The Inspectors observed that the preface to the SHMA 

Update was ‘not the work of GL Hearn and is not part of the SHMA Update, as such’. 

They referred to the Council’s claim that its adjustments were ‘speculative and 

arbitrary’, but noted that ‘precisely what it is about the SHMA Update that the Council 

considers “speculative and arbitrary” is not apparent to us’. Similarly, it was unclear to 

the Inspectors as to why the Council considered ‘the SHMA Update to be “too heavily 

reliant on recent short-term unrepresentative trends”’. They also reinforced that 

‘difficulty in housing delivery and the existence of environmental constraints have no 

place in identifying the OAN’. 

                                                           
14 Ibid, paragraphs 26 and 27 
15 Section 3 of our “Further Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York”, March 2018 [Appendix 1 

to Gallagher Estates’ submission, reference 604] 
16 Ibid, Figure 3.1 
17 Letter to City of York Council from Planning Inspectors, 24 July 2018 [EX/INS/1] 
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2.12 The Inspectors concluded that: 

“As things presently stand, we have significant concerns about the Council’s stance 

regarding the OAN. The evidence necessary to demonstrate that the 867dpa figure used 

in the plan is properly justified is absent from the documents submitted so far. On the 

contrary, the evidence produced for and submitted by the Council does rather more to 

suggest that the 867dpa figure is not justified”18 

2.13 The Council’s response to the Inspectors committed to setting out a timetable for a full 

response during the first week of September19. This self-imposed deadline was not 

met. 

Housing Needs Update and Proposed Modifications 

2.14 The Council’s delay in responding to the Inspectors’ initial observations extended 

beyond the publication date of the 2016-based household projections on 20 

September 2018. The Council’s LPWG met on this date to discuss the housing issues 

raised by the Inspectors, in the knowledge that the 2016-based sub-national 

population projections (SNPP) had been released in May with a ‘marked downward 

trend’ implied for York20. Members were advised that: 

“…irrespective of the issues of clarification raised by the Inspector, new evidence has 

been released which appeared to show a substantive change in the demographic 

starting point or baseline for the Plan period and that officers considered that this new 

evidence must be analysed and the potential implications for the submitted Plan 

understood”21 

2.15 The Council belatedly responded to the Inspectors on 13 November, though did not 

explicitly respond to each of the points raised through earlier correspondence. Instead, 

it referred to the publication of the 2016-based household projections and described ‘a 

state of flux’ in the national policy context as a result of the Government’s then-

ongoing revision of its standard method22. It suggested that a process of ‘dialogue’ with 

the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) was ongoing ‘in 

the light of these recent developments’, with the Council considering that: 

“…in order to achieve a robust and up-to-date Plan, the implications of the 

Government’s emerging position should also be clarified and understood before a final 

OAN figure is settled through the examination process…Subject to the issue of the draft 

guidance…we expect to conduct this review and to update you on its conclusions by 

early in the New Year”23 

                                                           
18 Ibid 
19 Letter to Planning Inspectors from City of York Council, 9 August 2018 [EX/CYC/4] 
20 Minutes of the Local Plan Working Group meeting (20 September 2018) 
21 Ibid 
22 Letter to Planning Inspectors from City of York Council, 13 November 2018 [EX/CYC/7] 
23 Ibid 
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2.16 The Inspectors’ response24 requested further detail on the outcome of the Council’s 

dialogue with MHCLG, and directly questioned why clarity on emerging changes to the 

standard method was necessary given the Council’s submission within the transition 

period from the previous NPPF. The Inspectors were clear that ‘the 2012 NPPF requires 

that an OAN figure be identified’, and outlined that: 

“The starting point for our examination is that the Council has submitted what it 

considers to be a sound plan. Given this, and in light of the above, unless the Council 

considers the OAN currently identified to be unsound in some way, we intend to now 

proceed to the first phase of hearings as expediently as possible…”25 

2.17 Following this correspondence, interested parties were advised on 11 January 2019 

that a first phase of hearings – to include consideration of the OAN – would be held in 

March/April26. 

2.18 The expedient progress sought by the Inspectors was jeopardised by the Council’s 

publication of new OAN evidence less than three weeks later, as referenced in its 

subsequent letter to the Inspectors27. This evidence took the form of a “Housing Needs 

Update”, dated January 201928. It concludes with an OAN of 790 dwellings per annum; 

some 17% lower than the need for 953 dwellings per annum identified through the 

SHMA Update, and 9% below the requirement for 867 dwellings per annum proposed 

in the submitted Local Plan. It is also some 26% below the current outcome of the 

standard method, noting the Council’s previous reference to the ‘emerging position’. 

2.19 The Housing Needs Update refers to the 2016-based household projections as its 

‘starting point’, deriving a need for 484 dwellings per annum from this dataset over a 

longer plan period (2012-37). This almost halves the ‘starting point’ of the SHMA 

Update (867dpa) which drew upon the 2014-based household projections. 

2.20 This has a further effect in moderating the absolute impact of the proportionate 

adjustment applied to respond to recent market signals, which are reviewed again in 

the Housing Needs Update to reflect the latest available data. It concedes that market 

signals now justify a larger uplift of 15%, and chooses to apply such an adjustment to 

its ‘starting point’ to generate a figure (557dpa) that remains some way short of the 

previous OAN. 

2.21 As a result, the OAN itself is ostensibly linked to the economy, aiming to provide the 

labour force required to support an employment forecast historically referenced 

elsewhere in the Council’s evidence base29. It is concluded that the 2016-based 

projections would not provide a sufficient growth in the labour force to support this 

forecast, requiring increased in-migration with implications for population and 

household growth. This would require provision for 590 dwellings per annum when 

applying the household formation rates assumed in the 2016-based household 

                                                           
24 Letter to City of York Council from Planning Inspectors, 14 December 2018 [EX/INS/2] 
25 Ibid 
26 Initial letter to representors from Programme Officer [EX/INS/3] 
27 Letter to Planning Inspectors from City of York Council, 29 January 2019 [EX/CYC/8] 
28 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] 
29 City of York Council (September 2017) Employment Land Review Update [SD063] 
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projections, though the Housing Needs Update correctly acknowledges that these 

assumptions ‘have not been met uncritically’30. It therefore tests the impact of applying 

2014-based household formation rate assumptions to the same population, which 

generates a higher need for 735 dwellings per annum. This increases further to 790 

dwellings per annum where allowance is made for a partial return to historic trends for 

younger age groups (aged 25-44), providing the basis for the concluded OAN. 

2.22 This is illustrated in Figure 2.1, which shows how the respective starting points have 

been proportionately adjusted in the SHMA Update and Housing Needs Update. Unlike 

in 2017, the lower ‘starting point’ in the latter is claimed to bring demographic needs 

below the level of housing provision required to support future job growth, which now 

results in a “jobs-led” OAN for York. The SHMA Update notably considered this to be a 

remote prospect and did not present any jobs-led modelling scenarios, though did 

refer to modelling from the earlier 2016 SHMA which is included below for context31.  

Figure 2.1: Basis of Respective Conclusions of OAN (2017/2019) 

 

Source: Turley analysis of GL Hearn modelling              * 2016 SHMA modelling 

2.23 In introducing the Housing Needs Update to the Inspectors, the Council took the view 

that: 

                                                           
30 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] paragraph 2.17 
31 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update [SD050] 

paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3 
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“…in order to achieve a robust and up to date Plan it is necessary to consider the 

implications of the newly published national evidence before a final OAN is settled 

through the examination process”32 

2.24 It proceeded to claim that the OAN concluded in the Housing Needs Update confirms 

that ‘the 867 dwellings per annum proposed in the submitted Plan can be shown to 

robustly meet requirements’33. 

2.25 The Council has, however, since proposed a series of modifications to the Local Plan to 

lower the housing requirement and precisely align with the OAN concluded in the 

Housing Needs Update34. This followed correspondence with the Inspectors, who 

observed that the previous requirement was ‘higher than the number of houses the 

Council now considers to be needed’ and requested ‘a short paper setting out the 

justification for this’35. 

2.26 The Inspectors simultaneously requested a further period of consultation to reflect the 

Council’s submission of ‘quite substantial new evidence of a fundamental nature’. It 

was anticipated that this consultation would run from mid-March to allow Phase 1 

hearings to begin in June, although this did not happen and the consultation on 

proposed modifications commenced on 10 June. 

Summary 

2.27 The Council has historically evidenced a need for 953 dwellings per annum in York, 

though chose not to accept this conclusion in an approach that was widely criticised 

during earlier consultations. Respondents cited independent evidence of a greater 

need for at least 1,070 dwellings per annum, which exceeded the Council’s proposed 

housing requirement (867dpa) by some 23%. 

2.28 Following submission of the Local Plan, the Inspectors immediately identified housing 

need as an area of particular concern, due to a lack of justification for the Council’s 

proposed approach. The Council committed to responding to these concerns in a 

timely manner, but seemingly delayed its response to benefit from lower 2016-based 

household projections and ongoing uncertainty around the outcome of the standard 

method for assessing housing need. 

2.29 The Inspectors questioned why such a delay was necessary, and had intended to swiftly 

proceed to the first phase of hearings based on the OAN evidence that had been 

submitted by the Council. This progress was, however, jeopardised by the Council’s 

publication of new evidence which claimed that the OAN had reduced to 790 dwellings 

per annum. This was markedly influenced by the 2016-based population and 

household projections, which suggested a substantially lower level of growth than was 

considered reasonable and ‘positive’ in the previous iteration of the Council’s evidence 

base. Demographic need is claimed to have changed so significantly that the OAN itself 

                                                           
32 Letter to Planning Inspectors from City of York Council, 29 January 2019 [EX/CYC/8] 
33 Ibid 
34 City of York Council (June 2019) City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications 
35 Letter to City of York Council from Planning Inspectors, 12 February 2019 [EX/INS/4] 
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is now linked to an employment forecast that was historically referenced elsewhere in 

the Council’s evidence base. 

2.30 The Council has proposed a series of modifications to the Local Plan to lower the 

housing requirement and precisely align with the OAN for 790 dwellings per annum. 

This is a 9% reduction from its submitted housing requirement, and a 17% reduction 

from the OAN evidenced in 2017. It is at least 26% lower than the need for at least 

1,070 dwellings per annum advanced by various representors during earlier stages of 

consultation, which is also generated by the standard method. 

2.31 It is evident from the summary of the Council’s changing OAN position that it has 

sought every opportunity to present the lowest concluded need it considers that it can 

justify, with this contributing to a significant delay in the progress of the Plan both prior 

to and following submission. The OAN concluded within the latest Housing Needs 

Update must be considered in this context. 
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3. Critique of the OAN 

3.1 This section technically critiques the OAN concluded in the Housing Needs Update. In 

the context of the relevant PPG, it focuses on: 

• The demographic need for housing, specifically considering the conclusion 

advanced that the 2016-based sub-national population and household 

projections present a reasonable picture of demographic needs in the local 

circumstances of York; 

• The proposed response to market signals of imbalance between supply and 

demand, and the impact of applying this to a reasonable demographic 

projection; and 

• The housing needed to support future job growth, specifically reviewing the 

employment forecast that is now integral to the concluded OAN  

3.2 Consideration of the above factors is prefaced by an overview and critique of the 

claimed justification for the Housing Needs Update. 

Justification for the Housing Needs Update 

3.3 The Housing Needs Update was evidently commissioned by the Council to take into 

account the lower level of population and household growth projected under the 2016-

based sub-national population and household projections (SNPP/SNHP). The 2016-

based SNPP were released on 24 May 2018, one day before the Local Plan was 

submitted for examination by the Council. The 2016-based household projections were 

published almost four months later, on 20 September 2018. 

3.4 It is recognised that the relevant PPG requires the ‘latest available’ household 

projections to be used as the ‘starting point’ when assessing housing needs36. It equally 

makes clear that ‘wherever possible, local needs assessments should be informed by the 

latest available information’37. This information may signal ‘a meaningful change in the 

housing situation’, albeit the guidance is clear that assessments are not 

‘automatically…rendered outdated every time new projections are issued’38. 

3.5 This requirement to take ‘the latest available information’ into account does, however, 

predate the publication of the 2016-based projections, which have been extensively 

scrutinised since their release. The Government has described its fundamental 

concerns with the 2016-based household projections, and made clear its view that they 

‘should not be used as a reason to justify lower housing need’39. It has been explicitly 

aware of ‘concerns about not using the latest evidence’, but has still taken this position 

due to overriding concerns about the reliability of the latest projections for the 

                                                           
36 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 and 2a-016-20150227 
37 PPG Reference ID 2a-016-20150227 
38 Ibid 
39 MHCLG (2019) Government response to the technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and 

guidance: a summary of consultation responses and the Government’s view on the way forward, p6 
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purposes of assessing housing need40. Although its concerns were raised in the context 

of the standard method and the revised NPPF, the Government has indicated that this 

should continue to provide ‘relevant background to the level of weight that should be 

afforded to the revised household projections’ even where – as in York – plans are being 

examined in the context of the earlier NPPF41. 

3.6 In taking this view, the Government referred to the 62 strategic plans that were being 

examined under the transitional arrangements of the revised NPPF as of October 2018. 

It was explicitly seeking to prevent the ‘delays and uncertainty’ which had already been 

caused in such areas by often significant changes between the 2014-based and 2016-

based household projections. This strongly indicates that any delay or lowering of need 

caused by integrating the new projections must be very carefully considered and 

justified. 

3.7 Such a view was implicit in a newsletter issued by the Planning Directorate of MHCLG 

in November 2018, which reaffirmed that ‘Plans submitted on or before 24 January can 

be based on existing assessments of housing need’42 (emphasis added). In the case of 

York, this would have been the 2017 SHMA Update. 

3.8 Similarly, the Inspectors examining the Local Plan did not appear to request 

consideration of the new projections, or an update to the OAN. To the contrary, they 

clearly intended to proceed on the basis that ‘the Council has submitted what it 

considers to be a sound plan’43, thereby continuing to rely upon and examine the SHMA 

Update produced in 2017 and the extent to which it provided supporting justification 

for the housing requirement. 

3.9 Given this important informing context, we consider that such a ‘fundamental’44 

change in the underlying evidence base was not necessary or appropriate at this stage 

of the examination process, in the circumstances of York. 

Identifying a Reasonable Demographic Projection for York 

3.10 Any demographic ‘starting point’ in the calculation of housing need is underpinned by a 

projection of population growth, and assumptions on household formation. These 

elements are separately considered below. 

Reasonable Population Projection 

3.11 As introduced in section 2, the SHMA Update concluded that the use of the 2014-based 

SNPP would be ‘a positive step’ which reflects ‘very strong recent trends’ in York and 

avoids the risk of underestimating the demographic need for housing45. The use of the 

2014-based SNPP has been supported by L&Q Estates in its previous submissions, as 

                                                           
40 Ibid 
41 London Plan Written Representation by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (Reference 

ID 2631 – Housing Requirement, matter 17s) 
42 MHCLG (November 2018) Planning Update Newsletter 
43 Letter to City of York Council from Planning Inspectors, 14 December 2018 [EX/INS/2] 
44 Letter to City of York Council from Planning Inspectors, 12 February 2019 [EX/INS/4] 
45 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update [SD050] 

paragraphs 2.11 – 2.13  
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well as other representors. The Government is also satisfied that this projection 

currently provides the most appropriate basis from which to understand future 

housing needs, at least in the short-term, given its continued integration within the 

standard method. 

3.12 The Housing Needs Update chooses to revisit this conclusion of the SHMA Update, and 

now describes the 2016-based SNPP as ‘a more robust assessment of population 

growth for York than their predecessor’46. It therefore favours a projection that, 

between 2012 and 2037, downgrades future population growth in York by over one 

third (35%) relative to the earlier projection, despite giving only cursory consideration 

to the factors and assumptions that have led to such a divergence and the confidence 

placed in the earlier dataset.  

3.13 A change of this magnitude should not be accepted uncritically, particularly given the 

volatility of trend-based projections and their sensitivity to underlying assumptions and 

trend periods. Such a shift appears potentially anomalous in the context of the ‘very 

strong’ demographic pressures identified in York only two years ago, in the SHMA 

Update. The evidence which supported this conclusion is largely unchanged. 

3.14 At a basic level, the projected rate of population growth assumed in the 2016-based 

SNPP is comparatively modest in the context of long-term historic trends. The 

population of York has annually grown by an average of 0.7% since 1991, which aligns 

relatively closely with the growth anticipated by the 2014-based SNPP over the period 

to 2037 (0.6%). In contrast, the 2016-based SNPP assumes an average growth of only 

0.4% per annum. This long-term projected rate of growth has, on an annual basis, been 

exceeded in 23 of the past 27 years, and would clearly represent a notable departure 

from historic evidence. Such a scale of difference warrants careful consideration in 

order to ensure that there is not a risk that this projection will underestimate the 

future population growth of York. 

Figure 3.1: Comparing Historic and Projected Rates of Population Growth 

 

Source: ONS 

                                                           
46 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] paragraph 5.2 
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3.15 The Housing Needs Update examines the individual components of projected change 

under the 2016-based SNPP, isolating the contribution of migration and natural change 

(births minus deaths). It broadly considers the 2016-based assumptions to be more 

reflective of recent trends, but such conclusions appear premature and potentially 

inaccurate in the context of the latest population estimates released by the Office for 

National Statistics (ONS) in June 2019. 

3.16 Over the initial two years of its projection period (2016-18) the 2016-based SNPP 

anticipated a net inflow of only 2,100 people from elsewhere in the UK or 

internationally. The ONS has estimated that a larger net inflow of some 2,873 people 

has actually occurred over this period, demonstrating a much closer alignment with – 

though still exceeding – the 2014-based SNPP which assumed a net inflow of 2,600 

people. 

3.17 The longer-term migration assumptions of the 2014-based SNPP also appear more 

reasonable in the context of historic trends in York, as shown in the following chart. 

The 2016-based SNPP, in contrast, assume that annual inflows will reduce in the short-

term and thereafter be no higher than 800 people. This is despite historic inflows 

exceeding this level in all but two of the past 17 years, and recent evidence of a 

growing net inflow. 

Figure 3.2: Comparing Historic and Projected Net Migration to York 

 

Source: ONS 

3.18 The Housing Needs Update considered that the migration assumptions of the 2016-

based SNPP ‘more closely follow on from the more recent trends’47, but this is clearly no 

longer the case following the release of the latest population estimates that show a 

growing net inflow of people into York. This is consistent with the ‘clear and evermore 

                                                           
47 Ibid, paragraph 2.9 
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consistent migration trend’ previously and correctly identified in the SHMA Update48, 

with no evidence to suggest that this trend is diminishing. This undermines the 

Council’s decision to switch to a preference for the 2016-based SNPP, which are based 

upon a marked departure from recent demographic trends in York with no evidence 

that such a change is more likely to occur. 

3.19 On the basis of the latest demographic evidence, the 2014-based SNPP are considered 

to remain a more appropriate demographic projection for York, allowing for a 

reasonable level of future population growth and net migration that is more in line 

with historic trends. This is consistent with the conclusions of the SHMA Update, which 

viewed the use of this projection as a ‘positive step’ that fully acknowledges recent 

demographic trends and averts the risk of underestimating future population growth. 

The use of the substantially lower 2016-based SNPP, by contrast, would be an implicitly 

negative approach, which appears likely to underestimate future growth and is not 

adequately justified in the Council’s evidence. 

Reasonable Assumptions on Household Formation 

3.20 The Housing Needs Update correctly acknowledges that the household formation rates 

assumed in the 2016-based household projections have been subject to criticism since 

their release. It describes how: 

“The main change is the period from which household formation rates trends have been 

drawn. Previously these were based on trends going back to 1971 but in the most 

recent projections trends have only been taken from 2001. It is argued that by focussing 

on shorter term trends ONS have effectively locked in deteriorations in affordability 

and subsequently household formation rates particularly within younger age groups 

in that time”49 (emphasis added) 

3.21 This is consistent with the views of Government, which has warned that: 

“Reducing the historic period of household formation on which the projections are 

based from five census points to two…focuses it more acutely on a period of low 

household formation where the English housing market was not supplying enough 

homes”50 

3.22 The ONS51 has itself acknowledged that the methodological changes implemented 

through the 2016-based household projections could ‘result in a downward trend in 

household formation for the younger age groups, which in turn would downplay the 

need for housing for younger people’. It recognises that ‘users [may] wish to investigate 

the impact of the change in the…methodology on the household projections’. 

3.23 This reinforces the need to interpret the 2016-based assumptions on household 

formation rates with extreme caution. Any marked reduction is potentially a simple 

                                                           
48 GL Hearn (May 2017) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Addendum Update [SD050] 

paragraph 2.13 
49 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] paragraphs 2.20 and 2.21 
50 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 11 
51 ONS (2018) Methodology used to produce household projections for England: 2016-based 
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consequence of methodological changes that have been intensely scrutinised since 

their release. 

3.24 The Housing Needs Update shows that these methodological changes have a significant 

impact in York. Its Table 6 compares the housing need implied when applying 2014-

based and 2016-based rates to an identical population projection (2016-based SNPP). 

This shows that the annual need is some 30% higher when applying 2014-based rates, 

relative to outcomes derived from the 2016-based rates (629/484dpa respectively). 

This illustrates the extent to which the 2016-based rates are likely to underestimate 

household formation in York, notwithstanding their application to a misrepresentative 

population projection. 

3.25 Divergence from the ‘starting point’ of the 2016-based household projections increases 

further to 40% where the 2014-based rates are adjusted to allow for a partial return to 

historic trends for younger people, in order to avoid ‘locking in…historic deteriorations 

and ensuring that these improve in future’52. Such a demographic adjustment is 

strongly supported, as is the principle of retaining 2014-based household formation 

rates in preference to the 2016-based assumptions. 

3.26 The Housing Needs Update does, however, proceed to retain the unadjusted 2016-

based household projections as its ‘starting point’ from which any subsequent 

adjustment should be benchmarked53. This is despite acknowledgement that they have 

been extensively criticised and viewed as unrepresentative of future needs. As such, it 

blurs the adjustments needed to correct a dataset that the Government considers to 

be significantly flawed, and those required to respond to market signals of imbalance 

between supply and demand. This approach is not considered to be justified or 

appropriate. 

3.27 The previous section concluded that the 2014-based SNPP provide a reasonable 

population projection for York. This section strongly indicates that the 2014-based 

household formation rates should be retained, in preference to the 2016-based 

assumptions that have been widely viewed as unreliable and should therefore be 

attributed little or no weight at the current point in time for the purposes of calculating 

future housing need. 

3.28 Collectively, this indicates that the 2014-based household projections should be 

retained as the demographic ‘starting point’ when assessing housing needs in York. 

When applying a consistent allowance for vacancy, this dataset provides a ‘starting 

point’ of 835 dwellings per annum over the period now covered by the Housing Needs 

Update (2012-37). This ‘starting point’ exceeds the OAN concluded in the Housing 

Needs Update (790dpa) and would increase still further where any assumed 

‘deterioration’ in younger household formation is positively addressed, as considered 

necessary and reasonable within the Housing Needs Update. 

                                                           
52 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] paragraph 3.19 
53 Ibid, paragraph 2.26 
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Responding to Market Signals 

3.29 The SHMA Update previously concluded that the ‘starting point’ of the 2014-based 

household projections should be uplifted by 10% to reflect market signals of imbalance 

between supply and demand. The Inspectors challenged an attempt by the Council to 

omit such an uplift, as outlined in section 2. 

3.30 The Housing Needs Update provides an updated review of market signals, identifying 

that ‘house prices have increased in the past year and the affordability ratio between 

house prices and earnings has worsened’54. The imbalance between house prices and 

earnings in York is actually more severe than it claims, with the latest ONS statistics 

confirming that entry-level house prices equate to some 9.41 years earnings as of 

201855. This is substantially higher than the ratio of 7.26 cited at Table 12 of the 

Housing Needs Update, and indeed the origin of this figure is extremely unclear given 

that the ONS has not recorded such a low affordability ratio in York for fifteen years. 

3.31 As shown in the following chart, the affordability situation in York has continued to 

worsen, with the ratio increasing by 20% over the past five years alone. This is almost 

double the growth recorded regionally and nationally during the same period (both 

11%). The current ratio is also notably higher than the national average, undermining 

the unfounded claim of the Housing Needs Update that the affordability ratio of York is 

‘less than the rest of England’56. 

Figure 3.3: Lower Quartile Affordability Ratio in York 

 

Source: ONS 

3.32 Though informed by seemingly inaccurate data, the Housing Needs Update concludes 

that ‘an uplift in the region of 15% would seem reasonable’ in response to market 

                                                           
54 Ibid, paragraph 4.29 
55 ONS (2019) Housing affordability in England and Wales, Table 6c 
56 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] paragraph 4.18 
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signals57. This is evidently a more pronounced uplift than previously recommended in 

the SHMA Update, reflecting the further deterioration of market conditions in York in 

the intervening period. It is agreed that a more pronounced uplift is appropriate within 

this context, and a still greater uplift may indeed be justified given that this conclusion 

appears to have been based on inaccurate affordability data which understated the 

severity of the issue. 

3.33 Uplifting the 2014-based household projections by 15% would suggest a need for 966 

dwellings per annum. This would be considered an absolute minimum need, given that 

it makes no explicit allowance to improve suppressed younger household formation. 

This could cumulatively lead to a larger uplift of 20%, which would imply a need for in 

the order of 1,000 dwellings per annum over the period from 2012 to 2037. It is of 

note that Turley has previously concluded that such a level of need exists in York within 

its submissions on behalf of L&Q Estates, with this outcome also proportionate to the 

standard method and the concluded levels of housing need previously submitted by 

other representors. 

Supporting Future Job Growth 

3.34 As shown at Figure 2.1 of this report, the Council’s latest evidence arrives at the 

conclusion that the OAN is based on a “jobs-led” projection of need as a result of its 

view that demographic needs have significantly fallen. This position is arrived at based 

on a recognition that the 2016-based SNPP will not provide the labour force needed to 

support forecast employment growth, and therefore makes allowance for higher levels 

of net in-migration beyond that assumed in the demographic projection. 

3.35 It is agreed that an assessment of the implications of job growth on the scale of 

housing needed is required in the context of the relevant PPG58. The approach taken to 

model the relationship between job growth and population, and therefore housing 

need, is also considered to be broadly appropriate, based on a review of the input 

labour-force assumptions.   

3.36 Given the reliance now placed on this step of the PPG methodology, however, it is 

concerning that the Housing Needs Update draws upon the ‘most recent’ assessment 

of the ‘economic growth potential’ of York by referring to baseline forecasts by Oxford 

Economics that were originally produced over four years ago in May 201559, and 

subsequently adjusted in an Employment Land Review60 (ELR) dated July 2016. With 

the most recent OAN now seeking to justify its calculation of need on the basis of 

supporting likely employment growth, it is considered that attention must be given as 

to whether the forecasts remain up-to-date and reasonable. 

3.37 An ELR Update was produced in September 2017, and identified that more recent 

baseline forecasts were suggesting an overall level of employment growth that was 

                                                           
57 Ibid, paragraph 4.34 
58 PPG Reference ID 2a-018-20140306 
59 City of York Council (September 2017) Employment Land Review Update [SD063] Paragraph 2.1 confirms that the 

underlying Oxford Economics forecasts were produced in May 2015 
60 City of York Council (July 2016) Employment Land Review [SD064] 
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almost one third higher than suggested by Oxford Economics61. Retention of the earlier 

forecast was only justified by its stronger growth in those jobs requiring employment 

land (B use classes), which was seen to provide an acceptable level of ‘headroom’ when 

allocating land for these uses62. Such considerations are less relevant when considering 

the housing required to support job growth across all sectors, as required under the 

PPG. In basing its housing need on the earlier economic forecast, the Council’s 

assessment therefore risks underestimating the full need for housing.  

3.38 This is compounded by the Council’s apparent stated ambition and support for 

delivering stronger economic growth, and its belief that ‘local interventions such as the 

‘Growth Deal’ with Government will promote faster growth in key sectors’63. L&Q 

Estates has previously questioned the justification for a comparatively low employment 

growth target in the context of these economic ambitions, which are unchanged from 

earlier consultations. 

3.39 This increases the risk that the employment forecast which underpins the current OAN 

is underestimating the future job growth that is likely in York, and therefore the scale 

of housing needed to reasonably support its economic growth prospects. Any such risk 

would be at least partially offset by planning for a higher level of population growth, 

which fully reflects recent demographic trends and provides additional capacity to 

support further job growth. This is considered to further justify the use of the 2014-

based SNPP in preference to the substantially lower 2016-based dataset that is 

currently favoured by the Council. 

Summary 

3.40 The commissioning of the Housing Needs Update has evidently been motivated by the 

release of lower, 2016-based sub-national population and household projections. 

While the relevant PPG generally requires ‘the latest available information’ to be taken 

into account ‘wherever possible’, the Government has made an exception for the 2016-

based household projections due to overriding concerns about their reliability for the 

purposes of assessing housing need. It has confirmed that such concerns remain of 

relevance when examining plans submitted prior to the implementation of the revised 

NPPF and following the previous methodology for calculating OAN. It has explicitly 

sought to prevent the delays and uncertainty caused in such areas by disparities 

between the 2014-based and 2016-based household projections. It indicated in this 

context that authorities could continue to rely upon ‘existing assessments’ of housing 

need, such as the SHMA Update commissioned by the Council in 2017. The Inspectors 

did not appear to request consideration of the new projections, thereby calling into 

question the justification for the Council’s overt attempt to advance a lower level of 

housing need through reliance on this dataset specifically. 

3.41 The Council has nonetheless taken the opportunity to substantially lower its OAN, from 

953 to 790 dwellings per annum. The analysis in this section strongly indicates that 

such a reduction is not justified, because: 

                                                           
61 City of York Council (September 2017) Employment Land Review Update [SD063] Table 1 
62 Ibid, paragraph 2.5 
63 City of York Council (February 2018) City of York Local Plan – Publication Draft, paragraph 1.36 
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• It is underpinned by a demographic projection that appears likely to 

underestimate future population growth. The Housing Needs Update claims 

that the 2016-based SNPP is ‘more robust’, but fails to fully interrogate the 

assumptions that have led to projected growth being revised downwards by over 

one third relative to the 2014-based dataset. A change of this magnitude should 

not be accepted uncritically, particularly in light of the ‘very strong’ demographic 

pressures identified only two years ago in the SHMA Update. The 2016-based 

SNPP allows for a very low level of population growth relative to long-term 

trends, with an inherent assumption that net migration will fall to a level that is 

largely without recent precedent. This has not occurred in the two years of its 

projection period to date, with evidence of a greater alignment with the 2014-

based SNPP. As such, the 2014-based SNPP are considered to remain a more 

appropriate and ‘positive’ demographic projection for York, in line with the 

conclusions of the SHMA Update; 

• It unjustifiably blurs the adjustments needed to correct fundamental flaws in 

the 2016-based household projections with those required to respond to 

market signals. The Housing Needs Update correctly scrutinises the 2016-based 

household formation rates, which have been widely viewed as unreliable and 

significantly influence the downgrading of projected household growth in York. It 

attributes greater weight to the 2014-based household formation rates, but 

retains the unadjusted 2016-based household projections as its ‘starting point’ 

from which all subsequent adjustments are benchmarked. Building upon the 

conclusion above, it is considered that the 2014-based projections continue to 

provide a more reliable and appropriate demographic ‘starting point’ for York, 

suggesting a need for at least 835 dwellings per annum over the period now 

covered by the Housing Needs Update (2012-37). This is significantly higher than 

the 2016-based household projections, and evidently exceeds the OAN of 790 

dwellings per annum now claimed by the Council; 

• Its 15% adjustment for market signals is applied to a misrepresentative 

demographic projection, but is agreed to be the absolute minimum necessary 

to respond to a continued deterioration of market conditions. This is more 

pronounced than the 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA Update, due to a 

continued increase in house prices and a further worsening in the affordability 

ratio that is actually more severe than acknowledged and considerably worse 

than the national average. Uplifting the 2014-based household projections by 

15% suggests that 966 dwellings per annum are needed in York, albeit this 

makes no explicit allowance for suppressed household formation and a larger 

uplift to around 1,000 dwellings per annum could therefore be justified within 

this context; and 

• It is predicated upon supporting an employment forecast that has not been 

recently validated despite now being used as the basis to justify the OAN, with 

this forecast appearing to underestimate future job creation when last 

reviewed by the Council. Such an approach is at odds with the Council’s 

ambition for stronger economic growth, with a strong risk that the current OAN 

is therefore underestimating the job growth that will need to be serviced by a 

resident labour force. This is considered to further justify the use of the 2014-
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based SNPP, which would provide additional capacity to support job growth in 

York. 

3.42 The above strongly indicates that an OAN in the order of 1,000 dwellings per annum is 

justified in York, in line with our previous submissions on behalf of L&Q Estates. This 

continues to align closely with the outcome of the standard method (1,069dpa) and 

submissions made by other representors, which demonstrated a need for between 920 

and 1,150 dwellings per annum64. 

                                                           
64 Section 3 of our “Further Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in York”, March 2018 [Appendix 1 

to Gallagher Estates’ submission, reference 604] Figure 3.1 
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4. Size and Type of Housing Needed 

4.1 The relevant NPPF states that local authorities should ‘plan for a mix of housing based 

on current and future demographic trends’, and identify ‘the size, type, tenure and 

range of housing that is required in particular locations, reflecting local demand’65. It 

requires Strategic Housing Market Assessments to ‘identify the scale and mix of 

housing…that the local population is likely to need over the plan period’66 (emphasis 

added). 

4.2 The Housing Needs Update is solely concerned with the overall number of homes 

needed in York, and gives no consideration to the type of homes required. This was 

similarly omitted from the SHMA Update in 2017. 

4.3 The latest such assessment to have been commissioned by the Council is therefore 

presented in the 2016 SHMA67, albeit this relates to the 2012-based household 

projections and also refers to recalibrated data from the 2001 Census. 

4.4 This can be updated to establish the implications of the 2014-based household 

projections, which are considered to represent an appropriate basis from which to 

assess housing needs in York based on the conclusions of the previous section. It can 

also draw upon data from the 2011 Census which shows the number of bedrooms in 

properties occupied by different household types in York68. This data is summarised in 

the following table. 

Table 4.1: Number of Bedrooms by Household Type in York (2011) 

 1 bed 2 beds 3 beds 4+ beds Total 

One person household 25% 41% 28% 7% 100% 

Families without children 7% 34% 40% 20% 100% 

Households with dependent children 3% 22% 42% 33% 100% 

Families with other adults 1% 19% 51% 28% 100% 

Other households 5% 29% 28% 37% 100% 

Source: Census 2011 

4.5 The above confirms that one person households show the greatest tendency to occupy 

smaller homes, albeit the vast majority have at least two bedrooms and over one in 

three (35%) have at least three bedrooms. Families with dependent children, or 

families living with other adults (who may be non-dependent children), tend to live in 

larger homes, with over 75% of such households having at least three bedrooms. 

Families without children demonstrate a general tendency to occupy homes with two 

                                                           
65 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 50 
66 Ibid, paragraph 159 
67 GL Hearn (June 2016) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment [SD051] 
68 Census Table DC1402EW – Household composition by number of bedrooms 
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or three bedrooms. Other households occupy homes of different sizes, although the 

vast majority require at least two bedrooms. 

4.6 Reflecting households’ tendency to occupy different sizes of home, the overall profile 

of household growth would be expected to influence the size of housing required in 

York over the plan period. As illustrated in the following chart, different types of 

households are projected to form over the period to 2037, with a broad level of 

consistency in their respective levels of growth. The exception is families with other 

adults, which are not expected to grow to the same extent. 

Figure 4.1: Projected Change in Household Profile of York (2014-based; 2012-37) 

 

Source: MHCLG 

4.7 Within the context of the above, an illustrative profile of the size of housing likely to be 

required by additional households forming in York over the plan period can be 

established, by proportionately applying households’ existing tendencies to occupy 

different sizes of housing. Such an approach assumes that these tendencies are 

sustained throughout the plan period, and does not seek to estimate how market 

factors – such as changes to house prices, incomes and household preferences – will 

impact upon these occupancy patterns. Recognising market volatility over the longer 

term, this approach is considered reasonable to ensure that the analysis is grounded in 

a robust evidence-based position of household choice, and does not require 

unsubstantiated assumptions or predictions on future changes to household 

preferences. 

4.8 The following table summarises the outcomes of this modelling, showing the 

proportion of all households that could be expected to require each size of property 

over the plan period. It indicates that only 9% of households will require a home with 

one bedroom, and suggests that 60% will require at least three bedrooms. The residual 

third would be expected to require two bedroom properties. 
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Table 4.2: Implied Size of Housing Required in York (2012-37) 

 1 bed 2 beds 3 beds 4+ beds 

Households requiring… 9% 31% 35% 24% 

Source: Census 2011; MHCLG; Turley analysis 

4.9 The type of property that may be needed to provide the necessary mix of unit sizes can 

also be estimated with reference to data from the 2011 Census, which shows how 

existing properties of different sizes in York are split between houses and flats69. This 

suggests that circa 84% of households will require a house, with 16% requiring flats or 

apartments. Such a split can be simply applied to the identified need for in the order of 

1,000 dwellings per annum, to suggest that circa 840 houses per annum are needed in 

York over the plan period. 

Table 4.3: Implied Type of Housing Required in York (2012-37) 

 Houses Flats 

Households requiring… 84% 16% 

c.1,000 dwellings per annum 840 160 

Source: Census 2011; MHCLG; Turley analysis 

4.10 While the 2016-based household projections are not considered to provide a reliable 

indication of future housing need in York, it is notable that they suggest a comparable 

split in favour of houses in proportionate terms70. Such a split would also be necessary 

to deliver the size of homes estimated as being needed across all tenures in the 2016 

SHMA71. 

Summary 

4.11 This section has provided an updated assessment of the type and size of housing 

needed in York, drawing upon data from the 2011 Census and the 2014-based 

household projections. 

4.12 Accommodating the formation of all types of households over the plan period will 

predominantly require larger homes, with 60% of additional households expected to 

require at least three bedrooms. Only 9% of households would be expected to require 

one bedroom, with the residual third (31%) requiring two bedrooms. 

                                                           
69 Census Table CT0551 – Accommodation type (excluding caravans/temporary structures) by tenure by number of 

bedrooms 
70 Incorporating the 2016-based household projections indicates that 80% of households will require houses, and 

20% will require flats 
71 GL Hearn (June 2016) City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment [SD051] Tables 55 and 56. 

Summing the additional households requiring market and affordable housing, and applying the split between 
houses and flats as outlined in this section, indicates that 78% of households will require houses, and 22% will 
require flats 
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4.13 Reflecting the profile of the existing stock, delivering this mix of unit sizes is likely to 

require 84% of new homes to be houses. Flats are expected to account for a smaller 

share of need, at circa 16%. 

4.14 Within this context, L&Q Estates reserves the right to comment further on the profile 

of the housing land supply identified by the Council, prior to and during the relevant 

hearing sessions. 
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5. Summary and Conclusions 

5.1 This report has been prepared by Turley on behalf of L&Q Estates to review and 

critique the Housing Needs Update published by the Council in January 2019. The 

review is undertaken in the context of the Council’s ongoing consultation on proposed 

modifications to its submitted Local Plan, which runs until 22 July 2019. 

5.2 Through this consultation, the Council has proposed to lower its emerging housing 

requirement, from 867 to 790 dwellings per annum, to precisely align with the OAN 

concluded in the Housing Needs Update. The housing requirement that was previously 

proposed by the Council failed to meet the OAN for 953 dwellings per annum that was 

identified through the 2017 SHMA Update. This approach was widely criticised, and the 

Inspectors immediately identified housing need as an area of concern. 

5.3 While the Council committed to responding to these concerns in a timely manner, its 

delay in doing so created an opportunity to benefit from the release of lower, 2016-

based population and household projections. Consideration of this dataset was not 

requested by the Inspectors and has caused further delay to hearings that were 

expected to have long since commenced. 

5.4 The commissioning of the Housing Needs Update has been clearly motivated by the 

direction of travel in the 2016-based projections, which suggest a lower level of 

population and household growth than the previous dataset. While the relevant PPG 

generally requires ‘the latest available information’ to be taken into account ‘wherever 

possible’, the Government has made an exception for the 2016-based household 

projections due to overriding concerns about their reliability for the purposes of 

assessing housing need. It has confirmed that such concerns remain of relevance when 

examining plans submitted prior to the implementation of the revised NPPF, and has 

explicitly sought to prevent the delays and uncertainty caused in such areas by 

disparities between the 2014-based and 2016-based household projections. It 

indicated that authorities could continue to rely upon ‘existing assessments’ of housing 

need, such as the SHMA Update commissioned by the Council in 2017. This 

undermines the perceived need for such a ‘fundamental’ change in the evidence base 

at this stage of the examination process. 

5.5 The Council has nonetheless taken the opportunity to substantially lower its OAN, from 

953 to 790 dwellings per annum. This report strongly indicates that such a reduction is 

not justified, because: 

• It is underpinned by a demographic projection that appears likely to 

underestimate future population growth. The Housing Needs Update claims 

that the 2016-based SNPP is ‘more robust’, but fails to fully interrogate the 

assumptions that have led to projected growth being revised downwards by over 

one third relative to the 2014-based dataset. A change of this magnitude should 

not be accepted uncritically, particularly in light of the ‘very strong’ demographic 

pressures identified only two years ago in the SHMA Update. The 2016-based 

SNPP allows for a very low level of population growth relative to long-term 

trends, with an inherent assumption that net migration will fall to a level that is 
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largely without recent precedent. This has not occurred in the two years of its 

projection period to date, with evidence of a greater alignment with the 2014-

based SNPP. As such, the 2014-based SNPP are considered to remain a more 

appropriate and ‘positive’ demographic projection for York, in line with the 

conclusions of the SHMA Update; 

• It unjustifiably blurs the adjustments needed to correct fundamental flaws in 

the 2016-based household projections with those required to respond to 

market signals. The Housing Needs Update correctly scrutinises the 2016-based 

household formation rates, which have been widely viewed as unreliable and 

significantly influence the downgrading of projected household growth in York. It 

attributes greater weight to the 2014-based household formation rates, but 

retains the unadjusted 2016-based household projections as its ‘starting point’ 

from which all subsequent adjustments are benchmarked. Building upon the 

conclusion above, it is considered that the 2014-based projections continue to 

provide a more reliable and appropriate demographic ‘starting point’ for York, 

suggesting a need for at least 835 dwellings per annum over the period now 

covered by the Housing Needs Update (2012-37). This is significantly higher than 

the 2016-based household projections, and evidently exceeds the OAN of 790 

dwellings per annum now claimed by the Council; 

• Its 15% adjustment for market signals is applied to a misrepresentative 

demographic projection, but is agreed to be the absolute minimum necessary 

to respond to a continued deterioration of market conditions. This is more 

pronounced than the 10% uplift recommended in the SHMA Update, due to a 

continued increase in house prices and a further worsening in the affordability 

ratio that is actually more severe than acknowledged and considerably worse 

than the national average. Uplifting the 2014-based household projections by 

15% suggests that 966 dwellings per annum are needed in York, albeit this 

makes no explicit allowance for suppressed household formation and a larger 

uplift to around 1,000 dwellings per annum could therefore be justified within 

this context; and 

• It is predicated upon supporting an employment forecast that has not been 

recently validated despite now being used as the basis to justify the OAN, with 

this forecast appearing to underestimate future job creation when last 

reviewed by the Council. Such an approach is at odds with the Council’s 

ambition for stronger economic growth, with a strong risk that the current OAN 

is therefore underestimating the job growth that will need to be serviced by a 

resident labour force. This is considered to further justify the use of the 2014-

based SNPP, which would provide additional capacity to support job growth in 

York. 

5.6 Drawing together the above, it is considered that in the order of 1,000 dwellings per 

annum are needed in York over the period from 2012 to 2037.  

5.7 Additional evidence has been presented in this report to take account of the 

demographic evidence recommended as forming the basis for the OAN to update the 

analysis of the need for different types of homes, noting that the Council has not 
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provided such updated evidence since its 2016 SHMA. This analysis estimates that the 

majority of homes (c.84%) will need to be houses, with a smaller need for flats and 

apartments. 

5.8 Our conclusions on the overall OAN are consistent with evidence previously submitted 

by Turley on behalf of L&Q Estates. It is also proportionate to the current outcome of 

the standard method (1,069dpa) and the alternative assessments submitted by other 

representors during earlier stages of consultation, which suggested that up to 1,150 

dwellings per annum are needed in York. 

5.9 Within this context, the Council’s proposal to lower its housing requirement and 

provide only 790 dwellings per annum is strongly challenged. This proposed 

modification has not been positively prepared, but has instead been motivated by an 

opportunity to provide fewer homes rather than seeking to meet the full need for 

housing in York. The proposed level of housing provision is not justified or consistent 

with the requirements of national policy and guidance. It is therefore considered that 

the modified Local Plan, like the submitted version, is unsound. 



 

 

Turley 
1 New York Street 
Manchester 
M1 4HD 
 
 
T 0161 233 7676 



 

 
City of York Local Plan Proposed Modifications – consultation response 

APPENDIX 3: CSA ENVIRONMENTAL – ADDENDUM TO LANDSCAPE 
OVERVIEW – JULY 2019 

 



 

 

  

 

Land at North Field, York 
 

Addendum to Landscape 
Overview of the Land at North 

Field York and Five Strategic Sites 
identified in the emerging City of 

York Local Plan: 
 

Review of City of York 
Council Topic Paper 1: 

Approach to Defining the 
York Green Belt – 

Addendum (March, 2019) 
 

Prepared by  
CSA Environmental 

on behalf of 
L&Q Estates 

  
Report No: CSA/2995/05 

 
  

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  

Report 
Reference Revision  Date Prepared 

by 
Approved 
by Comments 

CSA/2995/05 - 12.07.19 CA JJ First Issue 
 A 22.07.19 JB CA Minor amendments to formatting 
      
      
      



 

Review of City of York Council Topic Paper 1               Page 1 

Review of City of York Council Topic Paper 1: Approach to Defining the York 
Green Belt – Addendum (March, 2019) 

Introduction 

CSA Environmental has been appointed by L&Q Estates to undertake a review 
of the Addendum to Topic Paper 1 prepared by York City Council.  The purpose 
of the review is to consider the Council’s approach, methodology and the 
relevant findings of the Council in respect of the York Green Belt. 

L and Q Estates have an interest in land at North Field, York (the ‘Site’) which is 
being promoted as a potential housing allocation through the City of York 
Local Plan.  CSA have previously prepared representations in respect of this site 
on landscape and Green Belt matters.  This report is submitted as an 
addendum to the Landscape Overview of the Land at North Field York and 
Five Strategic Sites identified in the emerging City of York Local Plan, and should 
be read alongside this document.   

The City of York Local Plan – Publication Draft (Regulation 19 Consultation) is 
currently in the process of independent examination by the Planning 
Inspectorate. 

Background and Purpose 

The general extent of the York Green Belt was established in the ‘saved’ policies 
of The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy.  Saved Policy YH9: 
Green Belts states that, ‘The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around 
York will be defined in order to establish long term development limits that 
safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city’.  Saved Policy 
Y1: York sub area policy identifies that the outer boundary of the York Green 
Belt is ‘about 6 miles from York City Centre’.  It is therefore a function of the 
emerging York City Local Plan to identify the inner, and the remaining outer 
Green Belt Boundaries within the administrative area of the Council.  

Topic Paper 1 (‘TP1’): Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt sets out the 
Council’s approach to defining York’s Green Belt for the first time.  The 
Addendum to TP1 provides further information, including the methodology for 
defining the inner and outer Green Belt Boundaries; the exceptional 
circumstances which justify removal of land from the Green Belt; and the 
allocation of strategic sites within the general extent of the Green Belt.  The 
purpose of the Addendum, as stated in TP1, is to establish the permanent 
boundaries to the York Green Belt which are capable of accommodating the 
planned growth and can endure for a minimum of 20 years. 
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The Addendum has been informed by previous Evidence Base documents 
which have shaped the spatial strategy for the City of York as set out in the 
draft Local Plan, and identified on the draft Proposals Maps.  Given the 
advanced stage of the Local Plan and the strategic allocations, the 
Addendum does not comprise a comprehensive review of the York Green Belt; 
rather its purpose is to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy 
/ Green Belt approach.   

Approach  

Section 4 of the Addendum sets out the Council’s strategic approach to 
defining land which needs to be kept permanently open, in terms of the five 
National Green Belt purposes.  It notes that saved local and regional policy 
establishes the principal that the primary purpose of the York Green Belt is 
preserving the setting and special character of the historic City of York 
(National Green Belt Purpose 4).  However it also notes that, whilst prioritising 
this purpose, both the Preferred Options Local Plan and the Sustainability 
Appraisal concluded that some weight should be attributed to the other Green 
Belt Purposes.  In fact, it states that land which serves more than one Green Belt 
purpose will be held to have additional weight. 

To date, whilst the Council have produced a number of evidence base 
documents concerned with the historic setting and character of York, no 
comprehensive Green Belt Review has been undertaken against each of the 
National Green Belt purposes.  Section 4 of the Addendum to TP1 therefore 
seeks to clarify how the approach and evidence documents relate to the five 
Green Belt purposes.  The Addendum provides mapping which demonstrate 
how the Green Belt performs against each of the Green Belt purposes (with the 
exception of purpose 5).  Purpose 5 is discounted from this assessment as it is 
generally accepted that all Green Belt parcels perform this function equally.  
Each of the Green Belt purposes covered in the Addendum are described 
below.   

Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

The Addendum highlights the previous work undertaken in the Approach to the 
Green Belt Assessment (2003) and subsequent historic character and setting 
updates (2011 and 2013).  This identifies the land which is considered most 
important to the character and setting of the City of York. 

Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 

This section sets out the Council’s approach to assessing the contribution the 
Green Belt plays in preventing urban sprawl from the City of York.  The 
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Addendum states that the NPPF identifies that Local Authorities when reviewing 
Green Belt Boundaries should seek to promote sustainable patterns of 
development.   The Addendum notes that planned development in this 
manner would not constitute sprawl. 

The Addendum states that the Local Plan spatial strategy has sought to ensure 
new development is well related to the main built up areas, so that it is located 
in the most sustainable locations, and thus preventing sprawl.  The mapping at 
Figure 4: Access to Services identifies all land within the Green Belt which is 
outside 800metres of at least two services.   

Sustainability criteria are undoubtedly an important consideration which should 
be factored into a comprehensive Green Belt review, and these factors should 
inform the spatial strategy for the City of York.  Despite this, the degree to which 
a land parcel prevents urban sprawl can not be judged on sustainability criteria 
alone.  Factors such as relationship to the existing urban edge, visual 
containment from the wider countryside and the presence of logical, 
alternative Green Belt boundaries should all be factors which form part of a 
robust assessment of this purpose.   In the absence of a comprehensive Green 
Belt Review these factors have clearly not been considered. 

In addition, the criteria used to establish the sustainability of land are crude.  
This approach inevitably directs growth to the edge of urban / built up areas, 
but it does not provide any indication to the degree which a parcel is 
sustainable.  It would be a reasonable assumption that land on the urban edge 
of York is more sustainable than land adjacent to one of the smaller settlements 
which has a minimum of two services. 

Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

The approach recognises that there are no towns in the vicinity of York which 
the current extent of the Green Belt prevents from merging with the City.  To 
this end the York Green Belt plays no role in meeting this purpose specifically.  
However, the Addendum acknowledges that the Planning Advisory Service 
(‘PAS’) in its guidance entitled  The Big Issues – Green Belt (2015), recognises the 
role that Green Belt plays in maintaining the setting and settlement pattern 
within it.  To this end, the Addendum recognises the relationship between York 
and the surrounding smaller settlements.   However, in strict Green Belt terms 
this should be afforded less weight as the purpose is specific to the merging of 
towns, as opposed to the merging of the city with smaller settlements.   
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Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

The approach set out in the Addendum states that the Local Plan evidence 
base recognises the role that York’s natural assets play in informing the 
character and setting of York; and that the spatial strategy uses these factors 
to shape how development is accommodated.  To that end, it identifies those 
uses considered acceptable within the Green Belt and which are therefore the 
most important to keep permanently open.  These include nature conservation 
sites, existing open space, green infrastructure corridors and Ancient 
Woodland.   

Whilst these factors are all important contributory factors to the spatial strategy 
for the City of York, they are not specifically considerations which should in their 
own right determine the functioning of a specific Green Belt parcel against this 
purpose.  Figure 6 illustrates that much of the land which falls with one of these 
areas lies some distance from the edge of York.  By following this approach, this 
would suggest that the majority of land at the edge of York plays no role in 
meeting this purpose.  This is clearly not the case.   

More relevant would be the approach set out in the PAS guidance (and 
referenced in the Addendum), which considers ‘the difference between urban 
fringe land – land under the influence of the urban area – and open 
countryside, and to favour the latter in determining which land to try and keep 
open, taking into account the types of edges and boundaries that can be 
achieved’. In considering the degree to which a land parcel performs this 
purpose, an assessment should consider its existing land-use, it relationship to 
the wider landscape and the degree to which it is influenced by the adjoining 
urban area.  The presence of existing boundary features or the scope to 
provide mitigation as part of a planned extension should also be considered. 

The Addendum, and the existing evidence base therefore lack any robust 
assessment of the function of the land parcels at the edge of the City of York 
and their performance against this Green Belt Purpose. 

Overall Strategic Areas to Keep Permanently Open 

Figure 7 of the Addendum combines the mapping from the previous 
assessment against the first four Green Belt purposes, to identify strategic areas 
to keep permanently open. 

This approach is clearly limited and has not been informed by a robust review 
of the York Green Belt against the NPPF Green Belt purposes.  The existing 
evidence base is weighted towards character and setting criteria in respect of 
the historic City of York.  Whilst this is identified as the primary purpose of the 
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York Green Belt, no proper assessment of the other Green Belt purposes has 
been undertaken.  In addition, the use of limited sustainability criteria to 
discount large tracts of land particularly beyond 800 metres from the edge of 
York is misleading and does not provide a comprehensive assessment of the 
degree to which land parcels meet sustainability criteria.  

Methodology 

Section 5 of the Addendum sets out the methodology for determining the York 
Green Belt boundaries. This review is only concerned with the methodology 
adopted for determining the Inner Green Belt Boundary. 

A review of Green Belt boundaries would normally accompany a 
comprehensive Green Belt Review.  In this case, the purpose is to establish the 
existing Green Belt boundary in the first instance, without taking into account 
the exceptional circumstances and the requirement for strategic growth within 
the City of York.  This approach is counter intuitive, a review of Green Belt 
boundaries should form part of the spatial strategy and should be undertaken 
in light of the exceptional circumstances required to justify release of land from 
the Green Belt.  As the Addendum states; ‘The key role of the inner Green Belt 
boundary is to establish long term development limits to the built up area, and 
to distinguish land which needs to be kept permanently open to meet the 
Green Belt purposes, including safeguarding the special character of the  
historic city.’ On this basis, any review of the Green Belt boundaries must form 
part of a wider Green Belt Review which clearly identifies land parcels and 
assesses their performance against the Green Belt purposes, and other 
sustainability factors.   

The Addendum divides the periphery of York into eight sections as illustrated on 
Figure 15.  These sections are further sub-divided into shorter stretches in order 
to consider the inner boundary in more detail. 

Two criteria are used to define the inner Green Belt boundaries: openness 
(strategic and local); and permanence.   

In terms of strategic openness, the assessment relies on the tracts of land 
identified as strategic areas to be kept permanently open.  As set out above, 
this approach is flawed and is not based on a robust assessment of the 
functioning of the Green Belt against NPPF Purposes.   

In terms of assessing local openness the Addendum identifies a number of 
localised factors which should be considered, including local historic assets 
and protecting land which is open and serves a countryside function.  These 
factors are relevant when assessing the performance of individual land parcels 
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against the Green Belt purposes.  Setting aside the fact that the spatial strategy 
is already established, it is unclear from the methodology how these openness 
criteria have been used to establish which land parcels need to remain 
permanently open in Green Belt terms. 

All Green Belt is essentially open land and therefore already performs this 
function.  It is the degree to which this openness contributes to the 
performance of the Green Belt purposes which is the fundamental issue.  The 
methodology does identify a number of strategic and local considerations 
which should form part of a review of the performance of Green Belt, however 
it is unclear how each of these factors have been used to assess the 
performance of the Green Belt against each of the purposes.   For instance 
there is no clear method to determine which aspects contribute to which 
Green Belt purpose and what weight should be attributed to each of these 
factors.  For instance, the presence of Listed Buildings, a Conservation Area, or 
a historic field pattern are not in themselves Green Belt matters, although they 
may contribute in some way to the historic setting of York.  There is no analysis 
of how these factors have been used to inform judgements. 

Criteria 2b (land serving a countryside function or the boundary between 
urban and rural environments) alludes to Purposes 1 and 3 of the Green Belt.  
Again, as all land within the Green Belt is essentially open, it will all perform this 
criteria to varying degrees.  The purpose of a Green Belt review is to establish 
which land plays less of role in preventing encroachment on the countryside or 
sprawl, and could therefore be released from the Green Belt for sustainable 
development.  Factors such as the relationship to the existing urban edge, the 
condition / permanence of existing boundaries, and the presence of 
alternative boundaries are all considerations which would normally be 
included in a review.   

Furthermore, there is no clear definition of what constitutes a high performing 
Green Belt parcel in respect of each purpose.  Or, for that matter, how 
judgements about the performance of each purpose have been combined to 
inform an overall judgement about an area of land.  As set out in paragraph 
5.41: 

‘..the land which needs to be kept permanently open is firstly that which 
contributes to the special character and setting of the historic city and its clock 
face of settlements (including by preventing the coalescence of settlements 
or areas), as well as those which act to prevent sprawl, and those areas which 
we can identify as performing a countryside function and therefore requiring 
defence from encroachment.’ 
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This would suggest that the boundary assessment relies largely on the strategic 
analysis to inform any judgements and there is no indication how the 
assessment of local openness criteria has informed judgements. 

The Addendum considers the permanence of the Green Belt boundary.  The 
NPPF is explicit that Green Belt boundaries need to be defined clearly ‘…using 
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent’.  At 
a strategic level the Addendum states that the submitted Local Plan identifies 
sufficient housing land to ensure that the Green Belt boundary can endure 
beyond the Plan period.   

In terms of local permanence, the Addendum sets out the aim to establish 
clear, recognisable boundaries which are likely to be permanent.  At 
paragraph 5.69 it notes that hard landscaping and major infrastructure can be 
argued to provide more permanent features, however it states that natural 
features which have been long established, also offer a type of permanence.   
The Addendum therefore confirms that the strongest (i.e. most permanent) 
boundaries are those defined by infrastructure or long established natural 
features (assumed to be woodland, watercourses etc.).   At paragraph 5.70 
the methodology states that where possible, boundaries should follow a 
continuous ‘regular’ or consistent line, as irregular or ‘softer’ boundaries are 
more vulnerable to misinterpretation and erosion.  At paragraph 5.71 the 
methodology notes the role Green Belt boundaries play in providing a 
distinction between the urban and rural environment, and that a clearly 
identifiable urban edge can also form an acceptable Green Belt boundary.  It 
does not define what a clearly identifiable urban edge is, however it should be 
assumed that rear garden boundaries would provide a weaker edge than a 
highway or an established tree line, for example.  

Annex 3: York Green belt Inner Boundary Section Descriptions and Justifications  

The following section considers the inner boundary definition in respect of the 
land at North Field, York.  The land at North Field (the ‘Site’) lies west of Section 
2 of the Inner Green Belt boundary. 

The Annex contains a plan which shows the extent of section 2 of the Inner 
Boundary.  The land at North Field lies adjacent to sub-sections 4 – 10.   This plan 
shows that the Site lies within an area which protects special character and 
setting (including coalescence) and, based on the Council’s strategic 
approach, outside areas preventing sprawl and protecting the countryside.   

Annex 3 contains an assessment of the openness of this part of the Green Belt 
and the permanence of the proposed inner boundary.  As the characteristics 
of this boundary are fairly consistent much of the commentary is duplicated 
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with the assessment of each sub-section.  The following section considers the 
Council’s assessment of openness and permanence in repsect of the land at 
North Field and the proposed Green Belt boundary. 

Openess  

At a strategic level, North Field lies within an Area identified in the 2003 Green 
Belt Appraisal (and subsequent updates) as an ‘Area Retaining Rural Setting’, 
with the southern part being an ‘Area preventing Coalescence’ between York 
and Knapton. 

In terms of Local Openess the assessment identifies a number of characteristics 
which  are relevant to the Site at North Field.  These are set out below and 
considered individually : 

The southern fields adjacent to section 4 of the boundary are probable strip fields 
dating from the medieval period. 

This area lies to the south of Knapton and along the route of Ten Thorn Lane.  It 
has a more intact landscape structure than the land further north and plays a 
role in maintaining separation between Knapton and York.  Should 
development come forward at North Field it is the intention that this area would 
be retained as open land. 

The land at North Field is described as one large, modern, improved field defined 
externally by regular hedges, and has lost its internal field boundaries. 

As noted in the annex, North Field comprises a large, area of relatively 
featureless farmland.  Former, historic field patterns are absent as a result of 
field amalgamation and the historic character / associations have been 
eroded.  To the east, the adjacent housing area is conspicuous and largely 
uncontained by any robust boundary features, such that it exerts an urbanising 
influence on the adjacent farmland. 

The flat open landscape has been used by the populations of York for its arable 
value and intensively farmed for cereal crops and market gardening.  

This is almost certainly the case, and would also be true of much of the 
farmland both within the York Ring Road and beyond.  This does not have any 
relevance to Green Belt. 

Human Influences have damaged the historic context with the introduction of the 
ring road and building housing in large estates which have a tenuous link to the 
city and its history 
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As noted in the annex, the ring road and the large scale residential 
development in Acomb have severed any connection between this land 
parcel and the historic centre of York. 

Flat low lying land make this a prominent edge to York’s urban area 

The existing urban edge, which comprises modern estate housing, does present 
a rather stark edge to this part of York, particularly when viewed from the 
A1237. 

Structures can be seen against the skyline (which holds York Minster in its context) 
and changes can have an impact on local views from the ring road and key 
strategic views. 

This statement is misleading.  There are no views across the land west of this 
boundary to the historic core of York.  In addition there are no Key Historic Core 
Views as identified in the York Central Historic Core Conservation Appraisal 
which contain the land to the west of this boundary.  

Dense planting to screen changes would not be appropriate as it is not a 
traditional feature of the landscape. 

The Site lies within the Flat Open arable Farmland Landscape Type as identified 
in the York Landscape Appraisal (1997).  This is a largely, open, arable 
landscape, however one of the management guidelines set out in the 
Appraisal states:  

‘Plant deciduous woodland either as an extension to, or linking to existing 
woodland, or plant new small blocks of woodland within the open 
countryside.’ 

Woodland is not a common feature within the wider landscape, however it is 
not entirely alien and could be accommodated as part of the open space 
design alongside the A1237 road corridor to provide an appropriate setting for 
expansion on this edge of York. 

Retains the physical separation between Knapton, Upper Poppleton and Nether 
Poppleton 

The land to the south of this parcel does perform a function in maintaining 
separation and the separate identity of Knapton.  Whilst Knapton is not a town, 
this area of farmland does contribute to the second Green Belt purpose, 
namely to prevent York merging with Knapton.  The northern part of the parcel 
does not perform this function to the same extent. 
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The settlements at Upper Poppleton and Nether Poppleton lie beyond the 
A1237 and the land parcel does not play an important role in maintaining 
separation between these areas and York.  

The eastern boundary forms the clearly identifiable built up extent of York urban 
are which is in stark contrast to the open land to the west which is in agricultural 
use.  The farmland separates the edge of York and the ring road enabling a 
compact concentric farm to be created within the ring road. 

The adjacent land parcel does have an open character, however the existing 
edge is poorly assimilated and the A1237 would provide a much more robust 
alternative boundary.  Planned expansion could maintain a buffer to the ring 
road and provide a much better edge to York.   

York has expanded significantly within the suburb of Acomb in the twentieth 
century, and this separates the ring road from the historic parts of York.  There 
is little inter-visibility between the ring road and the historic core at this point 
and the perception of a concentric city is largely absent. 

The Council’s assessment of local openness concludes that the land at North 
Field contributes to checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, 
and to preserving the setting and special character of York.  This conclusion 
however is not supported by a robust assessment of this parcel in Green Belt 
terms.  The following points are relevant: 

• It acknowledges that the land at North Field comprises an area of 
modern improved fields which is bordered by large housing estates 
which have a tenuous link to the city and its history.  This area has lost 
much of its historic field structure; 

• This land is influenced by the prominent urban edge to the east, which 
as the assessment states, lends this area a semi-rural character; 

• The assessment does not consider the A1237 as a more robust 
alternative boundary to the edge of York.  This would contain 
development and prevent sprawl.  This would represent a strong 
boundary in line with guidance set out in the Council’s own addendum;  

• There are no Key Historic Core Views which cross this land parcel, and 
given the separation between this land parcel and the historic core by 
modern estate development, it plays a limited role in the setting and 
special character of the city; and  

• Expansion in this direction can maintain a buffer to Knapton maintaining 
its separate identity and preventing coalesence with York. 
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Permanence 

The assessment notes that the proposed boundary follows an historic field 
boundary which forms a distinct edge between the urban area and more 
open farmland.  In fact, this boundary largely follows the rear gardens of 
housing at the edge of York.  This does not meet the criteria of a robust man-
made or natural feature.  The A1237 would provide a much more logical and 
permanent edge to the Green Belt at this point, however this does not appear 
to have been considered. 

Annex 5: Sites Proposed in the General Extent of the York Green Belt 

CSA have previously undertaken a landscape overview of five Strategic Sites 
identified in the submitted City of York Local Plan.   The follow section briefly 
considers the findings of Annex 5 of the Addendum which assesses the 
performance of each of the sites against the first four Green Belt purposes.  The 
following sites were considered: 

• ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane; 
• ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross; 
• ST9 – Land North of Haxby; 
• ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor; and 
• ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road. 

ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane 

This area is identified for a standalone settlement of approximately 845 new 
homes located a short distance to the east of York.  In terms of sustainability, it 
is located beyond the zone with access to a minimum of two existing services 
and will be reliant on provision of its own infrastructure to support a new 
community.   

Given its close proximity to York, approximately 160m from the existing edge, 
development in this location will read as extension to the existing built area, 
and given the absence of robust man-made or natural boundaries it will result 
in a significant expansion into the countryside resulting in encroachment and 
sprawl. 

In addition, the Heritage Impact Appraisal identifies that it is prominent in views 
from the A64 and development will also impact on a Key City Wide View 
towards the historic core of York.   It will therefore impact on the setting and 
special character of York.   

The Council’s appraisal identifies that the proposals will result in minor harm to 
the purpose of checking unrestricted sprawl.  However, given its location close 
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to the edge of York and its visibility from the A64, it will result in a significant 
extension to the built edge of York.   The appraisal notes that there could be 
minor / significant harm as a result of encroachment on the countryside and 
the setting and special character of York.  It adds that these effects can be 
reduced to minor through mitigation, however it does not qualify this.  In our 
view, development in this location could have a significant impact on three of 
the four Green Belt purposes assessed. 

ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross 

The proposal will result in an urban extension to the east of York.  The annex 
notes that development would result in minor harm to a number of Green Belt 
purposes.    It is separated from the existing edge of the city by a number of 
small fields which restrict integration.  The site does benefit from reasonably 
strong boundaries in the form of surrounding minor road infrastructure.  The 
existing residential edge is well contained; however development will be more 
prominent in views from the surrounding highways, resulting in some impression 
of sprawl and encroachment into the countryside.  The Heritage Impact 
Assessment identifies a view to the Minster from within the Site and the loss of 
farmland will have some impact on the setting of York. 

ST9 – Land North of Haxby 

The Council’s appraisal identifies that development in this location will result in 
minor harm to purposes 1, 3 and 4 of the Green Belt.  Our own assessment 
identified that expansion to the north of Haxby will extend development into 
open countryside on the edge of the village.  Development will be visible from 
the surrounding lanes which border the draft allocation result in significant 
encroachment into the wider farmland.  In addition, the existing edge of Haxby 
is well contained and there will be some sense of sprawl of the main built up 
area.  Development would therefore impact on two of the Green Belt 
purposes. 

ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor 

The Heritage Impact Assessment identifies that there are potentially significant 
negative impacts from urban sprawl as development would extend beyond 
the ring road. This would, it notes, be mitigated by landscape buffers and 
strategic green space to the west. It also notes the potential to create an urban 
corridor due to its location opposite Clifton Moor Retail Park and potential harm 
to the setting of Skelton. 

The Council’s appraisal identifies that development in this location would 
cause minor harm to purposes 1, 3 and 4 and no significant harm to purpose 2. 
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The proposed allocation is for a free standing settlement north of the A1237.  In 
sustainability terms it will need to provide its own infrastructure and services to 
serve the new community.  In our view, the Site is located some distance north 
of existing highway infrastructure and significant new road connections will be 
required to link it to the surrounding area. 

The Site is located with open countryside beyond the ring road and in proximity 
to the northern edge of York and neighbouring Skelton.  It is contained to the 
east by a tract of woodland but elsewhere the boundaries are less well defined.  
Given its proximity to other settlement, development will result in the cumulative 
urbanisation along the route of the A1237, and the perception of York 
expanding northwards beyond the ring road.  It will also impact on the 
separation between York and Skelton.   Development in this location will 
therefore result in countryside encroachment, sprawl and loss of separation 
between York and its outlying settlements and will be contrary to three Green 
Belt purposes. 

 ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road 

The proposals are for a new large free standing settlement of around 3,339 new 
homes.  The Site is remote from the edge of York and significant highway 
infrastructure and services.  Access is proposed from a new junction off the A64, 
however this is some distance from the proposed allocation. 

The scale of development will inevitably result in a significant encroachment 
into the countryside within the Green Belt.  In addition, the provision of a new 
access off the A64 and the extent of the proposed development could give 
rise to some sense of York expanding into the rural hinterland beyond the ring 
road, although the proposals are some distance from the edge of York.  
Development will therefore result in significant harm to one Green Belt purpose, 
namely countryside encroachment, and less harm to the other Green Belt 
purposes.  This assessment is broadly consistent with the Council’s findings. 
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Conclusion 

This document provides a review of Addendum to Topic Paper 1:  Approach 
to Defining York’s Green Belt prepared by York City Council.  It consider the 
Council’s approach, methodology and the relevant findings of the Council in 
respect of the York Green Belt.  It has been undertaken on behalf of L and Q 
Estates who are promoting land at North Field, York, as a potential urban 
extension to the city. 

This report provides an addendum to work originally undertaken by CSA in 
October 2017, ‘Landscape Overview of the Land at North Field York and Five 
Strategic Sites identified in the emerging City of York Local Plan’. 

Topic Paper 1 (‘TP1’): Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt sets out the 
Council’s approach to defining York’s Green Belt for the first time.  The 
Addendum has been informed by previous Evidence Base documents which 
have shaped the spatial strategy for the City of York as set out in the draft Local 
Plan, and identified on the draft Proposals Maps.  Given the advanced stage 
of the Local Plan and the strategic allocations, the Addendum does not 
comprise a comprehensive review of the York Green Belt; rather its purpose is 
to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy / Green Belt 
approach.   

It is apparent that the previous York Green Belt evidence base has been heavily 
weighted towards character and setting criteria in respect of the historic City 
of York.  The Addendum to TP1 seeks to undertake a retrospective review of 
Green Belt land against all the National Green Belt purposes in order to 
establish the boundaries to the Green Belt.  

This review found that this approach is essentially flawed and the methodology 
is confused.   

Annex 3 of the Addendum contains an assessment of the inner Green Belt 
boundary.  The land at North Field lies alongside section 2 of this boundary. The 
Council’s assessment of local openness concludes that the land at North Field 
contributes to checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, and to 
preserving the setting and special character of York.  This is largely due to the 
to work undertaken in the 2003 Green Belt Appraisal (and subsequent updates) 
which identified this land parcel as an ‘Area Retaining Rural Setting’, with the 
southern part  an ‘Area preventing Coalescence’ between York and Knapton.  
However, a review of the local openness assessment undertaken by the 
Council finds a number of discrepancies between this conclusions and some 
of the commentary set out in the assessment, and in deed is not supported by 
our own findings.  In our view, further work should be undertaken to provide a 
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robust assessment of of the Green Belt boundary in this location, and the 
potential to release land at North Field from the Green Belt.  

Annex 5 of the Addendum contains an assessment of the Strategic sites which 
are identified in the submitted Local Plan.  CSA previously commented on 5 
strategic sites as part of previous representations to the Council.  

Our analysis of the five Sites identified that development at ST7: East of Metcalfe 
Lane would result in significant harm to three of the four Green Belt purposes.  
Similarly, ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor contributes to three Green Belt 
purposes.  ST9: Land at Haxby performs strongly against 2 of the 4 Green Belt 
purposes.  Given the scale of development proposed at ST15 – Land West of 
Elvington this will inevitably result in significant encroachment into the 
countryside.  To a lesser extent, ST8 – Land north of Monks Cross plays some role 
in preventing urban sprawl and countryside encroachment.   

On this basis, in our view the Council has not established that in a number of 
cases, release of these sites will not result in significant harm to the Green Belt 
purposes.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP (CJ) welcomes the opportunity to participate in the City of York Local Plan Examination in 

Public (the EiP) on behalf of L&Q Estates (formerly Gallagher Estates) (L&QE). This statement of case is 

pursuant to and cross-references with previous representations by Carter Jonas and Turley in respect of the 

Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18) and Main Modifications (Regulation 19) consultations in July 2019.    

 1.2 This statement of case has been prepared for the exclusive benefit of the respondents as set out herewith. No 

other parties may use or duplicate the report contents without the written permission of Carter Jonas LLP. 

1.3 L&QE has a controlling interest in the land at North Field, York, which Carter Jonas continues to promote for 

release from the General Extent of Green Belt and as an allocation for housing, with the proposed inner green 

belt boundary being drawn along the A1237 York Outer Ring Road.  The land is Site Reference 871 (please see 

below) within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2018).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4 We have grave concerns over the plan and proposed modifications, including the overall soundness of the plan 

which will impact upon the timetable and prolong the continued failure adopt policy and proposals for the 

development needs of the City of York. Our specific concerns relate to the following matters to be considered 

under the Phase 1 Hearings and associated Matters, Issues and Questions (MIQS).   
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• Matter 1: Legal requirements and the duty to cooperate  

• Matter 2.1 – 2.7: The Objectively Assessed Need (OAN), as revised and the housing strategy: housing 

requirement 

• Matters 2.8 – 2.10: The housing strategy: spatial distribution and the associated ‘garden village’ strategy 

for delivery of sufficient land to meet the OAN 

• Matter 3 – Green Belt: the approach to defining York's Green Belt, exceptional circumstances and 

approach to land release for development   

1.5 CJ will provide statements of case and participate in respect of Matters 1, 2.8 – 2.10 and 3. Turley will represent 

L&QE for Matters 2.8 – 2.10.   

1.6 This statement of case covers legal requirements and the duty to cooperate.  
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2.0 NATIONAL POLICY AND LEGISLATION 

Regulations   

 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

2.1 Paragraph 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out a “duty to co-operate in relation to 

planning of sustainable development”. Under subsection (3) this includes “the preparation of development plan 

documents… so far as relating to a strategic matter.”  

 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (the 2012 Regulations) 

2.2  Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations confirms that the duty to cooperate extends to a range of stakeholders “in 

addition to local planning authorities and county councils”.        

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.2 As the Plan was submitted before 2018 NPPF was published, it will be examined in accordance with the 2012 

NPPF. Paragraph 24 of the NPPF states: 

Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative 

boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities set out in paragraph 

156. The Government expects joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently 

undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities.  

2.3 Paragraph 135 states: 

The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established. New Green 
Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example when planning 
for larger scale development such as new settlements or major urban extensions. If 
proposing a new Green Belt, local planning authorities should:  

a) demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies would not 
be adequate; 

b) set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the adoption of this 
exceptional measure necessary; 

c) show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable development; 
d) demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with Local Plans for 

adjoining areas; and 
e) show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the Framework. 

 

2.4 Paragraph 85 states: 

When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: 
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• ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified 

requirements for sustainable development; 

• not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

• where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the 

urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs 

stretching well beyond the plan period; 

• make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the 

present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded 

land should only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the 

development; 

• satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the 

end of the development plan period; and 

• define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 

likely to be permanent. 
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3.0 MATTER 1 MIQS – DUTY TO COOPERATE  

MIQ 1.1 - What are the strategic cross-boundary issues and how does the strategy address them?     
 

3.1  The General Extent of Green Belt around York (“the general extent”) was first established by the North Yorkshire 

County Structure Plan. This was then taken forward within the Yorkshire and Humber Plan, with the following 

saved requirement under Policy Y1C for the definition of the York Green Belt.  

“In the City of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the outstanding sections of the 

outer boundary of the York Green Belt about 6 miles from York city centre and the inner 

boundary in line with policy YH9C.”     

   3.2 Saved Policy YH9C: Green belts states:  

“The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York should be defined in order 

to establish long term development limits that safeguard the special character and setting 

of the historic city. The boundaries must take account of the levels of growth set out in this 

RSS and must also endure beyond the Plan period.” 

3.3 Policy YH9E confirms: 

“Green Belt reviews should also consider whether exceptional circumstances exist to 

include additional land as Green Belt.” 

3.4 The Local Plan Publication Draft of February 2018 at Section 3 covers the spatial strategy for the plan. This 

follows paragraph 1.50 which affirms: 

“…that the detailed boundaries of the outstanding sections of the outer boundary of the 

York Green Belt about 6 miles from York city centre and the inner boundary are to be 

defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard the special 

character and setting of the historic city. It is therefore the role of the Local Plan to define 

what land is in the Green Belt and in doing so established detailed green belt boundaries.” 

 3.5 Previous local plan drafts including the 2005 and 2013 iterations proposed Green Belt boundaries within the 

district that almost, but not quite, placed all of the administrative area beyond the existing built area plus 

proposed development sites within the Green Belt.  

3.6 The two main exceptions to this rule were land to the North of Strensall and Land at Wheldrake Ings. The 

proposals map extracts at Appendix 1 show these areas beyond the Outer Green Belt boundary under the 2005 

plan.  

3.7  However, from the 2014 plan onwards, and in particular the February 2018 Publication Draft (CD001), both 

areas have been shown to be within the General Extent of Green Belt and within the Outer Green Belt Boundary 
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as shown on the detailed proposals maps and Key Diagram. We refer to these proposed amendments as Green 

Belt Extension GBE1 and GBE2 below.  

3.8 The February 2018 Publication Draft Key Diagram is copied for ease of reference below: 

      

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.9 In effect, the proposed extension of the General Extent of Green Belt proposes new Green Belt land and this, 

therefore, is a strategic matter.  Furthermore, GBE1 adjoins Hambleton and Ryedale Districts and GBE2, Selby 

and Ryedale. The proposed extensions represent cross-boundary issues. Furthermore, taking St Sampson’s 

Square as the central point for the measurement of “about 6 miles from York city centre” (please see paragraph 

94 of the Brecks Lane appeal decision at Appendix 2), it is noted that the furthest extent of GBE 1 is 6.7 from 

the city centre and GBE2, 8.3 miles.  

3.10 We also maintain that the proposed outer boundary at GBE1, from the Carr Lane corner to the River Foss 

(Section 1, Boundaries 5, 6 and 7 - document ref. EX/CYC/18e: TP1 Addendum Annex 2 – York Green Belt 

Outer Boundary Section Description and Justifications) represents a significantly weaker boundary than the 

outer boundary as proposed between 2005 and 2013. 

3.11 Similarly, the proposed outer boundary at GBE1 makes no sense in comparison to the previous outer green belt 

boundary at this point. Section 2, Boundary 4 seeks to extend from the previously proposed line of the River 

Derwent out to a former course of the Derwent, now known as The Beck.     
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3.12 In particular, the plan contains no strategic policy to establish the need to expand the General Extent of Green 

Belt as proposed under GBE 1 & 2. This is especially of concern as these would significantly go beyond the 6 

mile limit as dictated by the current and previous adopted strategic policies that define the general extent.      

 MIQS 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 - What actions have been taken, what were the outcomes and how does 

the Plan address those outcomes?  

3.12 Our concerns in respect of legal requirements and the duty to cooperate are that the adjoining local planning 

authorities should have had the opportunity to consider the implications of GBE1 & 2 and the proposed detailed 

outer boundaries.  

3.13 Within the council’s current and previous evidence base on the duty to cooperate (doc. refs. EX/CYC/18 - Green 

Belt TP1 Addendum and predecessor green belt review documents, duty to cooperate papers EX/CYC/7a, 

EX/CYC/23, CD020, and CD024 or the 2013 paper - Cross Boundary Working: Demonstrating the Duty to 

Cooperate - June 2013) there is nothing to evidence any discussions with interested parties on widening the 

General Extent of Green Belt.   

3.14 In response to MIQs 1.2 and 1.3 we have found no evidence of any notification, discussions or cooperation with 

adjoining local planning authorities in respect of the proposals to extend the Green Belt. In response to 1.3 – 

1.5 and on the strategic matter of proposed new Green Belt land we suggest the answers are: 

• What actions have been taken? – None 

• What were the outcomes? – None 

• How does the Plan address those outcomes? No outcomes to address  

.   
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4.0 CONCLUSION 

MIQ 1.5 - Overall, has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the ‘duty to cooperate’ 

imposed by Section 33A of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended)? 

 

4.1 In view of the above we maintain that in respect of the strategic issue of the proposed outer green belt boundary 

extending significantly beyond the previous 6 mile limit set by the saved policies of the Yorkshire and Humber 

Plan and a complete lack of published evidence of consultation with the adjoining local planning authorities it is 

reasonable to conclude that the Plan has not been prepared in accordance with the duty to cooperate.     
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.01. The following hearing statement is made for and on behalf of L&Q Estates (L&QE). This statement responds to 

selected questions set out within Matter 2: The Housing Strategy: spatial distribution of housing of the Inspector’s 

Matters, Issues and Questions and Matters 2.8 – 2.10 in particular.  

 

1.02. The Inspector’s Issues and Questions are included in bold for ease of reference. Where a specific Question is 

not covered L&QE has no comment as part of this hearing statement. Turley has covered Matters 2.1 – 2.7 in 

respect of the housing market area, OAN and the housing requirement.  

 

1.03. This hearing statement is pursuant to and cross-references with previous representations by Carter Jonas and 

Turley in respect of the Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 18) and Main Modifications (Regulation 19) 

consultations in July 2019.  
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2.0 MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS RESPONSES 

 MIQ 2.8: The Housing Strategy: Spatial Distribution  

 

2.01 In broad terms we consider the spatial strategy identified within Policy SS1 to be in line with the sustainability 

objectives of the NPPF (paragraphs 7 – 16) and consider that the five spatial principles set out within this policy 

will help to provide a focus for the location of development. However, more clarity on how housing growth should 

be distributed is required.  

 

2.02  It is interesting to note that the wording of the five spatial principles remains unchanged from the 2014 draft plan 

but the focus of delivery and distribution has shifted toward freestanding new settlements (“garden villages”) 

and higher densities on previously developed land.   

 

2.03 As it stands, we are concerned that due to heavy reliance on major regeneration sites and garden villages as a 

preference over the release of more green belt land from the inner boundary for sustainable urban housing 

allocations, the Plan as proposed will not deliver the most sustainable growth strategy that Policy SS1 seeks to 

achieve. A more detailed approach to the location of housing growth would form part of a more appropriate 

spatial strategy.       

  

MIQ 2.9a  

 

2.04 Policy SS1 does not articulate the overall spatial distribution strategy of new housing proposed through the Plan. 

This is a fundamental absence and which must be addressed. The Key Diagram identifies Strategic Sites only 

and excludes all of the other housing sites, as listed at Table 5.1 within the housing chapter. These Strategic 

Sites are comprised of sites for housing and employment or a mix of the two. The distribution of new housing 

across the City of York is therefore not clear from the Key Diagram.              

 

MIQ 2.9b  

 

2.05 The level of housing directed towards the City Centre and other parts of the Plan Area is not clearly identified 

within the plan. Policy SS3 which relates to York City Centre identifies sites ST32, ST20 and ST5 for allocation 

however there is no clearly identified figure for new housing in the city centre within this policy either. For 

example, the plan does not make clear how much of the estimated yield for ST5: York Central will be within the 

land falling within the designated city centre boundary or the larger part of the allocation, to the west. 

Furthermore, it does not identify how much of the 1,700 total would be delivered beyond the plan period.   

 

2.06 The level of housing within other parts of the Plan Area is not clearly identified within Policy SS1 nor is it clearly 

identified within other policies within the Plan.   
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MIQ 2.9c  

 

2.07 Paragraphs 3.4 – 3.12 of the Publication Draft cover Factors Which Shape Growth and refer to the technical 

information in relation to The Character and Setting of the City, Green Infrastructure, Nature Conservation, 

Green Corridors and Open Space, Nature Conservation and Flood Zones which the Council has relied upon to 

inform the distribution of growth. However there is no clear justification for the proposed distribution that has 

been arrived at (as represented by the Strategic Sites) within this evidence.  

 

2.08 Once a robust OAN and housing land requirement have been arrived at and the amount of green belt release 

understood, the spatial distribution criteria and the previous growth options as  considered at the Preferred 

Options stage should be revisited: 

 

• Option 1: Prioritise development within and/or as an extension to the urban 

area and through the provision of a single new settlement;  

• Option 2: Prioritise development within and/or as an extension to the urban 

area and through provision in the villages subject to levels of services; 

• Option 3: Prioritise development within and/or as an extension to the urban 

area and through the provision of new settlements; 

• Option 4: Prioritise development within and/or as an extension to the urban 

area along key sustainable transport corridors. 

 

2.09 We consider that Option 2 represents one element of a more appropriate spatial strategy compared to the spatial 

distribution as reflected by the proposed Strategic Sites. 

 

MIQ 2.9d  

 

2.10 The distribution of development is not consistent with the overall approach set out in Policy SS1. As mentioned 

above the identification of garden villages as a preference over the release of potentially more sustainable urban 

extension sites within the York Outer Ring Road (such as our client’s site at North Field) is not a sustainable 

option and demonstrates the flaws within the Council’s retrospective approach to the location of development 

throughout the plan.  

 

2.11 We cross-refer to the Turley report dated July 2019: Proposed Modifications to the York Local Plan: OAN 

Critique. Not only does the report challenge the unreasonably low OAN proposed by the Council, it also indicates 

that, based on the split of existing dwellings across the city, a split on 84% houses to 16% flats/apartments is 

necessary to deliver the type and size of homes “needed across all tenures in the 2016 SHMA”.  

 

2.12 We are concerned that the Strategic Sites and some of the higher densities that are necessary to help meet 

even the proposed OAN of 790dpa will not deliver sufficient family housing in sustainable locations. This will be 



 

City of York Local Plan Examination – Matter 2 hearing statement 4

 

 

in breach of the Policy SS1 aims and objectives of “addressing the housing and community needs of York’s 

current and future population.     

 

MIQ 2.9e 

 

2.13 We consider that the Sustainability Appraisal does not support the proposed distribution of housing as there are 

a range of negative and significant negative effects that have been identified for a number of the ‘garden villages’ 

(or stand-alone settlements). For example ST15 scores poorly overall with 4 of the Objectives Scoring as 

significant negative effects (SA02, SA03, SA10, SA013), two as significant/negative effects (SA014 and SA015), 

one as negative effect (SA08), two as no significant effect/clear link to policy (SA04) and SA012), two as depends 

upon Policy implementation (SA05 and SA06), one as negative/positive effect (SA09), one as a positive effect 

(SA07) and once as significant positive effect (SA1).  

 

2.14 The scoring therefore implied that the only clear significant positive effect from the development of ST15 as a 

stand-alone settlement would be that it would assist in meeting the housing needs of York in a sustainable way. 

How sustainable a development on greenfield land, detached from the main urban area with no services or 

facilities would actually be is debatable given the negative effect identified within the Sustainability Appraisal 

scoring.  

 

2.15 It is also clear that there is flaws with the scoring of the Sustainability Appraisal as there are various scores 

which underplay the significance of the effect of a number of the ‘garden villages’ such as ST7, ST14 and ST15. 

For example the majority of ST15 (just over two thirds) is greenfield and there will be a significant negative effect 

from the loss of this land (SA09) whereas it has been scored as likely to have a positive effect and also a 

negative effect on SA objectives. We assume that this is due to the site including an element of the Elvington 

Airfield brownfield site. In relation to SA Objective 06 Access to Transport, the site scores “I – depends upon 

Policy implementation”. This should be identified as a significant negative effect as at present there are no 

frequent bus services, or access to train services with walking/cycling distance.  

 

2.16 Overall it is considered that the distribution of housing identified within the Plan will not lead to the most 

sustainable pattern of housing growth. As mentioned above, the allocation of ‘garden villages’ such as ST14 in 

preference to the release of more sustainable urban extensions adjacent to existing settlements (for example,  

land at North Field between the York Outer Ring Road at Poppleton and the edge of Acomb) is not the most 

sustainable approach to future development. This represents a reasonable alternative that has not evidently 

tested within the Sustainability Appraisal.  

 

MIQ 2.9f 

 

2.17 As set out in our Matter 3 statement, we consider that, whilst the Council has undertaken a Green Belt review 

(Topic Paper 1: Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt plus 2019 Addendum), the approach taken has been 

based on a collection of evidence which is largely out of date, going back as far as 2003 and lacking a common 
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and robust methodology. Given a city like York where almost all of the undeveloped land is within the General 

Extent of Green Belt we consider that a robust green belt review can only be undertaken when an accurate OAN 

and housing land requirement are in place. Only then can the amount of land needed to be released from the 

green belt for housing and as safeguarded land be fully understood.    

 

2.18 We consider that the distribution of housing has been significantly influenced by the green belt review and the 

over-emphasis placed on the council on preserving the historic character of York, and does not fully appreciate 

or make the most of more sustainably located sites. In summary, green belt protection and restraint have been 

evidently prioritised over growth. This has led to the need to increase housing densities for allocations on 

previously developed land and a move away from urban extension allocations on the inner edge of the green 

belt to free-standing new settlements.    

 

2.19 In respect of “other constraints” and as mentioned above, paragraphs 3.4 – 3.12 of the Publication Draft refer to 

technical information in relation to The Character and Setting of the City, Green Infrastructure, Nature 

Conservation, Green Corridors and Open Space, Nature Conservation and Flood Zones which the Council has 

relied upon to inform the distribution of growth.  

 

 MIQ  2.10 
 

2.20 The testing and identification of  a spatial distribution strategy and identification of suitable sites for allocation 

should be done through a robust iterative process, taking account of constraints, a Sustainability Appraisal 

testing various options and sites, and a comprehensive and clear Green Belt review, amongst other pieces of 

evidence. This process has not clearly been followed or it is unclear to unpick this from the evidence to 

demonstrate the proposed identification of sites is the most appropriate strategy. 

 

2.21 Given the above comments, it is clear that there is no clearly articulated spatial distribution strategy for housing 

and the identification of sites to meet the spatial principles is not justified. The proposed distribution of housing 

and sites are not sustainable in line with the objectives of the NPPF and as a result the Plan is fundamentally 

unsound in this regard.  
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November 2019  

On behalf of L&Q Estates (formerly Gallagher Estates) 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP (CJ) welcomes the opportunity to participate in the City of York Local Plan Examination in 

Public (the EiP) on behalf of L&Q Estates (L&QE). This hearing statement responds to selected questions set 

out within the Matter 2: MIQs regarding the Housing Strategy the spatial distribution of housing and is pursuant 

to and cross-references with previous representations by Carter Jonas and Turley in respect of the Pre-

Publication Draft (Regulation 18) and Main Modifications (Regulation 19) consultations in July 2019.    

 1.2 The Inspector’s Issues and Questions are included in bold for ease of reference.  
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3.0 MATTER 3 MIQS – GREEN BELT  

Principles 
 

MIQ 3.1 

    
3.1  Section 3 of the February 2018 Publication Draft covers the spatial strategy for the plan. This includes paragraph 

1.50 which affirms: 

“…that the detailed boundaries of the outstanding sections of the outer boundary of the 

York Green Belt about 6 miles from York city centre and the inner boundary are to be 

defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard the special 

character and setting of the historic city. It is therefore the role of the Local Plan to define 

what land is in the Green Belt and in doing so established detailed green belt boundaries.” 

3.2 This element of the plan’s strategy is pursuant to the relevant saved parts of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan 

(the YHP). Saved Policies Y1C1 and YH9C plus key diagram represent the only extant designation of the 

General Extent (GE) of Green Belt around York. Previous local plan drafts (including the 2005 and 2013 

iterations) proposed Green Belt boundaries designating almost all of the unbuilt administrative area to be within 

the Green Belt.  However, the February 2018 Publication Draft Key Diagram shows in green the “General extent 

of the proposed Green Belt” (CJ emphasis) and includes all non-built-up land within the York administrative 

area.  

3.3 MIQ 3.1 asks if the Local Plan proposing to establish any new Green Belt. The answer is yes. Appendix 1 of this 

statement shows extracts from the 2005 Proposals Maps which depict land to the North of Strensall and at 

Wheldrake as being excluded from the Green Belt. However, the Publication Draft Proposals Maps show the 

proposed Green Belt boundaries at these locations to follow the administrative boundary for York.    

3.4 The land to the North of Strensall and at Wheldrake extends well beyond the 6 mile general extent, with the 

latter being about 7.5 miles from St Sampson’s Square in York city centre (please see paragraph 94 of the 

Brecks Lane appeal decision at Appendix 2 at its closest point and 8.5m at its furthest. These extensions to the 

GE and outer green belt boundary therefore represent proposals to establish new Green Belt.   

 MIQs 3.1a & 3.2b 

3.5 However, no strategic policies within the Plan seek to justify extending the GE. No exceptional circumstances 

are evidenced for the proposed new Green Belt in these locations. As such, the Plan is not inconformity with the 

General Extent of Green Belt established under the Yorkshire and Humber Plan. Furthermore, the Council has 

failed to evidence why the proposed new green belt is justified under the criteria attached to NPPF paragraph 

82. In particular, the council has not explained the change in circumstances and/or exceptional circumstances 

to justify extending the GE.        
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MIQ 3.1b 

3.6 At a strategic level the Plan proposes a number of ‘garden villages’ to be inset within the established GE and 

residential urban extensions proposed on a limited number of sites to be excluded from the Green Belt inner 

edge. As such, this land will be removed from the GE and detailed inset boundaries defined. This is a case of 

establishing new GB boundaries for the first time.  

3.7 Based on even the unreasonably low OAN proposed by the Council we consider the release of land within the 

GE to be justified by exceptional circumstances as a result of the urgent need to deliver new housing land. 

However, as set out in our Matter 2 hearing statement, the exact locations and extent of the land released from 

the Green Belt is questioned and   additional land is required to be removed from the GE and inner green belt 

boundary for an increased number of sustainable housing allocations  

 MIQ 3.2a 

3.8 The inner Green Belt boundaries proposed within the plan have seemingly been drawn up with maximum 

development restraint in mind and little regard to sustainable, long-term development needs. Given the proposed 

Green Belt boundaries are in no small part based upon a highly flawed OAN approach under Policy SS1 (as 

noted by Turley and many others), it stands to reason that Policy SS2 as written cannot be considered sound 

as it is not effective and justified in meeting sustainable growth requirements, as required by NPPF paragraph 

85.  

3.9 Taking into account the need for a significantly increased OAN and housing land requirement, further land for 

housing will need to be identified and this will of necessity be within the Green Belt, given the proposed inner 

boundaries are tightly drawn around the urban extent of the City. This concern is compounded by the failure of 

the plan to designate any safeguarded land whatsoever. This is wholly against the requirements under YHP 

Policy YH9C.   

 MIQ 3.2b 

3.10 As noted in our Matter 2 statement of case, iterations of the plan since 2013 have followed a shift away from 

housing allocations in sustainable locations on the urban fringe of the city toward significantly increasing yields 

on retained allocations, as evidenced by the significant differences between the 2014 and 2018 versions of 

Table 5.1: Housing Allocations and in new freestanding settlements in locations more remote from the main 

urban areas. This has not followed any alteration to strategy or the spatial principles for location of development 

under Policy SS1. Indeed, the five spatial principles under SS1 have been carried forward word-for-word from 

the 2014 plan to the Publication Draft.             

3.11 The Green Belt evidence base provided by the council is comprised of a loose collection of documents that has 

emerging over a 16 year period and having no clear strategy or principles from the outset. We are concerned 

that the proposed detailed green belt boundaries are based upon evidence that is out-of-date, going back as far 
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as 2003 and preceding the 2012 NPPF. The March 2019 document Green Belt TP1 Addendum seeks to address 

the Local Plan Inspectors’ comments of 24 July 2018 that: 

“… it is not clear to us how the Council has approached the task of delineating the Green 

Belt boundaries shown on the Policies Map submitted. Unless we have missed something, 

no substantive evidence has been provided setting out the methodology used and the 

decisions made through the process. We ask that the Council now provides this.” 

3.12 As noted within the CSAE report enclosed at Appendix 3, the approach taken by the council and the associated 

methodology in preparing the TP1 Addendum do not constitute a comprehensive green belt review to, amongst 

other things, consider appropriate Green Belt boundaries. The CSAE report states:  

“…rather its purpose is to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy / 
Green Belt approach.”      

3.13 The TP1 Addendum does not provide substantive evidence and is a further attempt to retrofit an evidence base 

to justify unreasonably tight green belt boundaries, many elements of which were selected as early as 2005. 

Such an assessment should have begun with a clear assessment of current and future growth needs, resulting 

in a strong understanding of the amount of GE land required to be de-allocated to facilitate sustainable 

employment and housing growth as well as the identification of safeguarded land.  

3.14 In summary, there has been no green belt review that firstly evaluates potentially developable sites on a 

qualitative and comparative basis for their green belt contribution and then secondly assesses those sites for 

release on the basis of (inter alia) least harm to green belt aims, characteristics and purposes plus appropriate 

detailed boundaries. Furthermore, parts of the proposed inner and outer boundaries are unsupportable. Finally, 

no safeguarded land is included. As a result the plan is wholly in breach of NPPF paragraph 84.   

 MIQ 3.2c 

3.15 In respect of the inter-linkage between sustainable development needs and the question of where, spatially, 

these needs should be met we maintain that, in the absence of a robust assessment of OAN, it is impossible to 

answer MIQ 3.2c in any meaningful way. To illustrate this, we believe there to be significant urban fringe land 

between the York Outer Ring Road and the current built edge of York which, would help meet development 

needs for the plan period and beyond but is proposed as green belt within the plan as currently drafted.     

3.16  We have seen no supporting evidence to confirm that a strategy of having a wider inner boundary (instead of 

tightly drawn) to facilitate development in sustainable locations adjacent to the built-part of the city has been 

considered. Such a strategy would have helped to minimise the need to inset development within the Green 

Belt and/or increase density of development on previously developed land and meet the requirements of NPPF 

paragraph 84 and a realistic OAN/housing land requirement. 
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 MIQ 3.2d 

3.17 In answer to 3.2d we maintain that, in failing to plan objectively for housing growth, the plan fails also to meet 

the NPPF paragraph 7 requirements relating to the economic and social roles of sustainable development. As 

such, it does not allocate sufficient land to support economic growth in general or to meet housing supply 

requirements for future generations. In this, the plan identifies targets for sustainable growth that are too low 

and as a result it misses the opportunity to consider the removal of land from the GE where it serves few Green 

Belt purposes and is unnecessary to be kept permanently open.  

 MIQ 3.3 

3.18 In the absence of sufficient release from the GE to enable the necessary growth to meet the housing requirement 

within the plan period, there will be little option but to undertake a further Green Belt review and alter boundaries 

at the end of the plan period.  

3.19 Turning to the identification of clearly defined boundaries we consider that the council has failed to undertake a 

contemporaneous and robust assessment. Its evidence base has been on-going since 2003 and comprises 5 

main documents spanning 16 years and three national Green Belt policy regimes.  

3.20 As noted at paragraph 3.10 of this statement of case, even as recently as July 2018 the Inspectors felt it 

necessary to identify “…no substantive evidence…” to support the proposed detailed boundaries and a general 

lack of clarity on methodology. The March 2019 addendum fails to set these concerns to right.        

 MIQ 3.4  

3.21 We maintain that, even if the plan is amended to designate land for sufficient new homes to meet a robust 

OAN/housing land requirement, the identification of safeguarded land will also be required “…to meet long-term 

development needs…”. Aside from helping to meet longer-term development needs, safeguarded sites would 

help provide a buffer of land to help enable flexibility in the event that allocated housing sites fail to deliver or 

under-deliver and limit the need for altering Green Belt boundaries beyond the plan period.    

 MIQ 3.5 

3.22 In summary, neither the outer nor the inner boundaries are appropriately defined under the NPPF. Inner edge 

and settlement boundaries fail to allow for sufficient growth or safeguarded land. Outer boundaries extend 

significantly beyond the 6 mile general extent and fail to use the most appropriate physical boundaries. The 

proposed Green Belt is therefore unsound.     
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 Exceptional Circumstances 
 
 MIQ 3.6 a) – e) 

3.23 We await with interest the Council’s responses to the Inspectors’ questions as 3.6 (i) – (v). In the meantime we 

comment as follows on  MIQs 3.6 a) – e). 

a) We are wholly confident that, based on the outcome of OAN and the housing land requirement under 

the Phase 1 Examination in Public, the acuteness of need and the history of under-delivery will provide 

the necessary exceptional circumstances to justify the removal of significant land from the GE.  

b) Once the extent of the need for green belt release from the GE for housing land is known, a new green 

belt review plus Sustainability Appraisal to assess the optimum spatial strategy should be undertaken 

to determine the balance of distribution between previously developed land, new settlements and 

sustainable urban extensions within the GE.  

c) The capacity of existing urban areas to meet development needs has become very limited. The failure 

of the council to allocate land for development combined with the tightly drawn GE and the 

(understandable) reluctance of adjoining local planning authorities to help meet the city’s needs has led 

to an overheated housing market where development land is at a high premium and lack of affordability 

is similar to parts of the South-East. High levels of redevelopment of previously developed land in urban 

areas in recent years has led to fewer and fewer opportunities remaining. Such capacity is now very 

low, as market-worthy redevelopment opportunities have been ‘picked-over’ leaving the more difficult 

and unviable sites to lag behind. 

d) Given the proposed Green Belt extends from the existing built areas of York to the city-wide 

administrative boundary, there will be no non-Green Belt land to consider. This is compounded within 

the York Outer Ring Road (YORR) by the proposed inclusion all of the following areas within the green 

belt: 

i. green wedges;  

ii. strays;  

iii. river corridors;  

iv. areas protecting urban coalescence; and  

v. areas retaining urban setting.  

As such, we maintain that the proposed GE is tightly drawn to existing settlement boundaries on the 

one hand and extends to the York administrative boundary on the other resulting in no rural land that is 

not within the proposed green belt that might have helped meet “  

e) Under Matter 3 we have no specific comments in respect of removing the identified Strategic Sites from 

the GE. As noted under 3.6(b) above a comparative review between strategic housing options should 

be undertaken once a robust OAN and housing land requirement have been arrived at. In summary, it 

is evident that exceptional circumstances based on housing need do exist for the release of land from 
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the GE. However, the absence of a clearly identified and robust OAN and housing land requirement a 

new green belt review and Sustainability Appraisal would be premature.   

             

 The Approach to Releasing Green Belt land for Development  
  
 MIQ 3.7a & b 

3.24 As noted within this hearing statement it seems evident that, rather than being selected following (a) a robust 

assessment of OAN and the housing land requirement, (b) a spatial housing strategy to allocate the right housing 

land in the right places and (c) a comprehensive assessment of potential development land within the General 

Extent of Green Belt, the first and over-riding principle has been to limit growth by placing maximum weight on 

retention of Green Belt land.  

3.25 The May 2018 Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt and subsequent May 2019 TP1 Addenda: Annex 2 – 

York Green Belt Outer Boundary Section Description and Justifications (EX/CYC/18e) and Annex 3 – York 

Green Belt Inner Boundary Section Descriptions and Justification (EX/CYC/18d) fail to provide a comparison of 

how land in the GE performs in respect of openness and contribution to green belt purposes. These documents 

also fail to assess potential boundary alternatives where new Green Belt is proposed or where land performs 

poorly against green belt characteristics.  

3.26 In respect of the outer boundary, the proposed new Green Belt either does not follow the strongest possible 

boundary (as is the case from Carr Lane corner to Sheriff Hutton Road), or indeed any physical feature at all 

(i.e. where the proposed boundary crosses the open field north-west of Lock House to River Foss).  

3.27 Turning to the inner boundary we consider that in general, the A1237 York Outer Ring Road to the west of the 

city would provide a strong inner edge to the Green Belt at this point whilst at the same time facilitating new 

housing development in a sustainable urban edge location to help meet development needs for this plan period 

and beyond.  

 MIQ 3.7c 

3.28 Similarly, we note that the green belt review evidence does not assess land and/or compare potential 

development options in terms of potential spatial or visual intrusion and/or whether development would preserve 

or harm green belt openness.  

 MIQ 3.7d, e & f 

3.29 We agree that the elements that constitute the green belt review and evidence base reflect the NPPF paragraph 

80 five purposes, with particular emphasis on bullet point 4 “…to preserve the setting and special character of 

historic towns.” This approach also follows YHP Policy which emphasises the need to safeguard the special 

character of the city. However, we consider that the Council has placed far too much emphasis on this aspect 
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and too little on defining “…long term development limits” that take into account the need for growth during and 

beyond the plan period.   

3.30 In conclusion, the evidence offered by the council to justify land within the GE has been undertaken by many 

different people in a number of reports since 2003. The most recent evidence seeks to bring all this together but 

lacks any comparative assessment of different options for release. As such it is in no way “based on a robust 

assessment methodology”. Green Belt boundaries have been selected with maximum restraint in mind and little 

regard to development land for economic or housing growth.   

 MIQ 3.8 

3.31 In view of our concerns over lack of sufficient housing land to meet an uplifted OAN and housing land 

requirement and the failure to identify safeguarded land we do not believe that the proposed inner Green Belt 

boundaries could endure for the plan period, let alone beyond.  

 MIQs 3.9 & 3.10 

3.32 In view of the above, the proposed alterations to the Green Belt boundary, as set out in Annex 6 of the Topic 

Paper 1: Addendum [EX/CYC/18] represent extremely minor amendments, covering ‘cosmetic’ issues such as 

which side of a road a green belt boundary should follow rather than seeking to address the key fundamental 

concerns of the quantum of Green Belt development land required and where this should best be located.   

3.33 We also oppose the proposed main modification at EX/CYC/18a to include Knapton village within the green belt. 

The core of the village is centred on Main Street, from which there are virtually no views to open fields beyond. 

A site visit will confirm that the character of Knapton is based on a densely-developed built-form and is not open 

in this respect. We maintain that the village itself makes no contribution to the openness green belt to justify its 

inclusion. To do so will be in breach of NPPF paragraph 86.    

3.34 Given the issues we set out in this statement we conclude that the approach taken by the council to identify land 

within the GE for new development is flawed in many important areas and as a result the Plan is wholly unsound 

in this respect.     
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APPENDIX 1  

2005 Proposals Map Extract - North of Strensall  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2005 Proposals Map Extract - Land at Wheldrake Ings 
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APPENDIX 2 

  



   
 

 
Department for Communities and Local Government 
Planning Casework,  
SE Quarter, 3rd Floor,  
Fry Building, 2 Marsham Street 
London  SW1P 4DF  
 

Tel:  0303 444 1634 
Email: PCC@communities.gsi.gov.uk 
 

 

  
 
John MacKenzie 
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners 
3rd Floor 
One St James’ Square 
Manchester 
M2 6DN  

Our Ref: APP/C2741/V/14/2216946 
Your Ref:  
 
 
18 March 2015 

 
Dear Sir,  
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 77 
APPLICATION BY LINDEN HOMES NORTH  
AT BRECKS LANE, STRENSALL, YORK, YORKSHIRE  
APPLICATION REFERENCE 13/03267/FULM 
 
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to 

the report of the Inspector, Zoë Hill BA (Hons) DipBldgCons (RICS) MRTPI IHBC, 
who held a public local inquiry 14 October - 7 November 2014 into your client's 
application for the construction of 102 dwellings along with associated highways 
infrastructure, landscaping and public open space in accordance with application 
reference 13/03267/FULM dated 4 October 2013. On 9 April 2014 the Secretary of 
State directed, in pursuance of section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, that the application be referred to him instead of being dealt with by the 
relevant planning authority, the City of York Council. 

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision 

2. The Inspector recommended that planning permission be refused.  The Secretary 
of State agrees with the Inspector’s analysis and recommendation, except where 
stated, and he has decided to refuse planning permission. A copy of the Inspector’s 
report (IR) is enclosed. All references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise 
stated, are to that report. 

Procedural Matters 

3. The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s statement at IR1 which 
explains that the application was originally submitted for 104 dwellings and was 
subsequently reduced to 102 dwellings. Like the Inspector (IR1), the Secretary of 



 

 

State has considered the application on the basis of 102 dwellings and he is 
satisfied that no prejudice arises to any party by his doing so.     

4. In reaching this position the Secretary of State has taken into account the 
Environmental Statement which was submitted under the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. Having had 
regard to the Inspector’s comments at IR5 – 6, the Secretary of State is content 
that the Environmental Statement complies with the above regulations and that 
sufficient information has been provided for him to assess the environmental 
impact of the application. 

Matters arising after the close of the inquiry 

5. The Secretary of State received a representation on behalf of the applicant dated 3 
March 2015 which was submitted too late to be seen by the Inspector.  The 
Secretary of State has given careful consideration to this representation and he 
considers that it does not raise matters which require him to refer back to parties 
prior to his determination of this case. A copy of this representation is not attached 
to this letter but will be provided on written request to either of the addresses 
shown at the foot of the first page of this letter.   

Policy considerations 

6. In deciding the planning application, the Secretary of State has had regard to 
section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires 
that proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.   

7. In this case, the development plan consists of policies YH9(C) and Y1(C1&C2) and 
the relevant parts of the key diagram of Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and 
the Humber (RSS) as set out in its (Partial Revocation) Order 2013. The Secretary 
of State considers that the development plan policies most relevant are those 
identified by the Inspector at IR18-20.  

8. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account 
include the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), the Planning 
Practice Guidance (the Guidance), and those documents listed at IR23-26.   

Main issues 

Is the Site within the Green Belt? 
9. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s comments at 

IR186-199. He has had regard to the Inspector’s remark that the York Green Belt 
boundary has never been identified in an adopted plan (IR186), but that none of 
the parties seek to claim that the application site does not fall within the outer edge 
of the Green Belt and he concurs with the Inspector that the site should be 
considered as within the outer edge of the Green Belt (IR187). 

10. Having taken account of the Inspector’s analysis at IR188-192, the Secretary of 
State shares her view that, whilst located adjacent to the developed edge of 
Strensall, the site is a sizeable area which significantly projects into the open 



 

 

countryside, with open land on much of the two boundaries and along the whole 
eastern side (IR191). Recognising that the essential characteristics of Green Belts 
are openness and permanence, he agrees with the Inspector that the proposal 
would have a significant and harmful effect on openness, and that in terms of 
permanence, changes to the openness of the site should not be undertaken lightly 
(IR193).  

11. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s remarks about the five purposes 
of Green Belt land (IR194-197). Like the Inspector, the Secretary of State 
considers that the Green Belt function of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas is a valid purpose here and that the purpose of safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment also applies (IR194). He also finds no reason to 
disagree with the Inspector that, whilst developing this site would not have a direct 
and significant bearing on York’s historic character, extending close to the rail 
corridor into the City would have a visual impact upon the green corridor formed 
alongside the Foss and so the proposed development would contribute to sprawl 
(IR195).   

12. In considering the purpose Green Belts have in protecting greenfield sites and 
therefore assisting in urban regeneration, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector (IR196) that preventing development here, and on other Green Belt sites, 
is likely to encourage development of brownfield land because there is likely to be 
a consequent impact upon viability of doing so. Like the Inspector, he considers 
that a managed approach to releasing land for housing needs to be taken (IR196). 

13. The Secretary of State concludes with the Inspector that the site falls within the 
general extent of the Green Belt and serves a number of Green Belt purposes, and 
that it falls to be considered under paragraph 87 of the Framework, wherein, 
“inappropriate development, is by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should 
not be approved except in very special circumstances” (IR199). 

The Effect of the Proposed Development on Openness and the Purposes of the Green 
Belt 
14. The Secretary of State has considered the Inspector’s comments at IR200-203. He 

agrees that the proposed development would impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt (IR200), and that the site has a role in four of the five Green Belt purposes 
(IR201). For the reasons given by the Inspector (IR200-203), he also agrees with 
her conclusion that whilst being of a lower value than some Green Belt areas 
surrounding the site, it is nonetheless a Green Belt site and, as such, it is afforded 
significant protection (IR203). 

Highway Safety and the Free Flow of Traffic 
15. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s comments about 

local concerns regarding traffic flow (IR204). However, for the reasons given at 
IR205, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion that the 
relatively modest change to traffic flows likely to arise as a result of this scheme 
would not be such that this should count against the scheme in the planning 
balance. 

 



 

 

Accessibility 
16. For the reasons given by the Inspector at IR206-7, in terms of providing a 

reasonably sustainable environment and directly contributing to local facilities, the 
Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions, and he does not accord 
weight in favour or against the scheme in this regard. 

Prematurity 
17. The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s remarks at IR26 and 

IR31-32 about the emerging Local Plan. In common with the parties (IR32), the 
Secretary of State considers that the LP Publication Draft carries very little weight 
at the current time. Like the Inspector at IR208, the Secretary of State has 
considered the Guidance in relation to prematurity, and he has also given careful 
consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR209-212. For the reasons given by 
the Inspector (IR208-211), the Secretary of State shares her view that allowing this 
proposal would not materially undermine the historic form of settlement growth in 
York (IR211) and that the site is not so substantial or its cumulative effect so great 
that it would undermine the plan making process which, in any event, is not at an 
advanced stage (IR210). The Secretary of State, like the Inspector, does not attach 
weight to the issue of prematurity in this case (IR212). 

Matters Advanced in Support of the Scheme 
- The Planning History of the Site 

18. The Secretary of State has given careful consideration to the Inspector’s analysis 
in respect of the planning history of the site (IR213 – 216) and he shares her view 
that the history of the site means its suitability for housing use should be viewed 
positively and that must carry some weight in the planning balance (IR214).  
However, for the reasons given by the Inspector at IR215, the Secretary of State 
agrees that this site cannot be justified on the basis of the approach taken at 
Germany Beck (IR215). Like the Inspector (IR216), he concludes that, in this case, 
the site is not allocated for housing or safeguarded for such purpose in any 
adopted plan, and that the history here offers limited support in favour of the site’s 
development. 

- Housing 
19. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, whilst the extent of the City’s 

housing land supply is clearly a matter for debate, on the evidence before him, a 
five year housing land supply cannot be demonstrated (IR217).  Like the Inspector 
(IR218), the Secretary of State has taken account of the advice in the Guidance 
that unmet housing need is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and 
other harm to constitute the very special circumstances justifying inappropriate 
development on a site within the Green Belt. The Secretary of State has carefully 
considered the Inspector’s remarks at IR219, including her view on the significance 
of housing need in the planning balance in the circumstances described by the 
Inspector.  Whilst the Secretary of State has drawn no general conclusions on this 
matter, he does agree with the Inspector that, in the circumstances of this case, the 
unmet need for housing contributes to part of his overall planning balance.  He has 
gone on to consider this further below.  

 



 

 

- Affordable Housing 
20. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s comments at 

IR220-222. For the reasons given in those paragraphs he shares her view that 
whilst weight should be attached to providing affordable housing, particularly where 
there is a significant demonstrated need, such as here, he is not satisfied that this 
application offers anything other than that which would normally be sought in the 
Council area (IR222). He has gone on to attribute weight to this matter below. 

- Economic Benefits 
21. The Secretary of State has also carefully considered the Inspector’s comments at 

IR223-225 on the economic benefits of the proposal. Whilst he shares the 
Inspector’s view (IR223) that the scheme’s economic benefits (outlined by the 
applicant at IR61) constitute a matter to be weighed in the planning balance, he 
nevertheless considers that those benefits carry some weight in the scheme’s 
favour. He agrees with the Inspector that the New Homes Bonus payments and 
Council tax receipts would be significant, but do not attract weight in the planning 
balance (IR224). Turning to the developer s.106 contributions, for the reasons 
given by the Inspector (IR225), the Secretary of State agrees that no weight 
attaches to the additional education places and that a little weight attaches to the 
provision of public open space, sports provision and footpaths/bridges. 

Planning Balance for a Site in the Green Belt 
22. The Secretary of State has given very careful consideration to the Inspector’s 

balancing exercise at IR226-227 and he has also had regard to the Guidance 
which states that “Unmet housing need … is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the 
Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt”. 

23. In terms of matters weighing in support of the application, the Secretary of State 
considers that the site’s planning history is a matter which carries some limited 
weight; that the scheme’s economic benefits carry some positive weight; and that 
the provision of public open space, sports provision and footpaths/bridges carries a 
little weight. The Secretary of State considers that, in the light of his conclusions on 
the need for housing and affordable housing at paragraphs 19 and 20 above, the 
102 dwellings including 30% affordable dwellings offered by this proposal are 
benefits which carry greater weight than that attributed by the Inspector (at IR219, 
IR222 and IR227) and he affords significant weight overall to those particular 
benefits.  

24. Turning to the harm which he has identified in this case, the Secretary of State has 
concluded (at paragraph 13 above) that the site should be considered as within the 
general extent of the Green Belt, that it serves a number of Green Belt purposes 
and that the proposed development falls to be considered under paragraph 87 of 
the Framework. This paragraph states that inappropriate development is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very 
special circumstances. Paragraph 88 of the Framework goes on to say that 
substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt and that very 
special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt is 
clearly outweighed by other considerations. The Secretary of State has concluded 
(at paragraph 10 above) that the proposal would have a significant and harmful 



 

 

effect on openness and he has further concluded (at paragraph 14 above) that the 
site has a role on four of the five Green Belt purposes.  The Secretary of State 
attaches substantial weight to the harm which the application proposal would cause 
to the Green Belt. 

25. The Secretary of State has carefully weighed these matters and he does not 
consider that the harm which he has identified would be clearly outweighed by the 
considerations which he has weighed in the scheme’s favour.  He concludes that 
very special circumstances do not exist to justify the proposal.   

Other Matters 
26. The Secretary of State has taken account of the other matters addressed by the 

Inspector at IR228-234. He does not consider that these matters change the 
planning balance above. 

Conditions and Obligations 
27. The Secretary of State has considered the suggested conditions at Annex A to the 

IR, the Inspector’s comments on conditions at IR184 and IR229 as well as national 
policy, set out in paragraphs 203 and 206 of the Framework, and the Guidance. 
The Secretary of State is satisfied that the proposed conditions are necessary and 
meet the other tests identified at paragraph 206 of the Framework. However, he 
does not consider that the conditions would overcome his reasons for refusing 
permission.  

28. The Secretary of State has had regard to the s.106 planning obligation, the 
Inspector’s comments at IR7-10 and IR185, national policy set out at paragraph 
203-205 of the Framework and the Guidance. For the reasons given by the 
Inspector at IR185, the Secretary of State agrees that the obligation tests set out in 
the Framework would be met.    

Overall Conclusion  

29. The Secretary of State has found that the scheme would cause substantial harm to 
the Green Belt and that this harm would not be justified by very special 
circumstances. To that extent, the Secretary of State also concludes that the 
scheme conflicts with the aims of development plan policies YH9(C) and Y1(C1). 
He considers that this conflict is such that he concludes that the scheme conflicts 
with the development plan overall.  

30. The Secretary of State has considered the scheme against paragraph 14 of the 
Framework which sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
and which states that, in cases where the development plan is absent, silent or 
relevant policies are out-of-date, permission should be granted unless any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
when assessed against the policies in the Framework, taken as a whole. In view of 
his conclusions on the harm to the Green Belt, the Secretary of State considers 
that the scheme does not amount to sustainable development and that the adverse 
impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits.  



 

 

31. Having concluded that the scheme conflicts with the development plan overall and 
that the scheme does not amount to sustainable development, the Secretary of 
State has found no material considerations of sufficient weight to determine the 
application other than in accordance with the development. Accordingly, he has 
decided to refuse planning permission.  

Formal Decision 

32. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby refuses your client’s application for 
planning permission for the construction of 102 dwellings along with associated 
highways infrastructure, landscaping and public open space in accordance with 
application reference 13/03267/FULM dated 4 October 2013.  

Right to challenge the decision 

33. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of 
the Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged by making an application to 
the High Court within six weeks from the date of this letter.  

34. A copy of this letter has been sent to the City of York Council, Strensall with 
Towthorpe Parish Council, and Julian Sturdy MP. A notification letter has been sent 
to all other parties who asked to be informed of the decision.  

 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
 
Christine Symes 
 
 
Christine Symes 
Authorised by Secretary of State to sign in that behalf 
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File Ref:  APP/C2741/V/14/2216946 

Brecks Lane, Strensall, York, Yorkshire 

 The application was called in for decision by the Secretary of State by a direction, made 

under section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, on 9 April 2014. 

 The application is made by Linden Homes North to City of York Council. 

 The application Ref: 13/03267/FULM is dated 4 October 2013. 

 The development proposed is described as the construction of 102 dwellings along with 

associated highways infrastructure, landscaping and public open space.  

 On the information available at the time of making the direction, the following were the 

matters on which the Secretary of State particularly wished to be informed for the 

purpose of his consideration of the application: i) The extent to which the proposed 

development is consistent with Government policies on protecting Green Belt land (having 

regard to section 9 of the Framework);  ii) The extent to which the proposed development 

is consistent with the development plan for the area; iii) Any other matters the Inspector 

considers relevant. 

Summary of Recommendation:  The application be refused. 
 

 

Procedural and Preliminary Matters 

Amended Plans 

1. The application was originally submitted for 104 dwellings, although following 
discussions with Council Officers it was reduced to 102 dwellings.  The description 

of the proposed development was amended to:  “Residential development of 102 
dwellings with associated highways infrastructure, landscaping and public open 
space”.  The public have been made aware of that alteration and no prejudice 

would arise from consideration of the scheme on that basis.  Thus this report is 
based upon the revised proposal.  The full list of plans is set out at CD 01-01 & -

02. 

Call-In Details 

2. On the 9 April 2014, the Secretary of State called-in this application for his 

determination.  He particularly wished to be informed about: 

 

(a) The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with 
Government policies on Protecting Green Belt Land (Framework – Section 
9); 

(b) The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with the 
development plan for the area; and, 

(c) Any other matters the Inspector considers relevant. 

Inquiry Dates 

3. The Inquiry sat on 14-17 October 2014 and 6 and 7 November 2014.  The 

6 November 2014 session was held as a Hearing style event. 
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Witnesses 

4. Martin Grainger did not appear for the Council due to work pressures.  Mrs Jane 

Healy-Brown was appointed to take his place and adopted Mr Grainger’s evidence 
adding to it with a speaking note of her own1. 

Environmental Impact Assessment 

5. The Applicant submitted a request for a Screening Opinion on 11 June 2012 
which was responded to by the Council's formal opinion on the 4 July 20122.  The 

Applicant then asked the Secretary of State on the 23 October 2012 for a 
screening direction which was issued on the 7 December 2012, confirming that 
the proposal represents development which requires Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA).   

6. On the 23 August 2013 the Applicant submitted a Scoping Report culminating in 

the Council's formal scoping opinion on the 30 September 20133.  A 
comprehensive Environmental Statement (ES) was submitted with the 
application.  Regulation 22(2) prescribes that where information is to be 

considered as part of an Inquiry or hearing further publicity is not required.  This 
is on the basis that the Inquiry processes themselves are a sufficient means of 

notifying those affected.  The definition of ‘environmental information’ in 
Regulation 2 confirms that all of the representations currently before this Inquiry 

comprise such information.  For the avoidance of doubt, the Bat Survey and 
other information contained in the TEP Report4 now fall into this category.  There 
has been no complaint about the adequacy of the ES or the EIA process raised 

during the course of the Inquiry. 

S.106 Planning Obligation 

7. The s.106 Planning Obligation requires a contribution of £70,247.00 for off-site 
sport provision and public open space and amenity land construction, 
management and maintenance. 

8. An education contribution through the s.106 Planning Obligation would be made 
for 26 places in the Robert Wilkinson primary school equating to £306,930.00. 

9. The s.106 Planning Obligation would require provision for 30% affordable housing 
split between affordable dwellings discounted at sale (11 units) and social rented 
dwellings (20 units). 

10. To improve recreational access £10,000.00 within the s.106 Planning Obligation 
would provide for a footbridge over the River Foss (£8,000.00 of the total 

contribution) and improvement of footpaths in the area around the footbridge. 

The Site and Surroundings 

11. The site is located adjacent to the village of Strensall and is located 

approximately 4.5km from Haxby, 6.3km from Huntington on the outskirts of the 

                                       
 
1 INQ 5 
2 CD 02 
3 CD 03 
4 Mr Watts' Appendix 14 
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City and approximately 9km from the centre of York itself.  These centres provide 
local shopping and employment. 

12. The site is located on the east side of Strensall village.  The site encompasses 
approximately 4.6 hectares of land made up mainly of overgrown grassland, 
including an area of ridge and furrow.  There is a small concrete hard-standing 

area located on the site’s southern boundary.  It also includes 0.63 hectares 
occupied by a tree belt on its eastern side. 

13. The site is accessed via Brecks Lane to the south.  However, the site is adjacent 
to residential development on its western boundary from which there are three 
residential estate roads which terminate on the boundary of the site: those being 

Green Lane, Tudor Way and Heath Ride.  Heath Ride terminates as an adopted 
turning head within the application site boundary. 

14. The eastern site boundary is planted with trees, with an open field and waste 
water treatment works beyond.  Within the easterly tree belt and just beyond 
there are 25 mature trees that are covered by a tree preservation order (Tree 

Preservation Order CYC 285 (TPO))5.  There are also 12 trees within the central 
and western part of the site that are covered by the TPO. 

15. To the north of the site, beyond an area of trees and riverside strip of more open 
land is the River Foss, after which lies open countryside.  A rising water main 

crosses the site on the northern side. 

16. The southern boundary adjoins Brecks Lane, a narrow lane which provides access 
to the waste water treatment works, and adjacent to the lane is the York to 

Scarborough railway line.  Beyond this lies open countryside.  On the southern 
side of the site there is a section of overhead cable crossing the site, an area of 

hard-standing accessed from Brecks Lane and a section of hedgerow that 
protrudes into the site. 

Planning Policy 

17. The development plan for this area consists of policies YH9(C) and Y1(C1&C2) 
and the relevant parts of the key diagram of Regional Spatial Strategy for 

Yorkshire and the Humber (RSS) as set out in its (Partial Revocation) Order 
20136.   

18. YH9(C) says: The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York should 

be defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard the 
special character and setting of the historic city.  The boundaries must take 

account of the levels of growth set out in this RSS and must endure beyond the 
Plan period. 

19. Y1(C1) says: In the City of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the 

outstanding sections of the outer boundary of the York Green Belt about 6 miles 
from York City centre and the inner boundary in line with policy YH9C. 

                                       
 
5 CD 25 
6 See CD 32 and CD 33 for more detail 
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20. Y1(C2) says:  Protect and enhance the nationally significant historical and 
environmental character of York, including its historic setting, views of the 

Minster and important open areas. 

21. All other policies provided are material considerations which can be afforded 
weight in accordance with Annex 1 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(the Framework). 

Planning Policy History 

22. There is no definitive adopted plan showing the extent of the Green Belt in this 
area.  The Council and Applicant place weight on the history of the site in terms 
of policy documents which have been produced in the process of clarifying the 

status of the site but which have not been adopted. 

23. The York Green Belt Local Plan 1991 Inspector’s Report concluded that this site 

should be removed from the Green Belt, but suggested safeguarding the land 
might be appropriate.  As a consequence, the site was not shown to be in the 
Green Belt in the York Green Belt Local Plan Post-Modifications (1995) although 

this plan was not adopted. 

24. The site was not shown to be in the Green Belt in the Southern Ryedale Local 

Plan Modifications (1996) but was identified as safeguarded land. 

25.  The site was not shown to be in the Green Belt in the City of York Local Plan 4th 

Set of Proposed Changes (2005), but was shown as safeguarded land. 

26. The site was not identified as being in the Green Belt in the City of York Local 
Plan Publication Draft 2014 and was shown as a housing site although that 

document has now been halted7.   That ‘halt’ took place on 9 October 2014 and 
the full motion setting it out is contained in the Supplementary Statement of 

Common Ground8 and is referred to in more detail in the agreed facts section 
relating to housing land. 

Site Planning History 

27. There has been a previous planning application made for residential development 
on this site which was refused in 1998 because, firstly, it was considered that 

there was adequate housing land available so development of the then 
safeguarded site would be premature and therefore conflict with a policy of the 
draft Local Plan and, secondly, for highways reasons including the failure to 

provide a Traffic Impact Assessment9. 

28. The current application site includes an area of highway, a turning head, which 

forms part of the Heath Ride development. 

The Proposals 

29. The planning application proposes a residential development served using the 

existing culs-de-sac, that is Green Lane, Heath Ride and Tudor Way.   The 

                                       
 
7 Extracts of these documents are set out at CD 10-15 
8 INQ 10 
9 The reasons for refusal can be found at page 4 of the Applicant’s Statement of Case and in 

the Rule 6(6) Statement of Case 
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proposed dwellings would be a mixture of detached, semi-detached and short 
terraces of up to 4 dwellings.  Each would have a garden and parking provision.  

The dwellings would be of a relatively traditional design and so would reflect the 
character of the adjoining housing estate.  In addition to the 102 dwellings there 
would be areas of open space, largely focused around the TPO trees on the site.  

The road layout would essentially be of culs-de-sac form, with pedestrian links 
between the areas.  There would also be a pedestrian walkway along the eastern 

boundary.  This boundary, which adjoins open fields, would be faced by rear and 
side elevations of dwellings with roads terminating close to the boundary. 

Agreed Facts  

The Council’s Consideration of the Application 

30. The Council Officers recommended that planning permission be granted (subject 

to a s.106 agreement and conditions) in the report to the Planning Committee on 
20 February 2014.  The Committee resolved to grant planning permission for the 
proposed development.  However, as set out above the decision was 

subsequently called-in. 

Housing Land Supply – Agreement between the Council and Applicant  

31. The City of York Local Plan Publication Draft 2014 (LP Publication Draft), as set 
out above has been halted.  Part of the Council motion which resulted in that halt 

sets out that “Council believes that the current draft plan approved by Cabinet on 
25th September: 

 does not accurately reflect the evidence base and is therefore not based on 

objectively assessed requirement. 

 is not the most appropriate strategy and has ignored reasonable alternatives 

rather than test the approach against them. 

 is not deliverable over the plan period and is contrary to the combined 
methodological approach to the Leeds City Region. 

Council believes that the current proposals also fail to adequately reflect the 
results of the citywide consultations undertaken in July 2013 and July 20214. 

Council believes that the current proposals will result in the plan being found 
unsound by the planning inspector leaving the city vulnerable. 

Council instructs that planned consultation on the current proposals is halted. 

In order to accurately reflect objectively assessed requirements, Council instructs 
officers to produce a report on housing trajectory to be brought to the next 

meeting of the Local Plan Working Group (LPWG) along with the relevant 
background reports.”10  

32. The Council and Applicant agree that, as such, very little weight can be placed on 

the LP Publication Draft.  Nonetheless, for the purposes of the Inquiry, the 
Council and Applicant agree in the first supplementary Statement of Common 

Ground that housing land supply is equivalent to some 4.2 years and that there is 

                                       
 
10 INQ 10 
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no need to interrogate the precise shortfall against the agreed five year 
requirement. 

33.  The Council and Applicant set out the subsequent further Statement of Common 
Ground11 that when actual housing supply falls below planned supply, the future 
supply should be increased to reflect the likelihood of undersupply, in line with 

the Practice Guidance12.   In assessing the full, objectively assessed need (FOAN) 
and establishing a new housing requirement it is appropriate to address the 

undersupply over the full plan period rather than dealing with it in the early years 
of the Plan (sometimes referred to as the Liverpool approach).  This also reflects 
the Practice Guidance for development plan formulation13. 

34. The Council and Applicant agree that the RSS contains the only development plan 
based housing requirement for York (even though this has been revoked) and it 

is appropriate to use this as the basis of any calculation of under delivery.  Since 
2004, evidence provided demonstrates that over a 5 and 10 year period there 
has been under-delivery against the RSS housing requirement.  It is agreed by 

the Council and Applicant that this represents ‘persistent under delivery’ for the 
purposes of the Framework and Practice Guidance. 

35. Whilst the Applicant considers that the Council’s housing supply is optimistic it is 
agreed that there is a shortfall in the five year housing land supply requirement. 

36. The Council and Applicant agree that there is no justification for including windfall 
sites in the five year housing land supply figures.  

The Main Issues 

37. The main issues in this case are:  

(a) whether the site should be treated as falling within the general extent of 

the Green Belt;   

(b) if so, the effect of the proposed development on the purposes and 
openness of the Green Belt;   

(c) the effect of the proposed development on highway safety and the free flow 
of traffic; 

(d) the implications of the proposed development in terms of accessibility;   

(e) prematurity;  

(f) the benefits of the scheme, having particular regard to housing, affordable 

housing and the contribution to the local economy; and, 

(g) if the development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, whether 

the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the very special 
circumstances necessary to justify the development.  

                                       

 
11 INQ 39 
12 Practice Guidance ID: 2a-019-20140306 
13 Practice Guidance ID: 3-035-21040306 & 3-036-20140306 
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The Case for Linden Homes 

Whether or not the site is in the Green Belt 

38. The Statutory Development Plan comprises saved policies of the RSS together 
with its key diagram.  The unique partial saving of the RSS was explained in a 
written ministerial statement  which commented:- 

"The City of York does not currently have a Local Plan in place with defined Green 
Belt boundaries.  The Environmental Assessment process indicated that 

revocation of the York Green Belt policies before an Adopted Local Plan was in 
place could lead to a significant negative effect upon the special character and 
setting of York.  Following careful consideration of the consultation responses 

received, we have concluded that the best solution would be to retain the York 
Green Belt policies"14. 

39. In the context of this Inquiry it is worth noting that the sole purpose identified for 
saving the general extent of the Green Belt related to the potential significant 
negative effect upon the special character and setting of York.  Mr Wright, an 

interested party in this Inquiry, emphasised this point in his proof, but in cross 
examination he confirmed that neither the village of Strensall, nor development 

of the application site in particular, has any bearing on the special character of 
York.  The Parish Council confirmed that preserving the special character of the 

setting of York was not one of the five purposes of the Green Belt on which it 
sought to rely when identifying other Green Belt harms.  This accords with the 
views of the Council and Applicant.   

40. In terms of the approach to taking development management decisions the 
Applicant considers that because the 'general extent' of the Green Belt is only 

broadly defined and is only 'illustrated' on a 'diagram' it is necessary to judge 
whether the appeal site should be treated as falling within the general extent of 
the Green Belt.  As a starting point the Applicant makes plain the point that not 

all the land within the existing urban areas automatically lies within the general 
extent of the Green Belt; indeed the key diagram does not actually show that to 

be the case and it would be contrary to the specific requirements of the RSS set 
out in policies YH9C and Y1C.  The Parish Council did not disagree with that view. 

41. The Applicant has analysed all relevant appeal decisions including the nearest site 

at Cowslip Hill15 and was able to describe a consistent theme to the approach 
from these decisions.  A clear example is given in the Germany Beck decision16.  

This decision letter confirms that the Secretary of State accepted the Inspector's 
conclusions, except where expressly stated, and took account of the Inspector's 
analysis relating to Green Belt status, only disagreeing with the conclusion in that 

case.  The critical point is that the Secretary of State agreed that in determining 
whether a site is within the York Green Belt it would be necessary to test 

whether, on the basis of appropriateness, prematurity or precedent, there is any 
reason not to apply Green Belt policy for the time being.    

                                       

 
14 Mr Watts Proof of Evidence Appendix 6 
15 APP/C2741/A/00/1048645 Appendix V of Mr Borrow’s Proof of Evidence 
16 APP/C2741/V/05/1189897  which can be found at  CD 22 
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42. The Secretary of State was of the view that she did not consider "the lack of a 
defined boundary is sufficient justification to arbitrarily exclude any site contained 

within the general extent of the Green Belt".  The reference to the 'arbitrary 
exclusion' of 'any' site precedes the finding that the sites fell "within the general 
extent of the Green Belt".  Given that finding, it is not a tenable proposition to 

expand the Secretary of State's reasoning to cover every bit of unbuilt-on land 
within the 6 mile belt from the centre of York. 

43. The Applicant identifies similarities between the application site and the Westview 
Close appeal site17.  The Applicant provides six clear reasons which support a 
finding that the appeal site does not lie within the general extent of the Green 

Belt.  These are: that the site does not serve any function appropriate to the 
Green Belt; the site is not seen as part of the open countryside rather it is seen 

as a vacant sliver of land opposite an adjacent residential estate; the site 
appears as part of the urban environment, divorced from the countryside and 
hemmed in by suburban residential development with enclosure behind a tree 

belt, river and railway line; whilst it could serve as a small piece of incidental 
open space in relation to the adjacent dwellings, this informal use is not a Green 

Belt function; the site has not been identified as contributing to any Green Belt 
function in the Green Belt Appraisal of 2003 or in the updated assessment 

provided in the York Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper of 2011 and 
hence, technically the site serves no obvious Green Belt function in relation to 
York; and finally, releasing this site for development would not serve as an 

undesirable precedent in relation to similar small plots of land on the periphery of 
York – on the contrary, it is exactly what the Framework advocates. 

44. For the Council it was suggested that the status of the application site cannot be 
determined definitively by considering the key diagram, other than that it falls 
within the general extent of the Green Belt.  An overlay of the key diagram on an 

Ordnance Survey map was provided to illustrate this point18.  The colour copying 
of the plans provided, figures 1 and 2, had proved to be difficult; but that was 

simply a reflection of the difficulty in projecting the very large scale of the key 
diagram onto an Ordnance Survey base.   

45. Neither the Applicant’s witness, nor the Parish Council witness, nor Mr Wright 

were supporters of this approach; indeed the Parish Council’s witness spurned 
the potential assistance to his case from such an approach with the wise 

circumspection that it was a "dangerous" path to follow.  It is worth noting that 
the Regulations governing the production of Regional Strategies direct that key 
diagrams and inset diagrams must be prepared "otherwise than on a map base".  

This provision is to be contrasted with the equivalent provision for the production 
of local development documents which confirms that a proposals map must "be 

reproduced from, or based on, an Ordnance Survey map".  The Regulations were 
drawn in this way precisely to prevent key diagrams being interpreted on an 
Ordnance Survey map.  As Mr Wright acknowledged key diagrams were never 

intended to convey that degree of specificity. 

46. Overall, the Applicant invites a finding that the site does not lie within the general 

extent of the Green Belt.  In these circumstances all parties agree that planning 

                                       
 
17 APP/C2741/A/13/2191767 which can be found at CD 23 
18 Mrs Healey-Brown’s Speaking Note – INQ 5 
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permission should be granted.  Paragraph 4 of Council's opening statement 
confirms that a proper application of paragraph 14 of the Framework would be 

engaged and that the adverse impacts of granting permission would not 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  The Parish Council’s 
witness confirmed in cross examination that he, too, would not make a case 

against the development in the event that it was found to be outside the general 
extent of the Green Belt.   

47. The Applicant accepts that the site could be found to fall within the general 
extent of the Green Belt as a matter of judgement.  If so, the Applicant maintains 
that there are very special circumstances which would justify the grant of 

permission.  In arriving at this view the Applicant accepts that the enhanced 
presumption in paragraph 14 of the Framework would not be applicable.  Rather, 

the matter would fall to be determined on the planning Green Belt balance 
requiring very special circumstances to be demonstrated. 

Very Special Circumstances 

48. The legal position on the approach to assessing harm to Green Belt and 
considering very special circumstances is set out in two cases.  The first of these 

is the recently decided Redhill Aerodrome appeal19, which overturned Mrs Justice 
Patterson's judgment and returned matters to the position prior to the 

Administrative Court's decision.   That is to say that when assessing harm to the 
Green Belt, in particular "other harm", account should be taken of all relevant 
matters. 

49. The second case was helpfully submitted by the Council on the second day of the 
Inquiry20.  In this case Mr Justice Sullivan (as he then was) confirmed "there was 

no reason why a number of factors ordinary in themselves cannot combine to 
create something very special"21.   

50. Both the Parish Council and Mr Wright accepted in cross-examination that, 

contrary to their earlier positions, an accumulation of circumstances could 
combine to be very special.   

51. The Applicant's and the Council's cases are closely aligned setting out the same 
considerations which, taken together, amount to very special circumstances.  
Those points, albeit set out slightly differently, are that: the site has been 

excluded from draft Green Belt boundaries on numerous occasions and is 
designated in the two most recent local plans for development; the application 

site makes a very limited, or no, material contribution towards Green Belt 
purposes; the shortfall in housing land supply means there is the need to release 
land for development; and, the scheme represents a sustainable form of 

development meeting local needs.  

52. All the parties agree that in this scenario there would be harm arising to the 

Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  However, the Council and Applicant 

                                       
 
19  [2014] EWCA Civ 1386. A copy of the judgment handed down on 24 October 2014 is at 

INQ 43. 
20 [2004] EWHC 2759 (Admin) – R. (on the application of Basildon DC) v First Secretary of 

State INQ22 
21 INQ22 Paragraph 10 of the Judgement – see also paragraph 17 
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agree that because of the site's characteristics, scale and location there would be 
no "other harms" arising to the purposes of the Green Belt.   

53. The Parish Council maintained that harm would occur to the Green Belt purposes 
listed in paragraph 80 of the Framework in respect of preventing 'unrestricted 
sprawl' and 'safeguarding the countryside'.  It was also suggested that there 

could be some harm arising from the proposals to the purpose of assisting urban 
regeneration.  However, in cross examination it was confirmed that concerns 

under this heading related to the potential precedent effect that a grant of 
permission on the appeal site might cause rather than the direct effects of the 
proposals themselves.  

54. When asked to consider the potential precedent effects the Parish Council was 
unable to challenge any of the Applicant’s findings that it would not prejudge the 

boundary of the York Green Belt because the site, in the Applicant’s view, has not 
been in the Green Belt for a period of two decades.  Moreover, there are special 
circumstances here which would not set a precedent.  Furthermore to meet 

objectively assessed development needs of the City, including for housing, land 
like this which could be included in the Green Belt will need developing.  The 

approach should reflect that of the Westview appeal wherein its use was deemed 
to neither be premature nor set a precedent.  In terms of the Practice Guidance 

there are no reasons that would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits of the proposal taking the policies in the Framework and other material 
considerations into account.  The Applicant does not consider that the 

development is so substantial or its cumulative effect so significant that to grant 
planning permission would undermine the plan making process, notes that the 

emerging plan is not at an advanced stage and that the proposal, in any event, 
would accord with the emerging plan as most recently envisaged.  Indeed, those 
findings were not challenged at all by either Mr Wright or the Parish Council and 

may be safely relied upon. 

55. The Parish Council concerns about unrestricted sprawl and safeguarding the 

countryside seem to be opposite sides of the same coin.  The judgement on these 
points will turn on the assessment of the site specific characteristics.  The 
Applicant and Council agree that “the site characteristics relate the site visually to 

the village settlement such that the land does not serve any of the stated 
purposes of Green Belt (Framework paragraph 80) in particular it does not assist 

in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment nor is it necessary to be kept 
open to safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city (Policies 
YH9 and Y1 of the RSS).  This is because the north and western boundaries of 

the site border existing residential development.  The western boundary has 
three access points that terminate at its boundary or just within the site.  These 

physical features relate the site to the adjacent housing schemes.  The eastern 
boundary is very well defined with significant trees and other vegetation so that 
views across to the open land beyond are restricted.  The southern boundary is 

adjacent to Brecks Lane and adjacent to the railway line.  The essential 
characteristics of the Green Belt (Paragraph 79) are their permanence and their 

openness. Given the site characteristics, it does not contribute to the openness 
and permanence of the Green Belt and in my view there is therefore no ‘other 
harm’ to the Green Belt arising from development.  The accords with the 
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treatment of the site in the past”.22  Independent Inspectors have also concluded 
likewise.  

56. It is this lack of harm to Green Belt purposes which, in the Applicant’s view, 
comprises the first building block of the case for very special circumstances.  
Whilst absence of harm to Green Belt purposes would not, in itself, constitute 

very special circumstances, it is, in the Applicant’s opinion, an important starting 
point in the balancing exercise.  The lower the harms, the lesser the weight 

required to tip the balance against them. 

57. The Council and Applicant agree that the policy history of the site is highly cogent 
and deserving of significant weight.  The Council suggested that the planning 

history of the site could constitute very special circumstances in their own right.  
The Applicant was slightly more confident that they were very special 

circumstances.  Even the Rule 6(6) Party conceded in cross examination that the 
issue though not pivotal was of "significant weight". 

58. The planning history of the site is not disputed23.  On every occasion on which the 

site has been considered through the development plan process over the last 25 
years, it has ended up being shown as lying outside the Green Belt.  In both the 

York Green Belt Local Plan and the Southern Ryedale Local Plan, the Inspector's 
recommendations followed a full examination process.  The present landowners 

have been seeking a determination of their civil rights and liberties24 on this issue 
for over 25 years.  Each occasion upon which they have put their case to 
Inspectors and the Planning Authority they have had it accepted.  Given the 

importance of consistency in decision making, it is seminal to give this set of 
circumstances very considerable weight.  The Applicant considers that the 

description 'very special' does seem entirely apposite in these circumstances.  
The recently published local plan, whilst it is to be given very limited weight of 
itself, nonetheless represents a further step in the continuum of judgements 

which have been made about this site.  The evolution of policy over this lengthy 
period has not undermined this history.  Indeed, as the new plan suggests it has 

simply served to confirm it.  

59. The need for housing in general and affordable housing in particular are matters 
to be given very substantial weight.  The first agreed supplementary statement of 

common ground confirms that the Council cannot demonstrate an adequate five 
year supply of housing land.  Neither footnote 9 to paragraph 14 of the 

Framework nor paragraph ID 3-034 of the Planning Practice Guidance operate to 
undermine their weight.  The Government's policy in paragraph 47 of the 
Framework is to boost significantly the supply of housing and this remains 

undiminished even in light of the recent amendments to the Planning Practice 
Guidance (paragraphs 044 and 045). 

60. Paragraph 89 of the Framework confirms that affordable housing is an issue of 
sufficient weight for it potentially to be an exception to normal Green Belt policy.  
Whilst the advice is not directly applicable in this case, it is an illustration of the 

                                       
 
22 Diane Cragg’s Proof of Evidence para 4.12 
23 It is set out in the Planning Policy History section of this Report  
24 See Article 6 of the Human Rights Convention and the 1998 Human Rights Act (namely 

whether the land should be allocated in or out of the Green Belt) 
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weight Government attaches to the provision of affordable homes and supports 
the general contention that the provision of such housing can contribute towards 

very special circumstances.  The fact that the contribution towards affordable 
housing is simply in line with policy at 30% does not diminish the weight 
attaching to its delivery particularly in the circumstances of this case wherein 

there is a severe shortage of affordable housing with the 2011 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA) identifying an annual need for new affordable 

properties of 790 dwellings.  That same SHMA identified that a household income 
of £41,321 would be required to access lower quartile owner occupation yet 
median average gross income in the City of York is £22,100, only half of that 

required25. 

61. The economic benefits of the proposal include construction employment for the 

proposed development.  The Applicant has estimated this based on a construction 
cost of approximately £12.4 million pounds.  Over a three year period this would 
be equivalent to an average of 82 job opportunities directly created per year.  In 

addition there would be spin-off benefits in terms of spend in the local area that 
together with indirect and induced employment opportunities would lead to 

economic benefits.  The Applicant estimates that the economic benefits after 
completion of the development would be around £2 million net annual additional 

expenditure from new residents.  It is anticipated that a significant proportion of 
this would be retained locally and could support 11.5 additional jobs in the local 
area. 

62. The fiscal benefits are also set out in the evidence.  The proposed development 
would generate New Homes Bonus payments of £901,815 over six years.  The 

scheme would also generate some £135,909 per annum in Council tax receipts 
once the units were occupied.  In the context of the spending cuts these sources 
of income are, in the Applicant’s view, a significant benefit.  They are also local 

finance considerations which need to be taken into account under the terms of 
section 70 of the principal Act.   

63. The Applicant draws attention to two final points; firstly, the Council's evidence 
confirms that even if there was an adequate supply of 5 year housing land the 
remaining considerations would still outweigh harm to the Green Belt and amount 

to very special circumstances. Secondly, the Applicant wishes to draw attention 
to the Germany Beck decision because, in that case, the Inspector identifies the 

planning history of that site (similarly excluded from the Green Belt via 
development plan processes) and the pressing need to allocate more land as 
constituting very special circumstances sufficient to outweigh harm to the Green 

Belt.  Although the scale and nature of the cases are very different, the need for 
more housing land remains pressing and the development plan history of this site 

is, in the Applicant’s view, even more compelling. 

64. Overall, the Applicant invites findings consistent with their evidence and that of 
the Council that very special circumstances exist sufficient to outweigh the harm 

to the Green Belt and all other harms. 

 

 

                                       
 
25 Mr Watts' Supplementary Note on Affordable Housing INQ 23 
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Prematurity 

65. Both Mr Borrows for the Parish Council and Mr Wright put forward a case on 

prematurity26.  In cross examination, Mr Borrows readily acknowledged that the 
term 'prematurity' was a term of art in the planning context.  The advice in 
paragraph 014 reference ID 21b of the Practice Guidance was put to him.  This 

currently represents national policy on the topic and largely follows similar advice 
previously contained in the General Principles Statement.  The advice places 

significant restrictions on when prematurity may be a justifiable reason to refuse 
planning permission.  There are two limbs to these restrictions.  Firstly, 
development must be so substantial that to grant permission would undermine 

the plan making process by pre-determining decisions about the scale, location or 
phasing of development; and secondly the emerging plan must be at an 

advanced stage.  Mr Borrows readily acknowledged that neither restriction was 
satisfied in this case and that a prematurity argument, in the formal sense, could 
not be maintained.  

66.  Mr Wright acknowledges27 part of the Practice Guide test by addressing the first 
limb of the restriction.  He goes on to suggest that a decision to grant planning 

permission on "isolated areas" would be the "very antithesis"28 of policy 
requirements.   In essence, his argument relates to the nature of the spatial 

distribution of development in the overall area.  He suggests that what he sees 
as a 'dispersal strategy' would be wrong.  His case rests upon casuistic reasoning.  
Mr Wright suggests that policy YH9C of the RSS "requires development to be 

spatially distributed within the inner boundary provided that does not adversely 
impact on the setting and/or the special character"29.  This requirement cannot 

be deduced from the terms of the policy itself or the key diagram.  Mr Wright 
acknowledged in cross examination that the specificity he projects onto the policy 
and the key diagram cannot be read in the wording of the policy itself. 

67. At no point in his evidence does Mr Wright seek to suggest that the application 
site, by itself, would meet the first limb of the restriction contained in the Practice 

Guidance.  When it was put to him that the proposed development was not so 
substantial as to meet the first limb, he agreed absolutely. 

68. Mr Wright's argument therefore relies upon the 'precedent' effect that the grant 

of permission on the appeal site may have in order to meet the 'so substantial' 
test.  Such criticism was anticipated and the Applicant had addressed it in the 

Planning Witness’s Appendix 730 which was not challenged.  Nor did Mr Wright 
produce evidence to demonstrate a harmful effect in this regard.  

69.  Mr Wright was asked by the Applicant to consider the second limb of the 

restriction in the Practice Guidance relating to the stage the emerging plan has 
reached.  Mr Wright's view was that the emerging plan is more advanced than 

any predecessor, but he recognised that the Council's decision to suspend 
consultation on the recently published version of the local plan means very little 
weight can be ascribed to it.  

                                       
 
26 Mr Borrows’ Proof of Evidence para 7.9 
27 Mr Wright’s Proof of Evidence para 4.12 
28 Mr Wright’s Proof of Evidence Paragraph 4  
29 Mr Wright’s Proof of Evidence Paragraph 4.17  
30 Mr Watts’ Proof of Evidence Appendix 7 
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70.  The Applicant concludes on this matter that, overall, the scale of the proposal is 
small compared to the city wide need; there would be no material precedent 

effect by a grant of permission; and the local plan is not at an advanced stage.  
For these reasons the objectors' prematurity argument simply cannot succeed. 

Sustainability/Accessibility 

71. The sustainability/accessibility issues raised should be seen in the broader 
context of sustainability set out in the Framework. 

72. The Applicant’s Transportation Planning witness confirmed that "more or less the 
whole of Strensall including local shops in The Village are within an acceptable 
walking distance of the site"; that "all of Strensall, Haxby, Huntington, Earswick 

and New Earswick are accessible within the accepted cycling catchment area for 
the site"; and that "the site is well served by bus services which will encourage 

residents and visitors to travel to and from the development by bus".   

73. The Parish Council criticises the accessibility of the site.  In particular, it relies 
upon an extract from the Council's site selection technical paper and shows that a 

number of important services lie beyond the Council's target distances.  
However, it was accepted that Institute of Highways and Transportation 

Guidelines, upon which the Council's targets were based, were just that.  They 
had not and have not been taken up as policy in the Framework or the Practice 

Guidance despite their long-standing availability.  The Council's target distances 
are based upon the suggested acceptable walking distances rather than the 
preferred maximum distances set out in the guidelines.  For the Applicant, it was 

confirmed that all of the facilities identified were within the preferred maximum 
distances set out in the guidelines of between 1 and 2 kilometres. 

74. The Parish Council considers that the overall sustainability of the site would have 
to be judged against the wider range of factors considered by the Council in their 
assessment process.  It was agreed that there was no intention to replicate that 

wider process, or consider the relative sustainability of the application site 
against other potential sites in Strensall or elsewhere.  As a result this evidence 

is necessarily limited in its cogency.  

75. Finally, the Applicant considers that it is worth recalling that issues of 
sustainability/accessibility have been around for a long time.  It is true that 

national policy places greater emphasis on sustainability than was previously the 
case, but the concept has been around in planning policy since the 1980's.  The 

IHT guidelines have been around for many years.  The current version is dated 
2000 but was preceded by earlier advice.  The application site has been through 
a series of development plan processes and assessments over many years.   On 

each occasion the site has been judged inappropriate to include within the Green 
Belt and to be suitable for housing development.  On each such occasion the 

issues of its sustainability/accessibility have been relevant.  That 25 year 
continuum of decision making affecting the application site has recently been 
added to by the 2014 local plan draft.  Whilst the policy emphasis may have 

changed nothing is fundamentally different. 

76. The Parish Council confirmed that the correct test to be applied to the 

consideration of this issue is that set out in paragraph 32 of the Framework.  This 
confirms that "development should only be prevented or refused on transport 
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grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe”.  It 
was also acknowledged that 'transport grounds' do include accessibility issues. 

77. Overall, the Applicant invites a finding that the site is sustainable and suitable 
having regard to its accessibility by a variety of modes of transport. 

Highways 

78. A full Transport Assessment31 was provided in support of the application.  That 
report followed the Guidelines on Transport Assessments.  This included agreeing 

a scoping exercise with the Highway Authority prior to its submission.  This 
assessment assumed the traffic impact of a development of 125 dwellings 
(almost 20% higher than the scale of development proposed).  This was in order 

to ensure that the assessment was robust.  However, in fact, the assessment 
overstates the impacts. 

79. The Transport Assessment demonstrated that the highway infrastructure in the 
vicinity of the site will be capable of accommodating the additional traffic 
generated by the proposed development.  The Applicant also notes that the 

Officer’s Report to Committee32 confirms that the Highway Network Management 
Team did not object to the proposal, subject to conditions. 

80. The Parish Council submitted evidence33 of the details of some traffic counts that 
had been undertaken.  The tables in the evidence simply describe the figures in 

terms of the 5 minute average or the hourly average.  However, it was explained 
that the figures related to a flow rate.  For the Parish Council it was explained 
that the peak 5 minute flow rate demonstrates the potential difficulties of 

accommodating traffic at several points on the network including:  Brecks 
Lane/The Village junction,  The Village, West End, and the Six Bells roundabout.   

81. A rebuttal statement was submitted by the Applicant on the first day of the 
Inquiry34.  There had been a misunderstanding by the Applicant of calculations 
provided for the Parish Council but it remains the Applicant’s view that using a 5 

minute flow rate measure was not an appropriate tool to assess the highway 
impacts of the proposed scheme.  The Applicant’s rebuttal statement 

demonstrates that there is actually a good correlation between its traffic counts 
and those of the Parish Council.  It was confirmed that the peak hour 
assessments carried out in the work for the Applicant are the right tool to use.  It 

was also confirmed that in the traffic modelling a 12.5% factor was added to 
assimilate the peak within a peak.  In response to the Inspector's questions it 

was acknowledged that this may not always fully capture the busiest school drop 
off periods.  Nonetheless, the evidence provided demonstrated that there was 
considerable capacity in the network to accommodate the proposed scheme.  

This is supported by the Highway Authority. 

82. The Applicant maintains that there is no justifiable reason to refuse planning 

permission on highway grounds.  The test against which this judgement must be 
made is, once again, set out at paragraph 32 of the Framework. 

                                       
 
31 CD 01-07 
32 CD 05 page 27 
33 Mr Burrows’ Proof of Evidence Appendix 12 
34 INQ 13 
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Ecology 

83. A number of objection letters have raised concerns over ecology and there was 

some doubt raised about whether the most recent Bat Survey information had 
been properly distributed.  No serious case on this topic has, however, been 
maintained through the Inquiry process.  As set out at paragraph 4 above the Bat 

Survey information contained in the TEP report has now been available 
throughout the Inquiry process for questioning.  In the circumstances there is no 

tenable basis upon which planning permission could be refused on ecological 
grounds. 

Overall Balance and Applicant’s Conclusion 

84. Overall the Applicant maintains that the site should be treated as falling outside 
the general extent of the Green Belt and therefore granted planning permission 

in accordance with paragraph 14 of the Framework.  However, alternatively, if 
the site is to be treated as falling within the general extent of the Green Belt very 
special circumstances exist which justify the grant of permission.   

The Case for the City of York Council 

85. The main issues are agreed.  If it is concluded that Green Belt policies should not 

apply to the site, it is accepted that a proper application of paragraph 14 of the 
Framework would mean that planning permission should be granted, there being 

limited (if any) harm to interests of acknowledged importance.  Under this 
scenario, and given that the main parties (and the Parish Council) agree that the 
Council is currently unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing 

sites, the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would not significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

Green Belt 

86. The question of whether the application site should be treated as falling within 
the general extent of the Green Belt is a matter of judgment.  However, it is 

essential that this judgment be reached in the proper context.  

87. The Government considered the retention of the general extent of the Green Belt 

around York to be of such importance that the Regional Strategy Green Belt 
policies were the only ones to survive revocation.  The Council considers that this 
shows the weight that Government places on ensuring that the open land around 

this historic city remains protected. 

88. The consistent line taken by decision takers (the Secretary of State particularly) 

has been that sites which fall within the general extent of the Green Belt should 
be subject to the strict controls of Green Belt policy.  In this regard, the Council 
takes a different approach to the interpretation of the Germany Beck decision35.  

The decision letter36 reveals a precautionary approach to the York Green Belt 
rather than an endorsement of the Inspector’s precedent approach.  That is, until 

the precise boundaries of the Green Belt are fixed through a Local Plan, it is 
better to err on the side of caution rather than risk undermining the role that the 
Green Belt is intended to play. 

                                       
 
35 CD 20 
36 Paragraph 15 of the Decision Letter at CD 20 
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89. The consistent line taken by Government as to the importance it attaches to the 
protection of the Green Belt has, if anything, hardened in recent times.   For 

example the revisions to Practice Guidance (6 October 2014) and the Written 
Ministerial Statements in July 2013 and January 2014.  The recent reversal by 
the Court of Appeal of a rather more relaxed approach to Green Belt protection in 

the Redhill Aerodrome case only serves to underline this policy safeguard. 

90. The Council acknowledges it is unfortunate that the identification of the precise 

Green Belt boundaries has never been completed.  Nevertheless, we have to do 
the best we can with the evidence available, even if some question marks can be 
raised as to its robustness.   

91. It is against this backdrop that a determination about the status of the 
application site should be made.  As with most matters of planning judgment, a 

range of different factors must be taken into account, with no single element 
being necessarily determinative.  More particularly, given the precautionary 
approach outlined above, any doubt about the status of the application site 

should be resolved in favour of Green Belt inclusion.  

92. In the present case, an accumulation of factors lead to the conclusion that the 

site should be treated as if it were in the Green Belt.  

93. Firstly, the map overlays produced for the Council show that the application site 

falls within the general extent of the Green Belt as shown on the key diagram of 
the York Structure Plan and taken forward into the Regional Strategy.  The 
Applicant has criticised this approach, but has not come up with a better 

cartographic touchstone, nor was there any dispute regarding what the figures 
show.  Key diagrams in the RSS may not be intended to be placed on an 

Ordnance Survey base.  However, this is a unique situation: everyone accepts 
that there exists a general extent of Green Belt around York; the Development 
Plan says there is.  In determining whether a particular site falls within that 

general extent, the key diagram must be a relevant (but not necessarily 
determinative) consideration.  On this basis, the figures supplied by the Council37 

tend to support, rather than undermine, the presumption that the site lies within 
the general extent of the Green Belt. 

94. Secondly, it is shown38 that the site lies at about 6 miles from the centre of York 

measured from St Sampson’s Square.  This diagrammatic representation lends 
further support to the site’s Green Belt status.  Indeed, the Applicant does not 

take the point that the site’s location slightly beyond 6 miles excludes it 
automatically from the general extent of the Green Belt. It is plainly a relevant 
consideration. 

95. Thirdly, it is telling that the Cowslip Hill decision treated that appeal site as falling 
within the general extent of the Green Belt.  That site lies further from the city 

centre than the application site, yet no one questioned its Green Belt status or 
the application of Green Belt policy to that proposal.  This factor adds weight to 
the cumulative case in favour of the Green Belt status of this site. 

                                       
 
37 Appended to the Speaking Note of Mrs Healey-Brown - INQ 5 
38 Figure 3 appended to the speaking note of Mrs Healey-Brown also see INQ 44 
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96. Fourthly, the Germany Beck/Metcalfe Lane and Elvington Aerodrome appeals39 
underline the importance that the Secretary of State has attached to maintaining 

the general extent of the York Green Belt.  This strength of protection is 
highlighted in the latter appeal in which the Inspector noted that it would be 
“perverse” to adopt a different approach than that used by the SoS in the 

Germany Beck/Metcalfe Lane appeals.  Further still, the Applicant’s planning 
witness indicated his support for the conclusions reached in Elvington Aerodrome 

decision. 

97. Taking all of these factors together, both the Inspector and Secretary of State 
can be entirely satisfied that this application site does fall within the general 

extent of the York Green Belt and should be afforded the commensurate 
protection of Green Belt policy. 

Very Special Circumstances 

98. It is critically important that the correct test is applied.  Paragraph 87 of the 
Framework requires that substantial weight be given to inappropriate 

development (such as the application scheme).  Thereafter, planning permission 
should only be granted if the harm caused to the Green Belt by reason of 

inappropriateness, together with any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.  It is only if those “other considerations” are of sufficient weight 

that very special circumstances will exist.  It is the cumulative weight of these 
other factors that matters; they do not need to be “very special” in their own 
right.  Both the Parish Council and Mr Wright fell into the trap of believing that 

each factor needed to be “very special”.  As such, their analysis of the Green Belt 
planning balance is wrong in law and should be given commensurately less 

weight.  

99. This is not a matter of form, but is critically important to adopting the right 
approach to Green Belt policy. By way of example, the Practice Guidance now 

reflects a number of Written Ministerial Statements as follows:  “Unmet housing 
need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green 

Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.” 40 

100. On the main objectors’ approach, unmet housing need must be discounted 

from the Green Belt planning balance because it cannot, in its own right, 
constitute “very special circumstances”.  This is wrong.  Unmet housing need can 

be given weight in the planning balance, but if that were the only factor in favour 
of a particular development it would be unlikely (but not impossible) to tip the 
balance in favour of granting planning balance.  But that does not mean that an 

unmet housing need, which does exist in York at present, cannot attract 
substantial weight in the Green Belt balance.   

101. In the present case, there is little – if any – additional harm to the Green Belt 
or to other interests of acknowledged importance.  Whilst it must be conceded 
that the presence of built development where there is currently none will reduce 

openness, this must be seen in the context of the characteristics of the 
application site itself.  In the Council’s opinion, the site is visually and physically 

                                       
 
39 CD 20 
40Planning Practice Guide ID:3-034-20141006 
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contained by mature vegetation and existing residential development.  It is 
certainly not in the most open part of the Green Belt.  In the Council’s view the 

site-specific characteristics in the present case reduce the harm caused to the 
openness of the Green Belt.  

102. On the other hand, there are a number of considerations that go to make up 

very special circumstances. 

103. Firstly, there is currently an unmet need for housing.  It is common ground 

that the Council will need to allocate sites currently in the general extent of the 
Green Belt (which it may do through the Local Plan) in order to bring forward a 
sufficiently deliverable supply of housing land that accords with paragraph 47 of 

the Framework.  This is common ground and the Applicant does not renege on its 
acceptance, for the purposes of this Inquiry, that there is a deliverable supply of 

4,880 dwellings.  Even though there are differences between the Applicant and 
Council as to the deliverability of certain sites, these differences are not material 
for the purposes of this application given that both main parties reach the same 

end point: that there is not currently a deliverable five year housing land supply.   

104. Equally, there is common ground on the following matters: the requirement 

figure of 996 dwellings per annum; that there should be 126 dwellings per 
annum to make up for past shortfalls against the Regional Strategy housing 

targets;  and, the fact that a 20% buffer should be applied to the five year 
housing requirement.  

105. The Council accordingly invites the Inspector to report the housing land supply 

position to the Secretary of State on the basis set out in the Supplementary and 
further Statement’s of Common Ground41.   

106. It is freely conceded that the absence of a five year supply of housing land 
may not be sufficient to clearly outweigh Green Belt and other harm, but it is a 
factor counting substantially in favour of the proposal. 

107. Secondly, the proposed scheme would deliver affordable housing, which is a 
key objective of both central and local government.  Both the Parish Council and 

Mr Wright sought to elide the delivery of market and affordable housing in order 
to argue that affordable housing should not be given any additional weight in the 
planning balance.  Such an approach fails to appreciate that national policy treats 

affordable housing differently from general market housing, especially in Green 
Belt locations.  This prioritisation of affordable housing is illustrated quite clearly 

in paragraph 89 of the Framework.  Whilst the construction of new buildings in 
the Green Belt is, by definition, inappropriate development, “limited affordable 
housing for local community needs” is not.  In other words, the provision of 

affordable housing is such a priority that the Government is prepared to accept 
the loss of Green Belt in order to deliver it.  This is a matter that should attract 

significant weight in the planning balance, especially given the fact that the 
affordable units would simply not be delivered without the cross subsidy provided 
by the market housing.  

108. Thirdly, the planning history of the application site through the various 
attempts to define the York Green Belt has indicated that it is suitable for 

                                       
 
41 INQ 10 and INQ 39  
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development.  Indeed, since 1996 the site has consistently been shown as within 
the settlement limits for Strensall through the 1998 deposit draft City of York 

Local Plan and the subsequent four sets of changes.  The City of York Draft Local 
Plan incorporating the 4th set of changes was approved by Planning Committee 
for development control purposes in April 2005. 

109. The views of the Inspector in the report on the inquiry into the York Green Belt 
Local Plan and the Southern Ryedale Local Plan about the characteristics of the 

site and the reasons for excluding the land from the Green Belt are still relevant 
and have informed the boundaries within subsequent planning policy documents.  
The Inspector’s report considered that the eastern boundary of the application 

site formed a robust boundary for the settlement limits and was satisfied that the 
site did not serve any Green Belt purpose when considered against the purposes 

of Green Belt in the former Planning Policy Guidance 2 ‘Green Belts’.  The 
Inspector acknowledged the benefits of safeguarding the land to allow for longer-
term growth of the city and to minimise the impact of overly fast growth to 

Strensall village.  

110. Overall, although the application site clearly falls within the general extent of 

the Green Belt identified in the Regional Strategy, the planning history is such 
that there was a reasonable prospect that it would not have been included within 

any formally identified boundary of the Green Belt.  If only one of the many 
attempts to define that boundary had come to fruition.  The planning history of 
the application site should carry substantial weight in the overall Green Belt 

balance. 

111. Penultimately, the application site had been identified as a housing allocation 

in the publication draft of the York Local Plan.  Given the fact that the 
consultation on the Local Plan has now been paused, we must accept that slightly 
less weight is attached to this factor.  However, the planning history coupled with 

the lack of any site specific constraints of material weight, should mean that 
there is at least a reasonable prospect of the site being allocated in a future Local 

Plan, especially given the obvious need to release land within the general extent 
of the Green Belt so as to ensure a rolling supply of housing land.  

112. Finally, the application site does not perform particularly well as a Green Belt 

site.  Indeed, its poor performance against the key objectives of the Green Belt 
was probably one of the reasons why the application site was recommended in 

previous development plan attempts as a safeguarded site for future 
development.  

113. As the Basildon decision42 makes abundantly clear, the accumulation of weight 

attributed to different factors is perfectly capable of outweighing Green Belt (and 
any other harm).  In the present case, there is limited harm to the Green Belt 

and precious little harm to any other interests of acknowledged importance.  On 
the other hand, there are a number of considerations which, when taken 
together, clearly outweigh this harm. 

 

                                       
 
42 [2004] EWHC 2759 (Admin) - R. (on the application of Basildon DC) v First Secretary of 

State – INQ 22 
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Prematurity 

114. The Parish Council surmised the grant of planning permission would be 

premature, in the sense meant formerly by the General Principles document and 
now in the Practice Guide.  However, that argument was given up without much 
prompting.  That was an entirely sensible concession.  Mr Wright, on the other 

hand, clutched onto this particular straw despite the following obvious points:  
Prematurity represents a high hurdle, since “refusal of planning permission on 

grounds of prematurity will seldom be justified where a draft Local Plan has yet 
to be submitted for examination”.  The emerging Local Plan is not at an advanced 
stage.  On the contrary, the fact that Members have resolved to halt the 

consultation on the publication draft reduces the weight that can be attached to 
it: as noted in the see Supplementary Statement of Common Ground between 

the Applicant and the Council. 

115. It cannot rationally be concluded that the development is so substantial in its 
own right that it would prejudice the outcome of the Local Plan process and Mr 

Wright conceded as much.  It is similarly untenable to argue that the grant of 
planning permission for this scheme would cumulatively have a significant 

impact.  Mr Wright did seek to refer to a number of other sites which may be 
located within the general extent of the Green Belt, but did not see fit to mention 

them in his written evidence.  In any event, if one adopts the Council’s approach 
then there is no question of the formal identification of a Green Belt boundary 
being prejudiced.  That is the development would have to be judged against the 

strict tests in the Framework.  Prematurity really is an after thought in the 
present case.  It simply cannot rationally form a basis for refusing planning 

permission. 

Overall Balance and Council’s Conclusion 

116. For the reasons set out the Council invites the Inspector to recommend that 

planning permission is granted and asks that the Secretary of State accepts this 
recommendation. 

The Case for Strensall with Towthorpe Parish Council 

117. The Council and its consultant have confirmed that the site is within the 
general extent of the Green Belt, and we are also in no doubt that this is the 

case.  The general extent of the Green Belt is defined in the statutory 
development plan for York, which the Yorkshire and Humber Plan of which Policy 

YH9(C) is the key policy.  The permanence and longevity of the Green Belt is not 
at issue given that the general extent predates the Regional Strategy, having 
first appeared in the North Yorkshire County Council Structure Plan. 

118. The Statement of Common Ground produced by the Council and Applicant 
states that the Local Plan is only in draft form.  The Council’s Consultant witness 

set out that the Local Plan intends to establish the detailed Green Belt 
boundaries, including around Strensall itself.  The Local Plan will also determine 
whether this site is to be allocated for development following completion of a 

sustainability assessment and final appraisal against the evidence base. 

119. The evidence base currently shows the site to have value as part of an 

identified ‘Regional Green Corridor’ (Green Corridor Technical Paper, 2011), and 
to be ‘natural and semi natural greenspace’ (Open Space Study, 2008 and 2014).  
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The 2014 Open Space Study overlays the various designation, which is confirmed 
by the fact that the Green Corridor Technical Paper has not been updated. 

120. The Green Belt designation means it is necessary to establish whether there 
are very special circumstances that would outweigh the harm to the Green Belt of 
developing open land outside of the built up extent of Strensall. The Council has 

suggested that there are a number of material considerations that individually 
are not special circumstances, but cumulatively add up to being a very special 

circumstance. 

121. Paragraph 87 of the Framework makes it clear that very special circumstances 
need to be demonstrated where an application is found to be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt, such as in this instance.  This paragraph does not 
suggest a number of matters can cumulatively add up to being a very special 

circumstance, just as it does not mention that one very special circumstance is 
sufficient to be of sufficient weight to outweigh the Green Belt status given that 
‘circumstances’ appears in the plural.  The Parish Council are therefore of the 

opinion that very special circumstances have not been demonstrated because the 
Council has made it clear that the officer recommendation in the committee 

report to support the proposal was on a cumulative basis and that no one reason 
carries sufficient weight to be a very special circumstance in its own right. 

122. The Council’s advocate suggested that it is proper to consider all the matters 
together as cumulatively they add up to very special circumstances, and the 
Applicant’s planning witness agrees with this approach, but they also agree that 

very limited weight can be given to the current draft Local Plan and the historic 
Local Plans.  This means that the housing need, affordable housing target, and 

the history of the site should all be given very limited weight because these 
matters are only in draft form and currently only form part of the evidence base 
to the Local Plan. 

123. Looking at each of the material considerations which have been purported to 
add up to one very special circumstance, the Council explained that the annual 

target that forms the basis of the five year land supply is the draft Local Plan, 
which we know is currently being questioned by Members.  That questioning is to 
such an extent that during proceedings we have been presented with an update 

of the housing requirement which appears in the Publication version of the Local 
Plan.  This update should be treated with extreme caution as it has yet to be 

subjected to public consultation or endorsement by Members.  As is known, 
Members have asked Officers to review the objective assessment which the 
target may inform, if Members agree to use that figure in the future.  It should 

therefore be given even less weight than the very limited weight the Council has 
said should be given to the original draft target that was presented at the start of 

this process, and has been relied upon by the Applicant and Council as the basis 
for determining the housing target.  In light of this, housing need cannot be 
considered to be anything more than a material consideration at best, but the 

Parish Council query its relevance at all given it is currently being questioned. 

124. The affordable housing requirement has been based on an interim policy that 

has been ratified by Members but it has not been subjected to consultation or the 
planning process.  There is, therefore, no clear policy basis on which to establish 
whether the number of general and affordable houses is appropriate, and if the 

need is such that it is necessary to deviate from the adopted statutory 
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development plan which is the RSS.  Furthermore, the interim policy is 5% less 
than the draft Local Plan policy, which has been subjected to public consultation.  

Our concern is that if this site is granted planning permission now it would not 
fully contribute to the level of affordable housing envisaged by the Local Plan.  
We heard from the Council and Applicant that the Council had a shortage of 

affordable homes, so surely providing less than the draft Local Plan would secure 
is not going to help the situation? 

125. In any event, paragraph 34 of the Practice Guidance is clear that housing need 
is not likely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute 
very special circumstances in decision making.  This point should be given full 

material weight because it is set out in the update to the Practice Guidance that 
was only published in recent weeks. 

126. In terms of the history of the site, we have heard how the basis on which the 
site has previously been suggested to be removed from the Green Belt relies 
upon draft development plan policies or out of date policies.  These have now all 

been superseded by more up to date policy at regional and national level.  This is 
on the basis that Policy E8 of the Structure Plan has been replaced by Policy 

YH9(c) of the Regional Strategy and the Framework.  Both the Applicant and the 
Council consider that the intention to do something in historic draft plans 

prepared years in advance of current statutory guidance is material to the 
consideration of the application, but we have to disagree.  The draft York Green 
Belt Local Plan and the 4th Set of Proposed Changes Local Plan were never 

adopted and the processes were aborted for reasons which bring into question 
their credibility. 

127. In relation to the appearance of the site, we have heard that there are no 
buildings on the site.  The Parish Council take the view that this means the site is 
open in character due to the lack of buildings.  The lack of buildings therefore 

determines that this is open land, and as we know, preserving openness is the 
principal purpose of the Green Belt.  The fact that it has never been built upon 

suggests it also has some permanence.  Only through the Local Plan should this 
situation be altered as the Local Plan process is the appropriate means for 
determining Green Belt boundaries.  Furthermore, it is the role of the Council to 

set the Green Belt boundaries rather than the decision making process, which is 
made clear in the Framework. 

128. The Parish Council does not consider that even cumulatively the matters add 
up to one very special circumstance, never mind a number of very special 
circumstances.  The Parish Council do not see how a number of considerations of 

very limited weight can collectively be considered to be of such benefit that they 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.  This seems particularly difficult to justify, 

especially when Green Belts are expected to be given the highest level of 
protection to undeveloped open land. 

129. In summary, whilst there is a housing need in York, the level of housing need 

has not been confirmed and is subject to review following the Council’s recent 
decision.  It would therefore be premature to suggest that this site should be 

released to meet a yet undefined housing need in a draft document.  Especially 
through development of a greenfield site within the general extent of the Green 
Belt.  Nick Boles has made quite clear that the Local Plan process is the means by 

which to release sites from the Green Belt, whilst paragraphs 84 and 85 of the 
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Framework also make clear that it is the responsibility of local planning 
authorities to review and set boundaries. 

130. The five purposes of the Green Belt are set out at paragraph 80 of the 
Framework. Whilst the Parish Council would not contend that all five are met in 
the case of this site, and the Applicant accepts there is no need to, the Parish 

Council believe the following are relevant in this instance: 

     To check the unrestrictive sprawl of large built up areas: The Inquiry has heard a 

number of submissions notably from local residents concerned about the 
character of the settlement of Strensall: about the level of expansion, its 
elongated shape and that the appeal site is on the very periphery of the village.  

These submissions go to the character of the settlement and the desirability of 
managing the pattern of future development. 

To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: The Parish Council 
considers that this is an open site of rough grassland which is undeveloped.  
Except for the fact that it is uncultivated and somewhat neglected it is otherwise 

characteristically agricultural land.  If the site is lost to residential development it 
is difficult to see how the local planning authority could resist similar loss of 

surrounding agricultural land. 

To assist in urban regeneration: Whilst it may be argued that of itself the 

protection of this site would only make a limited contribution to urban 
regeneration taken together with the protection of other open sites adjoining 
settlements such as Strensall its role becomes significant. 

131. In terms of sustainability considerations the Council’s Local Plan Site 
Assessment Methodology measured the distance of the site to local facilities ‘as 

the crow flies’.  This has acted to artificially mask the true impact of the proposal 
and the accessibility credentials of the site, because in some cases facilities are 
an additional 200m away due to the nature of the actual walking and cycling 

routes.  Furthermore, the site scores badly in the Council’s site assessment 
methodology which was confirmed by the Applicant.  It should be noted that the 

site assessment methodology is the Council’s preferred method for assessing the 
relative sustainability and accessibility of sites. 

132. It is the view of the Parish Council that this site has very limited accessibility.  

Not only does the local community argue this but the Council themselves, the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Appraisal (SHLAA)43 appraisal states there is 

currently poor access to local services and facilities for this site.  It is a fact that 
the appendix flags up ‘the significant distance to services and a primary school, 
medical facilities and convenience stores’.  The Parish Council and local residents 

have made submissions to the same effect and point to the fact that the site sits 
at the periphery of the settlement and hence its limited accessibility. 

133. Irrespective of the sustainability criteria of the site, development within Green 
Belt is inherently unsustainable because the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development does not apply to Green Belts as is made clear by footnote 9 to 

paragraph 14 of the Framework. 

                                       
 
43 Mrs Cragg’s Proof of Evidence Appendix 6 
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134. In conclusion, and if we turn back to the original reason for the Call In Inquiry, 
it has been demonstrated through the Inquiry that the proposal is not consistent 

with the statutory development plan policies for York, because the site is within 
the general extent of the Green Belt where development is to be considered 
inappropriate unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated.  In this 

instance the Parish Council is of the opinion that very special circumstances have 
not been demonstrated.  The Parish Council is also of the opinion that the 

proposed development is not consistent with Government policy for protecting 
Green Belt land given that development of the land would impact on the 
openness of the site.  The Parish Council therefore seek that permission be 

refused. 

Others Speaking in Support of the Parish Council’s Position 

135. Cllr Doughty44 explained the strength of local opposition and that the scheme 
did not respect the aspirations of the Village Design Statement.  He noted the 
rapid increase of the settlement to the size of a small town but without a 

commensurate increase in facilities. Cllr Doughty pointed out that he was not 
against development, indeed he had supported 53 dwellings on a brownfield site 

in the village.  That said, the effect of that scheme on facilities has yet to be felt.  
Cllr Doughty’s main objection relates to encroachment into the Green Belt, and 

his main concerns are those of access, congestion, unsustainability of the site 
and draining, including flooding of the land. 

136. Cllr Doughty maintains his view that the proposal is premature because there 

is brownfield land across the City which should be developed first.  The draft 
Local Plan is likely to be subject to amendment following the loss of majority in 

the Council’s leading group.  As a result of this the draft has not progressed to 
consultation and is a long way from adoption.  In his view no development should 
take place on the application site and its inclusion as safeguarded land is 

questioned.  In this regard he quotes from the comment of an officer within the 
Local Plans options team who indicates her view that the site should be treated 

as Green Belt.  He is not satisfied by the arguments put forward to provide very 
special circumstances and reiterates the Framework advice that substantial 
weight should be given to green belt harm. 

137. Traffic concerns were cited when this site was last considered for development 
yet no improvements have been made. The congestion caused at the level 

crossing and through The Village remains of concern.  Requests for a crossing 
attendant at the Sheriff Hutton Road in the village were, he sets out, refused 
because it would be too dangerous due to lack of safe refuge.  This would be the 

route for children within the proposed estate.  There are also congestion issues at 
the primary school.  Problems here are reflected in the wider road network 

particularly on the A1237. 

138. In terms of access, the proposed site is 0.5km from the nearest bus stop, 
1.6km (a mile) to the shops, 2.4 km (1.5 miles) to the primary school and 

11.3km (7miles) to the city centre.  This would result in a car-dominated 
environment and add to congestion, and that would adversely impact on bus 

routes. 

                                       
 
44 Cllr Doughty’s Statement is at INQ 18 
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139. Children attending the secondary school are deterred from cycling because of 
dangerous road links.  It is unreasonable to consider that this site won’t generate 

many children needing secondary education. 

140. The extension of the existing culs-de-sac mean that existing residents will 
have to put up with traffic flows during construction and afterwards. 

141. Strensall does not have large employers so to seek work people would have to 
travel.  Housing need in Strensall is therefore questionable. 

142. Cllr Doughty explained that the site is on marshy land with drainage issues. 

143. Cllr Doughty concludes by stating development at the peripheries of the 
settlement should be resisted and new development should not be approved until 

there are improvements to infrastructure and amenities.  The scheme is, in his 
view, premature, harmful to the Green Belt and unsustainable. 

144. Mr Fisher 45 provided the written evidence for the Parish Council on traffic 
impact and ecological concerns.  In addressing the Inquiry he sought to respond 
to matters raised by the Applicant’s Transport Witness, particularly those raised 

in his rebuttal.  Mr Fisher explained how he had undertaken his assessment, 
based for practical reasons, on 5 minute surveys and then converted to an hourly 

equivalent.  He clarified that he did not seek to suggest that peak level would 
take place over an hour.  Mr Fisher agreed that the figures provided by each side 

for traffic projection in 2018 are broadly similar. He also clarified that he made no 
assessment of the capacity of the junction at Brecks Lane/The Village, accepting 
that it can cope with traffic; rather, his concerns relate to safety.  Similar 

sampling/flow rates based on differing approaches (each being correct) were 
clarified by Mr Fisher in respect of traffic on The Village. He pointed to congestion 

being high in this area due to road configuration and parking.  The same issue is 
identified in respect of recording traffic on West End near to the primary school.  
He clarifies that no intention of suggesting high flow rates are sustained over 

whole hours rather he sought to identify how significant traffic issues are at peak 
times.  Mr Fisher recorded that the Applicant’s transport witness acknowledges 

that there is congestion at peak periods.  Mr Fisher also reports his experience 
over the last 20 years that traffic flows are greater during periods of inclement 
weather but notes that timing of the Inquiry prevents analysis of winter weather 

impacts on traffic flow.  Mr Fisher reiterated the validity of his assessment in his 
conclusion. 

145. Cllr Marquis46 is the current Chairman of Strensall with Towthorpe Parish 
Council.  He sought to draw attention to some 120 letters of objection which were 
made to this scheme and contrasts it with the 2 letters of support.  The summary 

of those objections is as follows: congestion in the village, access to the 
development, pressure on education for primary school children, pressure on 

access to medical facilities, drainage problems, and the effect on ecology. 

146. Access through the village is restricted because of parked vehicles, some as 
residents do not have off-street parking and some as a consequence of the 

                                       
 
45 Mr Fisher’s Rebuttal Statement is INQ 13 
46 Cllr Marquis Statements are at INQ 29 and INQ 46 
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popularity of local stores.  There have been confrontations but few injuries. 
Adding additional traffic would make matters worse. 

147. The drainage implications of another site are awaited, but even accepting that 
this site is connected to the system this is not satisfactory because the waste 
water treatment works at Walbutts, to which this site will be linked, only 

dewaters that waste and then the sludge is removed by tanker to the main 
sewage treatment works. 

148. Since the primary school was built in the 1970’s, 1350+ dwellings have been 
constructed with associated educational needs.   As it stands the school lacks 
space and current development scheme will see three new classrooms with two 

portable buildings being removed.  These works are needed and do not provide 
for further children from this site.  

149. The only retail facility provided during this ongoing increase in housing took 
place in the 1980’s when 6 outlets were provided (hairdressers, security store, 
dentists, butcher, tanning salon and convenience store). 

150. The on-site play space will not provide for the needs of older children and it is 
acknowledged that there is an existing deficiency in play space in Strensall. 

151. Finally, the local plan change on 9 October 2014 seeks review of several 
aspects of the plan before it goes for consultation.  The Parish Council consider 

allowing this development in these circumstances would be premature. 

152. Mr Parish47 set out the history of the Village Design Statement (VDS).  Linden 
Homes objected to the VDS in respect of the appropriateness of its content.  The 

Council’s Solicitor suggested the difficult areas be moved to an annex.  However, 
this goes against the community’s wishes in terms of identifying inappropriate 

development.  The VDS is an advisory document but it reflects the views of local 
residents, whom have concerns about the Green Belt and village infrastructure.  
Mr Parish concluded noting that the Council has no plan, the site is Green Belt 

and the Council is not taking on board the concerns of its citizens. 

153. Mr Chapman48 explained his concerns regarding the lack of consultation with 

the Parish Council and the local community.  A public meeting was held after 
pressure from the Parish Council on 22 October 2013 and after further pressure 
from Julian Sturdy MP and Cllr Doughty on 16 November 2013.  It is felt by the 

Parish Council that this does not reflect the City of York Council’s adopted 
Statement of Community Involvement which seeks to encourage discussion early 

in the development process.  Moreover, it does not reflect the extensive 
community engagement undertaken by the same developer elsewhere49.   There 
has also been concern about the availability of access to the Environmental 

Impact Assessment. 

 

 

                                       

 
47 Mr Parish’s Statement is INQ 17 
48 Mr Chapman’s Statement is INQ 28 
49 Mr Chapman provides a list in his Statement  
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The Cases advanced by Others Attending the Inquiry 

154. Julian Sturdy MP50 explained that he had sought the call-in of this proposal 

for which he is grateful.  Constituents were disappointed by the way in which the 
application had been dealt with and the Council’s resolution remains 
controversial.  In terms of that resolution it is considered premature. The City 

Council’s Draft Local Plan was in its infancy when the decision was reached by the 
Council. Whilst some weight should be given to emerging Local Plans, in this case 

the plan had only been subject to one consultation (it has now been held back for 
further consideration).  Furthermore that application proposed 25% more 
housing than had been allocated in the initial draft of the Local Plan. 

155. Mr Sturdy reiterated that York has never had an adopted Local Plan.  He 
pointed out that, the committee report suggested that the land in question had 

been ‘reserved’ for future development in previous local plans, but as none of 
these previous plans was ever formally adopted by the Council this ‘allocation’, in 
his view, cannot be given serious weight.  Moreover, while the current draft plan, 

until very recently, had the land allocated for the 102 homes proposed, a crucial 
vote at Full Council forced a return to the drawing board over the housing 

trajectory and allocations.  As such little weight should be given to the emerging 
plan. 

156. As local MP, Mr Sturdy drew attention to the Framework as an attempt to 
introduce localism into the planning system so as to help empower local people 
and help them shape their surroundings.  He acknowledges that a group of 

dedicated local residents produced an excellent Village Design Statement.  As 
part of that process it was found that an overwhelming majority of residents 

believe the village has seen too much development in the last 40 years.  The 
views of residents must be considered before a decision is reached here which 
would further add to development. 

157. Council officers accept that the site’s Green Belt location means the 
exceptional circumstances test must be met.  In doing so the issue of ‘reserved 

land’ has been raised but this is not a matter which is accepted, as already 
explained.  In terms of other matters, the lack of a five year housing land supply 
has been raised.  However, such a point was made in Thundersley51 in Essex and 

the Secretary of State rejected approval in those circumstances on a Green Belt 
site despite a housing shortfall of 0.7 years.  Mr Pickle’s decision said that a 

decision to allow that appeal for housing in the Green Belt risked setting an 
undesirable precedent for similar developments which would seriously undermine 
national Green Belt policy.  Mr Sturdy considers that this applies to this site. 

158. Whilst the Council considers that the site’s characteristics mean it does not 
serve any of the Green Belt purposes set out in the Framework, Mr Sturdy 

disagrees. Strensall is unusual, in his view, because it retains its linear form with 
the built up area remaining close to the main road.  Adding 102 dwellings at the 
northern tip of the village would detrimentally impact on the special character 

and setting of the village and would exacerbate the existing problems that arise 
as a result of the community being spread over a long distance. 

                                       
 
50 Mr Sturdy MP provided a Statement which is INQ 21 
51 APP/M1520/A/12/2177157 (appended to INQ  4) 
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159. The application site also adjoins Strensall Common. A large part of that area is 
used by the Ministry of Defence but it is also important for wildlife.  It is a Site of 

Importance to Nature Conservation and a Nationally Significant Nature 
Conservation Site, as set out in the draft local plan.  As such, the application site, 
located between housing and this nature conservation area, fulfils the Green Belt 

role of ‘safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’.   

160. Turning to infrastructure, it is the local residents’ view that it just will not cope 

with the demands from a development of this size.  The Framework has a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development but the proposal is not 
considered sustainable by local residents.  The site is known for drainage 

problems, both from standing water and from issues relating to foul sewage 
backing up particularly in Coulson Close.  An attempt to get a pumping station 

adopted at Terrington, which affects this site, has to date not been successful.  
Adding a further 100 houses is inevitably going to cause concern. 

161. Residents remain concerned about highway safety at the junction of the Village 

and Brecks Lane despite the Transport Impact Assessment claims that additional 
traffic can be accommodated without harm to road safety. 

162. The developers accept that the development would result in greater demand 
for services and facilities but do not explain how this would be catered for.  It is 

acknowledged that the primary school requires additional capacity, but it is not 
clear how that can be met, given that outdoor space is already limited. 

163. The majority of facilities and amenities are approximately 1km from the site 

which would encourage car use and therefore add to parking and highway 
problems. 

164. In all, for the reasons explained, Mr Sturdy seeks that the Secretary of State 
refuses the application. 

165. Mr Thorpe52 spoke on behalf of the CPRE.  He expressed concern that 

Strensall was now the size of a market town but with nothing like a similar level 
of facilities.  The infrastructure for additional residents does not exist.  Strensall 

has, in his view, taken more than its fair share of development.  Housing 
requirements are likely to be reduced and this site should not be developed 
particularly given it is Green Belt.  It is an attractive site near to Strensall 

Common Site of Special Scientific Interest.  The settlement is also congested. 

166. Mr Wright53 provided a statement in advance of the Inquiry.   He explained 

his position, based upon that statement and supplementary statement.  Mr 
Wright considered that the development should be refused on the basis that it is 
contrary to policy (RSS YH9C), the Framework paragraph 84 and potentially 

premature (at a point when the emerging plan was anticipated to progress). 

167. Paragraph 84 of the Framework steers development to sustainable locations, 

channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt, inset 
villages or areas outside the Green Belt.  Saved RSS policy YH9 requires the 

                                       

 
52 Mr Thorpe’s Statement is INQ 15 
53 Mr Wright’s Supplementary Statement is INQ 4 and his original Statement is contained in 

the Inquiries Letters folder 
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detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt to be defined in order to establish 
long term development limits that safeguard the special character and setting of 

the historic city.  Thus, it is necessary for the Local Plan to resolve the issue of 
inner development limits and urban capacity and what the historic pattern of 
development is such that it could safeguard the special character and setting of 

the city.  Once that is determined then it would, in Mr Wright’s view, be possible 
to see whether there is a need to allocate housing (or safeguarded land) outside 

the inner boundary and identify the spatial distribution of housing appropriate to 
protect what is special. 

168. The Local Plan has been put on hold but, in any event, Mr Wright considers 

that it did not provide adequate evidence on the urban capacity of the inner core, 
what constitutes the historic city, what is special about the character setting of 

the city, the historic pattern of development and the appropriateness of the 
evidence base in respect of those issues. 

169. In Mr Wright’s view, the Committee Report for this application fails to address 

paragraph 84 of the Framework and doesn’t pay adequate regard to the only 
development Plan policies (the RSS ones) and places too much weigh on the 

emerging plan, which is now on hold.  In terms of the Framework, the 
development plan is not out of date in relation to housing – there simply is no 

development plan.  Mr Wright contends that inappropriate development which 
conflicts with Green Belt policy cannot be sustainable. 

170. In terms of the planned approach circumstances have changed. For instance 

before local government reorganisation  in 1996, the City Council did not have 
jurisdiction over much of the Green Belt so plans before that will not have fully 

considered housing locations that might be available to the Council now.  The 
2005 Development Control Plan should not be afforded weight as it was subject 
to 17,000 outstanding objections and no public scrutiny. 

171. Mr Wright considers that Strensall, and thus the site, falls within the general 
extent of the Green Belt, and that the Council has misapplied Green Belt policy.  

There is no Green Belt plan which excludes any land from the Green Belt within 
the general extent shown on the RS plan, the Council has consistently 
approached the outlying villages as if there were no Green Belt and the Council is 

wrong to take that approach.  The objectively assessed housing need is not a 
very special circumstance.  This has been confirmed in cases such as 

Thundersley54, Fox Land & Property v SoS CLG and Castle Point BC, Copas v SoS 
CLG and Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead55.  Mr Wright therefore 
concludes that permission should be refused. 

172. Dennis Little expressed concern about the suitability of the site with 
particular regard to traffic impacts.  He expressed his concerns that local 

residents’ views are not being taken into account and that the majority of all 
letters regarding this site expressed concern regarding highway safety.  He also 
explained that the full effects of the Tannery conversion site, on another road out 

from the village core, remain to be seen. 

                                       
 
54 APP/M1520/A/12/2177157 (appended to INQ  4) 
55 Both appended to INQ 4 
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173. Professor Gordon Leff explained that he has been a resident of Strensall for 
50 years, a time during which the settlement has changed from being a small 

integrated village to a commuter area.  There has been significant pressure from 
car use which has become a significant hazard during rush hour.  The medical 
centre which was an enlightened addition to the village is now under strain. The 

functioning of the village is at breaking point and its character has changed; it 
has simply become too big.  There is significant protest against this proposal.  

The Green Belt issues are acknowledged but Professor Leff considers that the 
village character issue is significant too and has not been given adequate 
thought. 

174. Jane Widgery56 made submissions in support of the scheme.  In particular 
she noted that the site is at the periphery of the settlement, with access roads 

deliberately providing access to the site and development has been anticipated 
for many years.  Traffic from the development would exit via Brecks Lane and 
then go to The Village or Lords Moor Lane.  The Village route is often congested, 

whilst Lords Moor Lane is not yet that second route gives access to York and 
beyond.  Thus, those exiting the site would have a choice about the direction 

they chose to take.  No other development site in Strensall provides that choice.  
Ms Widgery pointed out that 3-5 bedroom homes would not be sustainable since 

there are no jobs providing salaries that would support mortgages on such 
properties.  Recognising the need for workers to travel by car makes this site a 
preferable one in Strensall because of its access to main roads without having to 

pass through the congested village core.  Finally she notes that at least a site of 
this size can offer some benefits by way of s.106 Agreement. 

175. Julie Thompson57 had a statement read explaining that she has concerns 
about traffic and parking both through the Village and around the school.  This is 
particularly an issue for potential future occupiers of the application site, because 

of its distance from the school and as parents often work so need to travel via 
the school.  Despite wishing her child to be able to walk alone to school (as a 

developmental milestone), the dangers are such that she is reluctant to let this 
happen.  The particular dangers arise from crossing between parked cars, the 
configuration of the road bends, that delivery vehicles tend to park on pavements 

blocking them, that large agricultural machinery often overhangs the pavement 
as it is manoeuvred through the Village, and, narrow and sloping pavements.  Ms 

Thompson had sought that crossing facilities be provided but was told the 
visibility made it too dangerous. 

176. The local primary school is, in her view, at capacity and is the largest in York 

despite it being a village school.  Building work is currently being carried out to 
replace portable buildings.  The dining hall is not big enough, making meal-times 

rushed, given the number of children who have to be fed.  Whole school 
assemblies are uncomfortable because of the number of children and staff, with 
parents having to stand for performances as space, combined with fire 

regulations, would not allow for enough chairs in the hall.  Class sizes are at 26-
28 and having more children, as would happen if there is more development in 

the village, would only exacerbate problems. 

                                       
 
56 Ms Widgery’s Statement is INQ 16 
57 Ms Thompson’s Statement is INQ 34 
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Written Representations 

177. In addition to correspondence from those who spoke at the Inquiry which is 

dealt with separately, eight letters were received in response to the Inquiry 
notification.   These expressed the following points in addition to covering some 
of the matters raised by the Parish Council (i.e. its main witness and others 

speaking alongside the Parish Council witness).   The transport/access points  
include concern that cycling is unlikely to be an alternative form of transport for 

residents of the appeal site as there are few safe /cycle lane routes.  It is also 
pointed out that people walking to the school some 1.6km away may well have 
prams for younger children making the trip on foot more difficult and increasing 

the likelihood of car use.  Concern is raised about speeding through the village 
and that there is no traffic management in The Village.  It was also suggested 

that an access could be made from Flaxton Road with a new level crossing.    

178. In terms of other issues raised in written correspondence it is considered that 
the distance to medical facilities is unreasonable and that those facilities are 

oversubscribed.  Concern is raised that financial contributions for sports provision 
are unlikely to benefit local residents as there is nowhere for additional facilities.   

Moreover, provision for teenagers is particularly poor and this situation is likely to 
lead to greater car usage.   The emerging local plan indicated 84 dwellings on 

this site but now 102 are proposed.  It is suggested that other sites to the north 
of the settlement appear more sensible.  It is considered that the site is chosen 
for financial reasons rather than being the best site.  Local residents raise 

concerns that vibration and dust during construction will cause problems locally 
and that in the longer term pollution would arise from the future occupiers in 

terms of car fumes.  It is also considered that the Council’s decision was political 
with voting split on political lines. 

179. One letter was received supporting the scheme on the basis that its 

development was always anticipated, the access to the site is better than 
elsewhere as it can use a route other than through the Village and, the school is 

considering adding additional floors which could accommodate more pupils. 

180. This letter also included concerns regarding the representative of the Parish 
Council and their conduct, having regard to their involvement in the scheme and 

proximity of their dwellings to the site.   

181. When the Council considered the proposal 122 letters of objection had been 

received by the Council to the original scheme.  The details are set out in the 
Council’s Committee Report58.  In addition to issues already set out, the main 
concerns are the impact of light pollution on the Green Belt, the potential for the 

congregation of youths on public open spaces, that there are no details of 
sustainable building codes, that there is no provision for allotments and, that 

there are safety concerns associated with the sewerage works access.  Concerns 
are raised about the impact on privacy of existing occupiers and that a sunlight 
assessment should be undertaken for plot 1.  In terms of the scheme’s design it 

is considered that the details are not in keeping with the current estate, it is 
noted that the scheme shows culs-de-sac up to the boundary so development 

could be extended into the adjacent open fields and that this should be designed 

                                       
 
58 CD 05 internal pages 34-41 and details are provided in full at CD 04 and the associated file 
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out and, more generally, that design could be better.  The adequacy of the 
emergency access is also questioned. 

182. Following consultation on revised details 33 further letters were received 
mainly reiterating concerns but adding concerns about boundary treatments. 

183. Two letters of support were received setting out that the scheme would be 

good for local business, bring money to the school and would give choice of 
housing for growing families.  Those letters also sought a train station for 

Strensall and saying the road into Strensall is too fast and there should be a cycle 
lane. 

Conditions and Obligations  

184. The conditions in the amended format discussed at the Inquiry, with additional 
minor alterations that were discussed or otherwise required to achieve a more 

ready compliance with advice in the Practice Guidance which has replaced, in 
part, Circular 11/95, would be necessary in order to achieve an acceptable 
development, were the Secretary of State to consider the principle of the 

development to be acceptable.  Those conditions are set out in the Schedule 
attached at Annex A.  Where necessary, specific conditions have been addressed 

in the Conclusions above.  The conditions set out would be relevant, necessary to 
make the development acceptable and otherwise comply with the necessary 

tests.  

185. The s.106 planning obligation provides for affordable housing, education 
provision, public open space, a footbridge and footpaths, as set out in the details 

at paragraph 5 above.  I have had regard to this planning agreement in the light 
of the tests set out in the Framework at paragraph 204.  These state that a 

planning obligation may only be sought if it is necessary to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms, is directly related to the development 
and is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  I am 

satisfied that there is a rationale behind the sums sought and that the sums are 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.  I am also satisfied that the 

affordable housing provision would be in line with current practice at this Council, 
albeit that there is obviously no development plan basis for them, and that it is 
appropriate in seeking a variety of house type and affordable tenure.  Thus, from 

the information and evidence provided, I am satisfied that the obligation tests set 
out in the Framework would be met.  It is therefore appropriate to take the 

obligation into account in the determination of this scheme.  A compliance note 
regarding the s.106 Planning Obligation was submitted with the draft s.10659 and 
I am satisfied that this confirms a reasoned basis for each of the obligation 

matters. 

 

 

 

 

                                       
 
59 This was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 22 September 2014 and forms part of 

the Inspectorate file 
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Inspector’s Conclusions  

[References to earlier paragraphs are in square brackets] 

Is the Site within the Green Belt? 

186. The York Green Belt boundary has never been identified in an adopted plan, 
although parts of boundaries have been identified.  Because of this situation the 

Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber was only partially 
revoked so as to retain policies establishing the general extent of the Green Belt.  

[17-26, 38, 117, 136, 155] 

187. I share the views of the Applicant, and some of the interested parties, that the 
idea of using the broad principle plan from the Regional Strategy to identify the 

Green Belt by overlaying it onto an Ordnance Survey base is not what that plan 
was intended for.  It is evident that it is difficult to achieve this satisfactorily in 

printing terms and the result provides such a lack of detail that endorsing such 
an approach would be likely to lead to difficulties if repeated elsewhere within 
this Green Belt.  However, in terms of general principles, despite being slightly 

beyond the ‘6 mile’ extent, when measured from St Sampson’s Square, none of 
the parties seek to claim that the application site does not fall within the outer 

edge of the Green Belt.  Given the distances involved, the fact that the extent of 
the Green Belt is to have an outer edge ‘about six miles from York city centre60’ 

and the unchallenged appeal decision at Cowslip Hill which is seen from the 
application site and is further from the City centre, the site should be considered 
as within the outer edge of the Green Belt.  [40-42, 44, 88-96] 

188. There is a lack of clarity about how land and buildings should be considered in 
terms of the Green Belt, particularly within larger settlements.  In general terms, 

it is not appropriate to assume every un-built on piece of land within the general 
extent of the Green Belt should necessarily be considered as Green Belt, rather 
each case should be considered on its own merits.  [90-91] 

189. The site was not identified as specifically contributing to any Green Belt 
function in the City of York Local Plan - The Approach to the Green Belt Appraisal 

of 2003 which the Council produced to aid in the identification of those areas 
surrounding the City that should be kept permanently open.  However, whilst this 
document identifies key important areas, which do not include this site, it leaves 

large areas of countryside as similarly not being of particular importance and it 
does not set out that all that remaining land within the extent of the Green Belt is 

necessarily suitable for development or that it has no Green Belt purpose.  [43] 

190. The York Historic Character and Setting Technical Paper of 2011 addresses a 
number of areas where specific requests had been made to reassess areas set 

out in the above 2003 paper, both to include and exclude sites.  Again whilst 
areas are re-evaluated, I do not agree with the conclusion that the application 

site, or indeed other sites without specific designation, serve no Green Belt 
function in relation to York albeit they are less critical, for instance in preserving 
green wedges, preventing coalescence or protecting views of The Minster.  [39] 

                                       
 
60 Emphasis added to text 
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191. In this case the site is located adjacent to the developed edge of Strensall.  
However, whilst the Applicant suggests it is an enclosed site that could be seen 

as similar to the Westview Close appeal site, this is not a good match in site 
characteristics.  Unlike that case, which related to 8 dwellings, the site is not a 
small sliver of land.  Rather it is a sizeable area on which significant in-depth 

development, for 102 dwellings, is proposed.  Moreover, despite being close to 
defensible boundaries, of the sort that might be chosen as settlement 

boundaries, the site significantly projects into the open countryside, with open 
land on much of the two boundaries and along the whole eastern side.  The 
presence of the river, rail-line and road do not in my view form urban enclosure;  

rather they are features that can often be seen within the countryside.  [43] 

192. Although the site has been left to become somewhat scrubby with regenerative 

unmanaged plant growth, this does not justify removal from the Green Belt. If 
such an approach were supported it could encourage deliberate degeneration of 
urban edges in other Green Belt locations which would be wholly undesirable.  

The fact that the area is used for informal recreation has little bearing upon its 
status as recognised by the Applicant. 

193. The essential characteristics of Green Belts are openness and permanence.  I 
have no doubt that developing a greenfield site by constructing 102 dwellings 

would have a significant and harmful effect on openness.  In terms of 
permanence there is nothing to suggest this site has ever been anything but 
open: openness has therefore been the characteristic physical state of the land to 

date and, as such, changes to it should not be undertaken lightly. 

194. Having regard to the five purposes of Green Belt land, I heard and saw that 

Strensall is a settlement of considerable size which expanded dramatically in the 
latter part of the last century, resulting in substantial housing estates which 
appear disproportionate to the modest village core and facilities.  Whilst that is 

something that has happened with the principle of a Green Belt in place, I 
consider that the Green Belt function of checking unrestricted sprawl of large 

built–up areas is a valid Green Belt purpose here.   Similarly, the Green Belt 
purpose of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment also applies, given 
that hat is currently an undeveloped field area, with exception of modest hard-

surfaced areas, would become housing under this scheme.  [53-56] 

195. In terms of preserving the historic character of the City of York, Mr Wright 

identifies that the historic pattern of settlement is being controlled by the 
approach to development management.  That plainly is the case, as the City is 
not simply expanding as it would have done without planning.  However, to let 

the City expand without planning control would negate the purposes of the Green 
Belt in terms of preventing sprawl so, despite the likely truth in this observation, 

I do not attach weight to Mr Wright’s assertion that the historic pattern of 
development is being constrained.   Developing this site would not have a direct 
and significant bearing on the historic character of the City.   Nonetheless, 

extending close to the rail corridor into the City would have a visual impact upon 
that transport route and there would also be an impact upon the Green corridor 

formed alongside the Foss and so the proposed development would contribute to 
sprawl. 

196. The Framework also identifies the purpose Green Belts have in protecting 

greenfield sites and therefore assisting in urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
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recycling of derelict and urban land.   Whilst this may be a relatively modest site 
and whilst the City Council appears likely to need to release greenfield land for 

housing, which may include Green Belt land, this does not mean this purpose 
fails to have value.  Rather, preventing development here, and on other Green 
Belt sites, is likely to encourage development of brownfield land because there is 

likely to be a consequent impact upon viability of doing so.  A managed approach 
to releasing land for housing needs to be taken and I am mindful that recent 

advice in the Practice Guide makes it clear that “Unmet housing need (including 
for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other 
harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate 

development on a site within the Green Belt”. 

197. The only one of the five Green Belt purposes which this site offers nothing to is 

that of preventing neighbouring towns merging into one another.  Strensall is a 
large settlement that has expanded into open countryside, but it is a significant 
distance (at the appeal site location) from the next settlement. 

198. Whilst much is made of the fact that the site has a history of ‘almost’ being a 
future development site shown on an adopted plan as outwith the Green Belt 

none of those plans has been adopted.  As such, whether or not weight is 
attached to that matter elsewhere, given my finding above as to the 

interpretation of the RS saved policies concerning the Green Belt, I am not 
satisfied that I should accord weight to the abandoned draft policies when 
concluding on the matter of whether or not the site is within the Green Belt. 

199. In summary, on this first matter, I conclude that the site falls within the 
general extent of the Green Belt, and indeed serves a number of Green Belt 

purposes.  Whilst the Green Belt has not been fully defined, the parties do not 
disagree that, should the Secretary of State find the site to be within the general 
extent of the Green Belt, it would fall to be considered under paragraph 87 of the 

Framework, wherein, “inappropriate development, is by definition, harmful to the 
Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances”. 

The effect of the Proposed Development on Openness and the Purposes of the Green 
Belt 

200. As set out above, the proposed development would impact on the openness of 

the Green Belt and openness is one of the essential characteristics of the Green 
Belt.  [101, 128, 158] 

201. Also, as set out above, the site serves two clear Green Belt purposes even if 
they are inter-related, and has a modest role in two other purposes; only one 
purpose is not served by this site.  [130] 

202. In terms of a qualitative assessment of the extent to which the site fulfils the 
purposes of Green Belt, it clearly has a lower level of importance than those sites 

specifically identified as being important to the historic character and setting of 
the City, as set out in the City of York Local Plan - The Approach to the Green 
Belt Appraisal of 2003 and The York Historic Character and Setting Technical 

Paper of 2011.  Moreover, I am mindful that, when assessing the site for local 
plan allocation purposes, it is clear that the site was not considered highly.  For 

instance, the Southern Ryedale Local Plan 1996 Inspector concluded that 
‘because of its lack of significant Green Belt functions and much stronger 
boundaries…the..site should be excluded from the Green Belt’  and went on to 
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recommend the site be safeguarded for essential development in the longer 
term.  However, that Inspector nearly 20 years ago was assessing sites for 

development plan purposes and, furthermore they were doing so in Southern 
Ryedale rather than assessing comparative benefits of sites for the post local 
government reorganisation significantly expanded York area.  I have assessed 

the site on the basis of its impact on openness and the purposes of the Green 
Belt as set out in the Framework and in light of current policy and relevant 

considerations.  

203. Thus, whilst being a Green Belt site providing openness and fulfilling Green 
Belt purposes, it is of a lower value than some Green Belt areas surrounding the 

site.  Nonetheless, I have concluded that it is a Green Belt site and as such it is 
afforded significant protection.   

Highway Safety and the Free Flow of Traffic 

204. It is clear that there are local concerns regarding traffic flow.  This is a 
particular concern when traffic is stopped because of railway level crossings being 

used to let trains pass, traffic has difficulties passing through The Village which is 
the core of the historic part of the settlement and, where traffic congestion 

occurs around the school during peak periods of school-run drop off and 
collection. [81] 

205. The traffic generated by the proposed development would have some impact 
on each of those situations.  However, the highways data supplied by the 
Applicant, and supported by the Council as local Highway Authority, indicates 

that the roads have capacity to deal with the traffic generated.  Moreover, it is 
important to acknowledge that motorists can use the Lords Moor Lane route to 

access other main employment and retail areas and so avoid the Village.  Despite 
those facts, it is clear the peak periods, which may be relatively short-lived, 
already have traffic flow issues.  I saw this at the school where the traffic 

congestion clearly reflected what I heard in evidence.  The Applicant’s witness 
accepted that hourly traffic rates do not reflect such peak time issues.  However, 

that is an existing situation to which the proposed scheme would not be likely to 
add materially.  It seems to me that other solutions to manage the situation 
might exist but they are not before me.  More significantly it is the case that the 

traffic flow issues relate to specific events and the adverse impacts of those 
events dissipate quickly.  As such, I do not consider that the relatively modest 

change to traffic flows likely to arise as a result of this scheme would be such 
that this should count against the scheme in the planning balance. [78-82, 137, 
140, 144, 146, 161, 163, 172, 174-175, 177-179] 

Accessibility 

206. The site is located at the periphery of a linear settlement.  That being the case 

the distances to walk to facilities particularly the primary school are considerable.  
It also seems unlikely that many future residents of the site would find 
employment in the immediate area given that it is largely residential.  Those 

findings reflect the assessments made by the Council in its initial assessment of 
the site.  As such, it is likely that many journeys would not be on foot or bicycle.  

There is, however, access to bus routes which would provide an alternative to 
use of the private car, but use of such services would require a reasonable walk 
limiting its benefits for some and making the car a more likely option.  
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Nonetheless, the relative proximity to facilities means that trips by car are, at 
least, likely to be relatively short. [71-77, 131-133, 138-139, 141, 148-150, 152, 

162, 165, 177-179] 

207. Balancing those factors out, I do not consider that the site would function so 
poorly that it would fail to provide a reasonably sustainable environment where 

occupiers would not feel part of a community.  However, the proposal would not 
directly contribute to local facilities (s.106 contributions will be considered later in 

this report) and would not be particularly well located.  On balance, therefore, I 
do not accord weight in favour or against the scheme in this regard. 

Prematurity 

208. The Practice Guidance sets out that the most likely circumstances which might 
lead to a refusal of planning permission on prematurity grounds are where the 

development is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so significant, 
that to grant permission would undermine the plan making process by 
predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new 

development that are central to an emerging local plan or neighbourhood plan 
and that the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but not yet formally part of 

the development plan for the area.  [65-70, 114-115, 136, 151] 

209. Guidance explains that refusal on grounds of prematurity will seldom be 

justified where a draft Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination; that is 
the case here.  Thus it seems that circumstances would have to be of distinct and 
specific nature to consider prematurity to be of material weight in this case. 

210. To allow dwellings on the appeal site might have implications in terms of the 
approach to releasing Green Belt land for housing.  However, provided it is only 

done because there are clearly identified very special circumstances it seems, on 
the evidence before me, that this site is not particularly substantial or its 
cumulative effect so great that it would undermine the plan making process 

which, in any event, is not at an advanced stage.   

211. The Practice Guidance allows for other circumstances which might render a 

scheme ‘premature’.  Mr Wright suggested that allowing development here would 
have implications in terms of historic patterns of settlement, which would have 
spread out from the City core.  However, planning intervention through having a 

Green Belt means settlement growth has been managed in a particular way.  
Similarly planning protection of strays (open land) has influenced development.  

Thus, whilst a debate is to be had about where housing is to be sited, I do not 
consider that the historic form of settlement growth would be materially 
undermined by allowing this proposal.  Nor, as set out above, do I consider it 

would necessarily have implications for Green Belt land, provided that very 
special circumstances are clearly set out; rather doing so would reinforce the 

established approach to Green Belt land.  [54-167] 

212. Thus, I do not attach weight to the issue of prematurity in this case. 

Matters Advanced in Support of the Scheme 

 - The Planning History of the Site  

213. The Council and Applicant attach significant weight to the planning history of 

this site.  The planning history of the site establishes that there has been both 
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developer and Council (within two authorities) intention that this site is not 
protected as Green Belt but should be made available for development at some 

future point.  The Green Belt Local Plan post modifications of 1995, some 20 
years ago was essentially the turning point on this matter.  Following that 
document the land has been identified as being safeguarded for future 

development in subsequent draft plans which have not come to adoption until the 
most recent emerging Local Plan which identified it for development, but that is 

now on hold.  [102, 108-111, 126] 

214. Clearly there has been significant consideration of this site in the past and it 
remains a site which the Council is seeking to promote.  The history of the site 

means its suitability for housing use should be viewed positively and that must 
carry some weight in the planning balance.  [57-58, 111] 

215. The Germany Beck decision is cited as being of significance by the Applicant on 
the basis of similarities.  The site has a similar background insofar as the policy 
position was leading towards development.  Nonetheless, that site was 

determined by the Secretary of State to be Green Belt.  The Inspector’s 
recommendation placed weight on various factors, including the site history.  The 

determination by the Secretary of State was based on the Green Belt status of 
the site being outweighed by very special circumstances relating to housing land 

supply.  Unlike that case, in this case less weight is attached to the site history in 
this case as the site has mainly been identified as being safeguarded, rather than 
specifically identified for development with associated development briefs61.  

More significantly, since the determination of that decision there has been a 
material change in the Practice Guidance advice regarding the weight to be 

attached to housing land and Green Belt.  Housing land supply is the next matter 
to be considered, but it should be clear that, in my judgement, this site cannot 
be justified on the basis of the approach taken at Germany Beck. 

216. Whilst the Applicant may feel frustrated by this situation, planning policy 
designations do change or may not come to fruition and, in this case, the site is 

not allocated for housing or safeguarded for such purpose in any adopted plan.  
The history here offers limited support in favour of the site’s development. 

- Housing 

217. The site would provide 102 dwellings for a City where the Council advises, 
repeatedly, that there is no five year housing land supply.  The extent of that 

supply, identified as some 4.2 years for the purposes of this appeal, is clearly a 
matter for debate.  In this case, the undersupply is less than a year but the 
requirement includes a 20% (i.e. a year’s worth of supply) buffer.  It is only fair 

to restate that the Applicant considers the margin is much greater, but equally 
the Council has halted progress on the Local Plan, it seems, because the supply 

housing requirement figures are considered to be too great.  This is a matter 
which cannot be dealt with in this appeal.  Nonetheless, and despite the 
indications that there has been a political power change that is likely to seek a 

tightening of housing requirement figures, on the evidence before me, a five year 
housing land supply cannot be demonstrated. [31-36, 59, 85, 100, 103-106, 

123, 125, 129, 157, 171] 

                                       
 
61Germany Beck Report Paragraph 24.7 Annex 20 to the Proof of Evidence of Mr Watts 
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218. That said, clear advice has been issued in an update to the Practice Guidance 
which explains that unmet housing need is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the 

Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special circumstances justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.  [99-100] 

219. I have concluded that this site should be treated as being within the Green 

Belt.  Thus, on the basis of the material advice in the Practice Guide and in the 
absence of any adopted plan that indicates how, when, or if this site should be 

developed, it seems that the need for housing, by whatever margin, does not, 
alone, justify open market housing.  Affordable housing is a separate matter 
addressed below.  Having regard to the Green Belt balance exercise, it is 

reasonable to take the view that the unmet need for housing might contribute to 
part of an overall balance.  In view of the Practice Guide advice, significant 

weight should not be given to this matter but it seems, modest weight could be 
attributed to provision of open market housing where there is unmet housing 
need.    

- Affordable Housing 

220. The Applicant places weight on the provision of 30% affordable housing on this 

site and there is no dispute between the parties that affordable housing is needed 
in the Council’s area.  Affordable housing can be considered on exceptions sites 

and may be acceptable in the Green Belt; the Framework sets out one of the 
exceptions that may be considered as not inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt as being ‘limited affordable housing for local community needs under 

policies set out in the Local Plan’.  However, this is not a scheme for affordable 
housing; rather it is an open market housing scheme which would provide for an 

element of affordable housing.  [59-60, 107, 124] 

221. There is no Local Plan that sets out policies for affordable housing although it 
is common ground that this offer reflects what the Council would normally seek.  

Whilst objectors have noted that the most recent plan suggested a 35% 
affordable housing requirement to be used as the norm, which would not be 

achieved here, given the status of the emerging plan at this time little weight can 
be attached to that potential requirement.  Nonetheless, this reinforces my view 
that the affordable housing being offered is not exceptional. 

222. Whilst weight should be attached to providing affordable housing, particularly 
where there is a significant demonstrated need, such as here, I am not satisfied 

that this site offers anything other than that which would normally be sought in 
the Council area.  Thus, the provision of affordable housing which would arise on 
this site forms part of the modest weight that can be attributed to providing for 

unmet open market housing as it would be expected as part of that form of 
development scheme. 

- Economic Benefits 

223. The Applicant has estimated this based on a construction cost of approximately 
£12.4 million pounds which would be equivalent to an average of 82 job 

opportunities directly created per year.  There would be spin off benefits in terms 
of spend in the local area and subsequent economic benefits from the new 

residents.  However, such benefits are of limited significance when balanced 
against the more significant weight of policy considerations. [61] 
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224. New Homes Bonus payments and Council tax receipts would be significant, but 
this does not attract weight in the planning balance, rather these matters are 

incentives for Councils to provide much needed housing on appropriate sites.  
[62] 

225. The Applicant points to benefits arising as a result of the development and 

developer s.106 contributions.  In terms of the latter benefits, they relate to the 
needs of the site (as indeed they should) and are not an advantage particular to 

this scheme.  As such, the sum towards additional education places only exists 
because this site would result in need for such spaces.  Thus, this is not a matter 
to which additional weight, in terms of benefits, should be attached.  The 

provision of public open space, sports provision and footpaths/bridges again 
relates to needs generated by development of the site but also has some benefits 

which would extend beyond that for occupiers of the site.  This attracts a little 
weight in favour of the scheme.  [7-10] 

Planning Balance for a Site in the Green Belt 

226. There is clear guidance from the courts, for instance through the Basildon 
case, that small matters may cumulatively amount to very special circumstances 

sufficient to outweigh the presumption against inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt. [49-50, 98, 113, 120-122, 128, 134] 

227. In this case some weight is to be attached to the planning history of the site, 
modest weight is attached to the provision of housing, including affordable 
housing as part of that scheme, and a little weight is attached to access, public 

open space and potential sports provision that would be secured through the 
s.106 planning obligation.  Taken together, those matters do not, in my view, 

clearly outweigh the substantial weight to be attached to protection of this site 
which is in the extent of the Green Belt.  Even were lesser weight attached to the 
site because it does not fulfil all the purposes of including land in the Green Belt 

and because its protection has no bearing on the key historic features of the City, 
I do not find the outcome of that balance would be altered.  Therefore I do not 

find very special circumstances exist. [56] 

Other Matters 

228. The scheme would result in new neighbours and some degree of overlooking 

for the occupiers of existing dwellings along the western boundary. However, the 
orientation and siting, from what I could see (I was not asked to view from any 

dwelling) and the plans before me, indicate to me that an acceptable residential 
environment for existing residents would be retained.  [181] 

229. Concerns have been raised about drainage of the site but there is no objection 

from the statutory undertakers in this regard and conditions are proposed which 
should deal with adequate drainage of the site.  It is not for this scheme to 

resolve difficulties elsewhere. [147, 160] 

230. Adequacy of local facilities is raised alongside concerns about accessibility.  
The s.106 Planning obligation would provide facilities directly related to the 

proposed development.  It is not for this proposal to remedy concerns for other 
parts of the community.  Medical provisions would be considered on the basis of 

other regimes.  [175] 
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231. Some concerns were set out in written representations regarding the design of 
the scheme and the proposed dwellings.  However, in general terms, the housing 

reflects the adjacent site.  One issue is worthy of more specific comment and that 
relates to the proposed highway layout.  The Applicant explained that the current 
scheme should gain support from the road layout of the adjoining housing estate 

which gives clear access routes into the appeal site.  However, I do not agree in 
that those arrangements were simply looking forward.  Much the same could be 

said of the highway layout which exists for this scheme despite the applicant’s 
clear view that the tree screen on the site boundary should be seen as a 
defensible one.  I note that any further development would have to be judged on 

its own merits.  [172, 181] 

232. Whilst concern was expressed about access to the Environmental Impact 

Assessment, I was advised that it was available for inspection at the Council’s 
offices but not available to view on-line.  In these circumstances I am satisfied 
that no party’s interests were compromised. 

233. There was a more general concern about lack of public consultation in respect 
of the scheme.   Nevertheless, whilst pre-application discussion may not have 

been of the type the local community desired, it is clear that there was some 
public involvement with the local community and the adequacy of statutory 

consultation requirements have not been disputed. [153] 

234. The procedural conduct of the Parish Council is not a matter for this appeal; 
rather there are other ways in which that concern could be addressed. [180] 

Inspector’s Recommendation 

235. I recommend that planning permission be refused.  In the event that the 

Secretary of State disagrees with this recommendation and approves the 
application I recommend that the conditions in Annex A are attached to the 
permission.  Moreover, should the Secretary of State disagree with my conclusion 

that the site is within the Green Belt, I agree with the main parties that there are 
no other grounds which would justify refusal of planning permission for the 

development proposed. 

Zoë Hill 

Inspector 
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D - Appendix 4.1 Housing Allocations[1]) 
CD 36-12 Housing Requirements in York: Evidence on Housing Requirements in 

York: 2014 Update (Arup) 

(Digital title is 
City_of_York_Council_Housing_Requirements_in_York__2014_[1]) 

CD 36-13 Local Plan Evidence Base: Open Space and Green  Infrastructure 
(Amec  2014) (Digital title is 
Open_Space_Study_Main_Report__o_[1]) 

CD 36-14 CD36_14 Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Local Plan (Amec 
2014 draft) (Digital title is Open_Space_Study_Main_Report__o_[1]) 

CD 36-15 Site Selection Paper Addendum (2014) City of York 
Council  

CD 37 Consultation draft 2013 – Changes up to withdrawal, p1-18 (submitted 

by Diane Cragg for the Council) 
Please note digital references have been provided by the Council and are retained for information but have not been 
checked 
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Appendix A – Conditions 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

Reason: To ensure compliance with Sections 91 to 93 and Section 56 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by section 51 of the Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plans: 

 3585-10G Site Layout 

 3585- 12 Site location plan 

 2334-7D Landscape Proposals 

 2334-8D Landscape Proposals 

 3585/15c Greenspaces Plan 

 3585-13a Boundary Details 

 860-ENG-01C Street Lighting Plan 

 860-ENG-02B Proposed Drainage Strategy Layout 

 860-S106/01E S106 Plan 

 860-ENG-03B Proposed Site Levels Layout 

 3585/PD/01B Welton Country with solar panels 

 3585/PD/02B Welton Contemporary with solar panels 

 3585-PD-03A Marston Cottage 

 3585-PD-04B Marston Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-05A Marston Wide Special Cottage 

 3585-PD-06B Marston Wide Special Contemporary with solar panels 

 3585-PD-07B Everingham Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-08B Conisholme Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-09B Conisholme Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-10B Russet Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-11A Russet Contemporary 

 3585-PD-12A Sutton Cottage 

 3585-PD-13A Ht6 Cottage 

 3585-PD-14B Ht6 Contemporary with solar panels 

 3585-PD-15B Bentley Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-16A Bentley Contemporary 

 3585-PD-17B Burnby Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-18B Burnby Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-19A Allerthorpe Cottage 
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 3585-PD-20A Allerthorpe Country 

 3585-PD-21B Hunsley Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-22B Hunsley Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-23B Riplingham Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-24 Linton 2 Plans 

 3585-PD-25B Linton 2 Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-26B Hayton Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-27B Hayton Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-28 Poppleton Plans 

 3585-PD-29B Poppleton Cottage with solar panels 

 3585-PD-30B Poppleton Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-31 Cotswold 1 Plans 

 3585-PD-32B Cotswold 1 Country with solar panels 

 3585-PD-33A Cotswold 2 Country 

 3585-PD-34A Cotswold 2 Cottage 

 3585-PD-35A Cotswold 3 Plans 

 3585-PD-36B Cotswold 3 Country with solar panels  

 3585-PD-37A Arram Contemporary 

 3585-PD-38A Garages 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the development 
is carried out only as approved. 

3) Notwithstanding any proposed materials specified on the approved 
drawings or in the application form submitted with the application, samples 
of the external materials to be used for the proposed dwellings, roads and 

footpaths shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority prior to the commencement of the development.  The 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
materials. 

Reason: To ensure the external appearance of the development is 

satisfactory and that it contributes to the character and appearance of 
the area.  

4) No development shall take place until there has been submitted and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority a detailed landscaping 

scheme the principles of which shall accord with the landscape proposals 
shown on  drawing numbers 2334-7D and 2334-8D. The scheme shall 
illustrate the number, species, height and position of trees and shrubs and 

shall be implemented within a period of six months of the completion of the 
development except in the case of the details along the eastern boundary 

with the new houses. Here the scheme shall be implemented in the first 
planting season following commencement of the development.   

Any trees or plants which die, are removed or become seriously damaged 
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or diseased within a period of five years from the completion of the 
development shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of a 

similar size and species, unless alternatives are agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 

Reason:  So that the Local Planning Authority may be satisfied with the 
variety, suitability and disposition of species within the site and to ensure 
that the boundary adjacent to the eastern amenity area develops a 

degree of maturity prior to the occupation of any dwelling on the eastern 
boundary. This is in the interests of the protection of biodiversity, in the 
interests of residential and visual amenity and to accord with the 

requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework Sections 7 and 
11. 

5) No development shall take place, including the importing of materials and 
any excavations, until a method statement regarding protection measures 

for the existing trees shown to be retained on the approved drawings shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

The approved scheme shall be implemented before any development is 
commenced on site. The scheme shall include: 

(a) Sufficient information to ensure the safe retention and sound 

protection of the trees; 

(b) Details and locations of protective fencing, phasing of works, type 
of construction machinery / vehicles to be used, arrangements for 

loading / off-loading, parking arrangements for site vehicles and 
visitors, locations for stored materials and the location of the 

marketing cabin.  

(c) Construction details and methodology for paved areas that may 
encroach into the root protection area of the trees.  

(d) Contact details for the arboriculture consultant or other suitably 
qualified person whom shall be overseeing protection of the trees 

for the duration of the development process. 

Reason: To protect existing trees which are covered by a Tree 
Preservation Order and/or are considered to make a significant 

contribution to the amenity of the area and the development in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework section 11. 

6) No development shall take place until, a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) for minimising the creation of noise, vibration, 

dust and lighting during the demolition, site preparation and construction 
phases of the development (including routing of deliveries, provision of car 

parking within the site and working hours for the construction site) shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All 
works on site shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme, 

unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

Reason: To protect the amenity of occupants of adjacent and adjoining 
properties during the development of the site in accordance with 

paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

7) No development shall take place until a detailed habitat management plan 

and enhancement scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing 
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by the Local Planning Authority. This shall include a method statement for 
the protection of habitat during construction and the post development 

management of the area. The development shall be carried out and 
managed in complete accordance with the approved details.  The plan 
should include: 

(a) Details of what assessments, protective measures and sensitive 
work practices are to be employed, prior to and during 
construction, including timing of work and list of persons 

responsible. 

(b) Details of what measures are to be provided within the design of 

the new buildings and landscaping to enhance the biodiversity of 
the site. 

(c) Provision and protection of an area of buffer habitat alongside the 
eastern boundary hedgerow. 

(d) Details of a wildlife interpretation board to be placed at the 

eastern footpath entrance to the site from Brecks Lane and 
information leaflet to be provided for new residents explaining the 
bio-diversity value of the tree cover within the site and its habitat 

value in relation to Strensall Common. 

(e) Details of the inspection of any trees which may need to be felled, 
pruned or disturbed in the future, as close to the date of work as 
possible and no earlier than one month prior to any work to 
confirm the absence or otherwise of roosting or hibernating bats. 

(f) Details of what contingency procedures are to be in place in the 
event that bats are found following commencement of 

development. 

Reason: To take account of and enhance the habitat and biodiversity of 
the locality in accordance with advice in the National Planning Policy 

Framework  

8) No development shall take place until details of foul and surface water 
drainage works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The submitted details shall accord with the 

principles set out in drawing no 860-ENG-02B ‘Proposed Drainage Strategy 
Layout’ and shall include a timetable for implementation.  The development 

shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  The details 
shall include: 

(a) Peak surface water run-off from the development attenuated to 
that of the existing rate (based on a Greenfield run off rate of 1.40 

l/sec/ha).  

(b) Storage volume calculations, using computer modelling to 
accommodate a 1:30 year storm with no surface flooding, along 
with no internal flooding of buildings or surface run-off from the 

site in a 1:100 year storm.  

(c) Proposed areas within the model to also include an additional 20% 
allowance for climate change. The modelling must use a range of 

storm durations, with both summer and winter profiles, to find the 
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worst-case volume required. Therefore, maximum surface water 
discharge = 6.0 l/sec 

(d) Details of flow control device manhole to be submitted limiting the 
maximum surface water discharge to maximum 6.0 l/sec. 

(e) Details of attenuation pond to be provided. 

(f) Details of the future maintenance/management of the drainage 
system. 

Reason: So that the Local Planning Authority may be satisfied that the 
site will be properly drained and that provision has been made to 
maintain it in accordance with the City of York Council Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment (2013). 

9) No development shall take place until a remediation strategy that includes 
the following components to deal with the risks associated with 
contamination of the site shall each be submitted to and approved, in 

writing, by the Local Planning Authority: 

(a)  A preliminary risk assessment which has identified: 

 All previous uses 

 Potential contaminants associated with those uses 

 A conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and 
receptors 

 Potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the 
site. 

(b) A site investigation scheme, based on (a) to provide information for 
a detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be 

affected, including those off site. 

(c)   The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment 
referred to in (b) and, based on these, an options appraisal and 
remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures 
required and how they are to be undertaken. 

(d)   A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in 
order to demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation 

strategy in (c) are complete and identifying any requirements for 
longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and 

arrangements for contingency action. 

Any changes to these components require the written consent of the 
Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented in 

accordance with the approved scheme. 

Reason: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 

of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that 
the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 

workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 

10) Prior to the development commencing, or within such longer period as may 
be agreed in writing, details of the cycle parking areas, including means of 
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enclosure, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Each dwelling shall not be occupied until the cycle 

parking area and means of enclosure has been provided in accordance with 
the approved scheme. The approved cycle parking shall not be used for any 
other purpose.  

Reason: To promote use of cycles thereby reducing congestion on the 
adjacent roads and in the interests of the amenity of neighbours and to 
accord with section 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

11) Before any works commence on the site, a means of identifying the existing 
ground level on the site shall be agreed in writing, and any works required 

on site to mark that ground level accurately during the construction works 
shall be implemented prior to any disturbance of the existing ground level. 

Any such physical works or marker shall be retained at all times during the 
construction period. The scheme shall be carried out in accordance with the 
levels shown on drawing no. 860-ENG-O3 rev B.  The existing ground levels 

are shown and shall be maintained adjacent to the site boundary with 
existing residential properties. 

Reason: To ensure that the approved development does not have an 
adverse impact on the character of the surrounding area and existing 
residential properties 

12) Prior to the commencement of the development, or within such longer 
period as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority, a 

large scale detail of the each piece of equipment, any associated fencing 
and pathways on the equipped play area (as illustrated on drawing 

numbers 2334-7D and 2334-8D), together with a timetable for the 
implementation of the scheme shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be 

implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

Reason: To accordance with policy L1c of the Development Control Local 
Plan 2005 which requires adequate provision of play space and amenity 

provision within the site and to accord with paragraph 73 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

13) Prior to the commencement of the development, or within such longer 
period as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority, large 

scale details of boundary treatment along the following boundaries shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning authority: 

(a) The southern boundary of dwellings adjacent to Brecks Lane, 

(b) The eastern boundary of dwellings adjacent to the tree line and 
footpath, 

(c) The western boundary between Tudor way and Heath Ride (rear 
plots of 96 to 99, side boundaries of plots 93 and 102 and 
adjacent to the Heath Green), 

(d) The northern boundary (forming the rear boundary to plots 4 to 7) 

Each boundary treatment shall be installed in accordance with the 
approved details before that dwelling is occupied. 

Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the site and the surrounding 
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area. 

14) No dwelling to which this planning permission relates shall be occupied 
unless or until the carriageway basecourse and kerb foundation to the new 
estate road and footpath has been constructed.  Road and footway wearing 

courses and street lighting shall be provided within three months of the 
date of commencement on the construction of the penultimate dwelling of 

the development. 

Reason:  To ensure appropriate access and egress to the properties, in 
the interests of highway safety and the convenience of prospective 
residents. 

15) Each dwelling shall not be occupied until the area shown on the approved 

plans for parking and manoeuvring of vehicles has been constructed and 
laid out in accordance with the approved plans. Thereafter such areas shall 
be retained solely for such purposes. 

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety. 

16) For each dwelling, a three pin 13 amp external electrical socket shall be 

installed on an external wall adjacent to the driveway of the property, or 
within the garage space. The socket shall comply with the requirements of 
BS1363 or an equivalent standard. Where mounted on an external wall, it 

must have a locking and weatherproof cover. The electrical socket shall be 
provided before each dwelling is occupied.    

Reason: To promote sustainable transport through the provision of 
recharging facilities for electric vehicles / bikes / scooters in accordance 
with paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

17) In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the 
approved development that was not previously identified, it must be 

reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken and, where 
remediation is necessary, a remediation scheme must be prepared, which is 

subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. Following 
completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme, a 

verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in 
writing of the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users 
of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that 
the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 

workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 

18) The site shall be occupied in accordance with the aims, measures and 
outcomes of the submitted residential travel plan dated October 2013. 
Within 12 months of first occupation of the development approved a first 

year travel survey shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the LPA. Results of yearly travel surveys shall then be submitted annually 

to the authority's travel plan officer for approval. 

Reason: To ensure the development complies with local and national 
transportation and planning policies to ensure adequate provision is 
made for the movement of vehicles, pedestrians, cycles and other forms 
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of transport to and from the site, together with parking on site for these 
users. 

19) The dwellings shall achieve Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. No 
dwelling shall be occupied until a final Code Certificate has been issued for 

it certifying that Code Level 3 has been achieved. 

Reason: In the interests of achieving a sustainable development in 
accordance with the requirements of GP4a of the City of York 

Development Control Local Plan 2005 and Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.6 of the 
Interim Planning Statement 'Sustainable Design and Construction' 
November 2007. 

20) Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 3 of the Town and Country 

Planning (General Development Order 1995), (or any Order revoking or re-
enacting that Order), once the boundary treatment identified in condition 
13 is constructed the approved boundary treatment shall not be 

replacement or additional fences, gates, walls or other means of enclosure 
erected or constructed. 

Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the site and the surrounding 
area. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 



 

  

 

 

 
 
 

 
RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT 

 
 
These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the 
legislation specified.  If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or 
making an application for Judicial review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or 
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, Strand, 
London, WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000). 
 
The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts.  The Secretary of 
State cannot amend or interpret the decision.  It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State 
only if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not 
necessarily follow that the original decision will be reversed. 
 
SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS;  
The decision may be challenged by making an application to the High Court under  Section 288 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act).  
 
Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act 
 
Decisions on called-in applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under 
section 78 (planning) may be challenged under this section.   Any person aggrieved by the 
decision may question the validity of the decision on the grounds that it is not within the powers of 
the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with in relation to the 
decision. An application under this section must be made within six weeks from the date of the 
decision. 
 
SECTION 2:  AWARDS OF COSTS 
 
There is no statutory provision for challenging the decision on an application for an award of 
costs.  The procedure is to make an application for Judicial Review. 
 
SECTION 3: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS 
 
Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the 
decision has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix 
to the report of the Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the date of the 
decision.  If you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch 
with the office at the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on 
the decision letter, quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit.  At 
least 3 days notice should be given, if possible. 
 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-

government 
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Review of City of York Council Topic Paper 1: Approach to Defining the York 
Green Belt – Addendum (March, 2019) 

Introduction 

CSA Environmental has been appointed by L&Q Estates to undertake a review 
of the Addendum to Topic Paper 1 prepared by York City Council.  The purpose 
of the review is to consider the Council’s approach, methodology and the 
relevant findings of the Council in respect of the York Green Belt. 

L and Q Estates have an interest in land at North Field, York (the ‘Site’) which is 
being promoted as a potential housing allocation through the City of York 
Local Plan.  CSA have previously prepared representations in respect of this site 
on landscape and Green Belt matters.  This report is submitted as an 
addendum to the Landscape Overview of the Land at North Field York and 
Five Strategic Sites identified in the emerging City of York Local Plan, and should 
be read alongside this document.   

The City of York Local Plan – Publication Draft (Regulation 19 Consultation) is 
currently in the process of independent examination by the Planning 
Inspectorate. 

Background and Purpose 

The general extent of the York Green Belt was established in the ‘saved’ policies 
of The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy.  Saved Policy YH9: 
Green Belts states that, ‘The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around 
York will be defined in order to establish long term development limits that 
safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city’.  Saved Policy 
Y1: York sub area policy identifies that the outer boundary of the York Green 
Belt is ‘about 6 miles from York City Centre’.  It is therefore a function of the 
emerging York City Local Plan to identify the inner, and the remaining outer 
Green Belt Boundaries within the administrative area of the Council.  

Topic Paper 1 (‘TP1’): Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt sets out the 
Council’s approach to defining York’s Green Belt for the first time.  The 
Addendum to TP1 provides further information, including the methodology for 
defining the inner and outer Green Belt Boundaries; the exceptional 
circumstances which justify removal of land from the Green Belt; and the 
allocation of strategic sites within the general extent of the Green Belt.  The 
purpose of the Addendum, as stated in TP1, is to establish the permanent 
boundaries to the York Green Belt which are capable of accommodating the 
planned growth and can endure for a minimum of 20 years. 
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The Addendum has been informed by previous Evidence Base documents 
which have shaped the spatial strategy for the City of York as set out in the 
draft Local Plan, and identified on the draft Proposals Maps.  Given the 
advanced stage of the Local Plan and the strategic allocations, the 
Addendum does not comprise a comprehensive review of the York Green Belt; 
rather its purpose is to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy 
/ Green Belt approach.   

Approach  

Section 4 of the Addendum sets out the Council’s strategic approach to 
defining land which needs to be kept permanently open, in terms of the five 
National Green Belt purposes.  It notes that saved local and regional policy 
establishes the principal that the primary purpose of the York Green Belt is 
preserving the setting and special character of the historic City of York 
(National Green Belt Purpose 4).  However it also notes that, whilst prioritising 
this purpose, both the Preferred Options Local Plan and the Sustainability 
Appraisal concluded that some weight should be attributed to the other Green 
Belt Purposes.  In fact, it states that land which serves more than one Green Belt 
purpose will be held to have additional weight. 

To date, whilst the Council have produced a number of evidence base 
documents concerned with the historic setting and character of York, no 
comprehensive Green Belt Review has been undertaken against each of the 
National Green Belt purposes.  Section 4 of the Addendum to TP1 therefore 
seeks to clarify how the approach and evidence documents relate to the five 
Green Belt purposes.  The Addendum provides mapping which demonstrate 
how the Green Belt performs against each of the Green Belt purposes (with the 
exception of purpose 5).  Purpose 5 is discounted from this assessment as it is 
generally accepted that all Green Belt parcels perform this function equally.  
Each of the Green Belt purposes covered in the Addendum are described 
below.   

Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

The Addendum highlights the previous work undertaken in the Approach to the 
Green Belt Assessment (2003) and subsequent historic character and setting 
updates (2011 and 2013).  This identifies the land which is considered most 
important to the character and setting of the City of York. 

Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 

This section sets out the Council’s approach to assessing the contribution the 
Green Belt plays in preventing urban sprawl from the City of York.  The 
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Addendum states that the NPPF identifies that Local Authorities when reviewing 
Green Belt Boundaries should seek to promote sustainable patterns of 
development.   The Addendum notes that planned development in this 
manner would not constitute sprawl. 

The Addendum states that the Local Plan spatial strategy has sought to ensure 
new development is well related to the main built up areas, so that it is located 
in the most sustainable locations, and thus preventing sprawl.  The mapping at 
Figure 4: Access to Services identifies all land within the Green Belt which is 
outside 800metres of at least two services.   

Sustainability criteria are undoubtedly an important consideration which should 
be factored into a comprehensive Green Belt review, and these factors should 
inform the spatial strategy for the City of York.  Despite this, the degree to which 
a land parcel prevents urban sprawl can not be judged on sustainability criteria 
alone.  Factors such as relationship to the existing urban edge, visual 
containment from the wider countryside and the presence of logical, 
alternative Green Belt boundaries should all be factors which form part of a 
robust assessment of this purpose.   In the absence of a comprehensive Green 
Belt Review these factors have clearly not been considered. 

In addition, the criteria used to establish the sustainability of land are crude.  
This approach inevitably directs growth to the edge of urban / built up areas, 
but it does not provide any indication to the degree which a parcel is 
sustainable.  It would be a reasonable assumption that land on the urban edge 
of York is more sustainable than land adjacent to one of the smaller settlements 
which has a minimum of two services. 

Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

The approach recognises that there are no towns in the vicinity of York which 
the current extent of the Green Belt prevents from merging with the City.  To 
this end the York Green Belt plays no role in meeting this purpose specifically.  
However, the Addendum acknowledges that the Planning Advisory Service 
(‘PAS’) in its guidance entitled  The Big Issues – Green Belt (2015), recognises the 
role that Green Belt plays in maintaining the setting and settlement pattern 
within it.  To this end, the Addendum recognises the relationship between York 
and the surrounding smaller settlements.   However, in strict Green Belt terms 
this should be afforded less weight as the purpose is specific to the merging of 
towns, as opposed to the merging of the city with smaller settlements.   
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Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

The approach set out in the Addendum states that the Local Plan evidence 
base recognises the role that York’s natural assets play in informing the 
character and setting of York; and that the spatial strategy uses these factors 
to shape how development is accommodated.  To that end, it identifies those 
uses considered acceptable within the Green Belt and which are therefore the 
most important to keep permanently open.  These include nature conservation 
sites, existing open space, green infrastructure corridors and Ancient 
Woodland.   

Whilst these factors are all important contributory factors to the spatial strategy 
for the City of York, they are not specifically considerations which should in their 
own right determine the functioning of a specific Green Belt parcel against this 
purpose.  Figure 6 illustrates that much of the land which falls with one of these 
areas lies some distance from the edge of York.  By following this approach, this 
would suggest that the majority of land at the edge of York plays no role in 
meeting this purpose.  This is clearly not the case.   

More relevant would be the approach set out in the PAS guidance (and 
referenced in the Addendum), which considers ‘the difference between urban 
fringe land – land under the influence of the urban area – and open 
countryside, and to favour the latter in determining which land to try and keep 
open, taking into account the types of edges and boundaries that can be 
achieved’. In considering the degree to which a land parcel performs this 
purpose, an assessment should consider its existing land-use, it relationship to 
the wider landscape and the degree to which it is influenced by the adjoining 
urban area.  The presence of existing boundary features or the scope to 
provide mitigation as part of a planned extension should also be considered. 

The Addendum, and the existing evidence base therefore lack any robust 
assessment of the function of the land parcels at the edge of the City of York 
and their performance against this Green Belt Purpose. 

Overall Strategic Areas to Keep Permanently Open 

Figure 7 of the Addendum combines the mapping from the previous 
assessment against the first four Green Belt purposes, to identify strategic areas 
to keep permanently open. 

This approach is clearly limited and has not been informed by a robust review 
of the York Green Belt against the NPPF Green Belt purposes.  The existing 
evidence base is weighted towards character and setting criteria in respect of 
the historic City of York.  Whilst this is identified as the primary purpose of the 
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York Green Belt, no proper assessment of the other Green Belt purposes has 
been undertaken.  In addition, the use of limited sustainability criteria to 
discount large tracts of land particularly beyond 800 metres from the edge of 
York is misleading and does not provide a comprehensive assessment of the 
degree to which land parcels meet sustainability criteria.  

Methodology 

Section 5 of the Addendum sets out the methodology for determining the York 
Green Belt boundaries. This review is only concerned with the methodology 
adopted for determining the Inner Green Belt Boundary. 

A review of Green Belt boundaries would normally accompany a 
comprehensive Green Belt Review.  In this case, the purpose is to establish the 
existing Green Belt boundary in the first instance, without taking into account 
the exceptional circumstances and the requirement for strategic growth within 
the City of York.  This approach is counter intuitive, a review of Green Belt 
boundaries should form part of the spatial strategy and should be undertaken 
in light of the exceptional circumstances required to justify release of land from 
the Green Belt.  As the Addendum states; ‘The key role of the inner Green Belt 
boundary is to establish long term development limits to the built up area, and 
to distinguish land which needs to be kept permanently open to meet the 
Green Belt purposes, including safeguarding the special character of the  
historic city.’ On this basis, any review of the Green Belt boundaries must form 
part of a wider Green Belt Review which clearly identifies land parcels and 
assesses their performance against the Green Belt purposes, and other 
sustainability factors.   

The Addendum divides the periphery of York into eight sections as illustrated on 
Figure 15.  These sections are further sub-divided into shorter stretches in order 
to consider the inner boundary in more detail. 

Two criteria are used to define the inner Green Belt boundaries: openness 
(strategic and local); and permanence.   

In terms of strategic openness, the assessment relies on the tracts of land 
identified as strategic areas to be kept permanently open.  As set out above, 
this approach is flawed and is not based on a robust assessment of the 
functioning of the Green Belt against NPPF Purposes.   

In terms of assessing local openness the Addendum identifies a number of 
localised factors which should be considered, including local historic assets 
and protecting land which is open and serves a countryside function.  These 
factors are relevant when assessing the performance of individual land parcels 
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against the Green Belt purposes.  Setting aside the fact that the spatial strategy 
is already established, it is unclear from the methodology how these openness 
criteria have been used to establish which land parcels need to remain 
permanently open in Green Belt terms. 

All Green Belt is essentially open land and therefore already performs this 
function.  It is the degree to which this openness contributes to the 
performance of the Green Belt purposes which is the fundamental issue.  The 
methodology does identify a number of strategic and local considerations 
which should form part of a review of the performance of Green Belt, however 
it is unclear how each of these factors have been used to assess the 
performance of the Green Belt against each of the purposes.   For instance 
there is no clear method to determine which aspects contribute to which 
Green Belt purpose and what weight should be attributed to each of these 
factors.  For instance, the presence of Listed Buildings, a Conservation Area, or 
a historic field pattern are not in themselves Green Belt matters, although they 
may contribute in some way to the historic setting of York.  There is no analysis 
of how these factors have been used to inform judgements. 

Criteria 2b (land serving a countryside function or the boundary between 
urban and rural environments) alludes to Purposes 1 and 3 of the Green Belt.  
Again, as all land within the Green Belt is essentially open, it will all perform this 
criteria to varying degrees.  The purpose of a Green Belt review is to establish 
which land plays less of role in preventing encroachment on the countryside or 
sprawl, and could therefore be released from the Green Belt for sustainable 
development.  Factors such as the relationship to the existing urban edge, the 
condition / permanence of existing boundaries, and the presence of 
alternative boundaries are all considerations which would normally be 
included in a review.   

Furthermore, there is no clear definition of what constitutes a high performing 
Green Belt parcel in respect of each purpose.  Or, for that matter, how 
judgements about the performance of each purpose have been combined to 
inform an overall judgement about an area of land.  As set out in paragraph 
5.41: 

‘..the land which needs to be kept permanently open is firstly that which 
contributes to the special character and setting of the historic city and its clock 
face of settlements (including by preventing the coalescence of settlements 
or areas), as well as those which act to prevent sprawl, and those areas which 
we can identify as performing a countryside function and therefore requiring 
defence from encroachment.’ 
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This would suggest that the boundary assessment relies largely on the strategic 
analysis to inform any judgements and there is no indication how the 
assessment of local openness criteria has informed judgements. 

The Addendum considers the permanence of the Green Belt boundary.  The 
NPPF is explicit that Green Belt boundaries need to be defined clearly ‘…using 
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent’.  At 
a strategic level the Addendum states that the submitted Local Plan identifies 
sufficient housing land to ensure that the Green Belt boundary can endure 
beyond the Plan period.   

In terms of local permanence, the Addendum sets out the aim to establish 
clear, recognisable boundaries which are likely to be permanent.  At 
paragraph 5.69 it notes that hard landscaping and major infrastructure can be 
argued to provide more permanent features, however it states that natural 
features which have been long established, also offer a type of permanence.   
The Addendum therefore confirms that the strongest (i.e. most permanent) 
boundaries are those defined by infrastructure or long established natural 
features (assumed to be woodland, watercourses etc.).   At paragraph 5.70 
the methodology states that where possible, boundaries should follow a 
continuous ‘regular’ or consistent line, as irregular or ‘softer’ boundaries are 
more vulnerable to misinterpretation and erosion.  At paragraph 5.71 the 
methodology notes the role Green Belt boundaries play in providing a 
distinction between the urban and rural environment, and that a clearly 
identifiable urban edge can also form an acceptable Green Belt boundary.  It 
does not define what a clearly identifiable urban edge is, however it should be 
assumed that rear garden boundaries would provide a weaker edge than a 
highway or an established tree line, for example.  

Annex 3: York Green belt Inner Boundary Section Descriptions and Justifications  

The following section considers the inner boundary definition in respect of the 
land at North Field, York.  The land at North Field (the ‘Site’) lies west of Section 
2 of the Inner Green Belt boundary. 

The Annex contains a plan which shows the extent of section 2 of the Inner 
Boundary.  The land at North Field lies adjacent to sub-sections 4 – 10.   This plan 
shows that the Site lies within an area which protects special character and 
setting (including coalescence) and, based on the Council’s strategic 
approach, outside areas preventing sprawl and protecting the countryside.   

Annex 3 contains an assessment of the openness of this part of the Green Belt 
and the permanence of the proposed inner boundary.  As the characteristics 
of this boundary are fairly consistent much of the commentary is duplicated 
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with the assessment of each sub-section.  The following section considers the 
Council’s assessment of openness and permanence in repsect of the land at 
North Field and the proposed Green Belt boundary. 

Openess  

At a strategic level, North Field lies within an Area identified in the 2003 Green 
Belt Appraisal (and subsequent updates) as an ‘Area Retaining Rural Setting’, 
with the southern part being an ‘Area preventing Coalescence’ between York 
and Knapton. 

In terms of Local Openess the assessment identifies a number of characteristics 
which  are relevant to the Site at North Field.  These are set out below and 
considered individually : 

The southern fields adjacent to section 4 of the boundary are probable strip fields 
dating from the medieval period. 

This area lies to the south of Knapton and along the route of Ten Thorn Lane.  It 
has a more intact landscape structure than the land further north and plays a 
role in maintaining separation between Knapton and York.  Should 
development come forward at North Field it is the intention that this area would 
be retained as open land. 

The land at North Field is described as one large, modern, improved field defined 
externally by regular hedges, and has lost its internal field boundaries. 

As noted in the annex, North Field comprises a large, area of relatively 
featureless farmland.  Former, historic field patterns are absent as a result of 
field amalgamation and the historic character / associations have been 
eroded.  To the east, the adjacent housing area is conspicuous and largely 
uncontained by any robust boundary features, such that it exerts an urbanising 
influence on the adjacent farmland. 

The flat open landscape has been used by the populations of York for its arable 
value and intensively farmed for cereal crops and market gardening.  

This is almost certainly the case, and would also be true of much of the 
farmland both within the York Ring Road and beyond.  This does not have any 
relevance to Green Belt. 

Human Influences have damaged the historic context with the introduction of the 
ring road and building housing in large estates which have a tenuous link to the 
city and its history 
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As noted in the annex, the ring road and the large scale residential 
development in Acomb have severed any connection between this land 
parcel and the historic centre of York. 

Flat low lying land make this a prominent edge to York’s urban area 

The existing urban edge, which comprises modern estate housing, does present 
a rather stark edge to this part of York, particularly when viewed from the 
A1237. 

Structures can be seen against the skyline (which holds York Minster in its context) 
and changes can have an impact on local views from the ring road and key 
strategic views. 

This statement is misleading.  There are no views across the land west of this 
boundary to the historic core of York.  In addition there are no Key Historic Core 
Views as identified in the York Central Historic Core Conservation Appraisal 
which contain the land to the west of this boundary.  

Dense planting to screen changes would not be appropriate as it is not a 
traditional feature of the landscape. 

The Site lies within the Flat Open arable Farmland Landscape Type as identified 
in the York Landscape Appraisal (1997).  This is a largely, open, arable 
landscape, however one of the management guidelines set out in the 
Appraisal states:  

‘Plant deciduous woodland either as an extension to, or linking to existing 
woodland, or plant new small blocks of woodland within the open 
countryside.’ 

Woodland is not a common feature within the wider landscape, however it is 
not entirely alien and could be accommodated as part of the open space 
design alongside the A1237 road corridor to provide an appropriate setting for 
expansion on this edge of York. 

Retains the physical separation between Knapton, Upper Poppleton and Nether 
Poppleton 

The land to the south of this parcel does perform a function in maintaining 
separation and the separate identity of Knapton.  Whilst Knapton is not a town, 
this area of farmland does contribute to the second Green Belt purpose, 
namely to prevent York merging with Knapton.  The northern part of the parcel 
does not perform this function to the same extent. 
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The settlements at Upper Poppleton and Nether Poppleton lie beyond the 
A1237 and the land parcel does not play an important role in maintaining 
separation between these areas and York.  

The eastern boundary forms the clearly identifiable built up extent of York urban 
are which is in stark contrast to the open land to the west which is in agricultural 
use.  The farmland separates the edge of York and the ring road enabling a 
compact concentric farm to be created within the ring road. 

The adjacent land parcel does have an open character, however the existing 
edge is poorly assimilated and the A1237 would provide a much more robust 
alternative boundary.  Planned expansion could maintain a buffer to the ring 
road and provide a much better edge to York.   

York has expanded significantly within the suburb of Acomb in the twentieth 
century, and this separates the ring road from the historic parts of York.  There 
is little inter-visibility between the ring road and the historic core at this point 
and the perception of a concentric city is largely absent. 

The Council’s assessment of local openness concludes that the land at North 
Field contributes to checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, 
and to preserving the setting and special character of York.  This conclusion 
however is not supported by a robust assessment of this parcel in Green Belt 
terms.  The following points are relevant: 

• It acknowledges that the land at North Field comprises an area of 
modern improved fields which is bordered by large housing estates 
which have a tenuous link to the city and its history.  This area has lost 
much of its historic field structure; 

• This land is influenced by the prominent urban edge to the east, which 
as the assessment states, lends this area a semi-rural character; 

• The assessment does not consider the A1237 as a more robust 
alternative boundary to the edge of York.  This would contain 
development and prevent sprawl.  This would represent a strong 
boundary in line with guidance set out in the Council’s own addendum;  

• There are no Key Historic Core Views which cross this land parcel, and 
given the separation between this land parcel and the historic core by 
modern estate development, it plays a limited role in the setting and 
special character of the city; and  

• Expansion in this direction can maintain a buffer to Knapton maintaining 
its separate identity and preventing coalesence with York. 
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Permanence 

The assessment notes that the proposed boundary follows an historic field 
boundary which forms a distinct edge between the urban area and more 
open farmland.  In fact, this boundary largely follows the rear gardens of 
housing at the edge of York.  This does not meet the criteria of a robust man-
made or natural feature.  The A1237 would provide a much more logical and 
permanent edge to the Green Belt at this point, however this does not appear 
to have been considered. 

Annex 5: Sites Proposed in the General Extent of the York Green Belt 

CSA have previously undertaken a landscape overview of five Strategic Sites 
identified in the submitted City of York Local Plan.   The follow section briefly 
considers the findings of Annex 5 of the Addendum which assesses the 
performance of each of the sites against the first four Green Belt purposes.  The 
following sites were considered: 

• ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane; 
• ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross; 
• ST9 – Land North of Haxby; 
• ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor; and 
• ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road. 

ST7 – East of Metcalfe Lane 

This area is identified for a standalone settlement of approximately 845 new 
homes located a short distance to the east of York.  In terms of sustainability, it 
is located beyond the zone with access to a minimum of two existing services 
and will be reliant on provision of its own infrastructure to support a new 
community.   

Given its close proximity to York, approximately 160m from the existing edge, 
development in this location will read as extension to the existing built area, 
and given the absence of robust man-made or natural boundaries it will result 
in a significant expansion into the countryside resulting in encroachment and 
sprawl. 

In addition, the Heritage Impact Appraisal identifies that it is prominent in views 
from the A64 and development will also impact on a Key City Wide View 
towards the historic core of York.   It will therefore impact on the setting and 
special character of York.   

The Council’s appraisal identifies that the proposals will result in minor harm to 
the purpose of checking unrestricted sprawl.  However, given its location close 
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to the edge of York and its visibility from the A64, it will result in a significant 
extension to the built edge of York.   The appraisal notes that there could be 
minor / significant harm as a result of encroachment on the countryside and 
the setting and special character of York.  It adds that these effects can be 
reduced to minor through mitigation, however it does not qualify this.  In our 
view, development in this location could have a significant impact on three of 
the four Green Belt purposes assessed. 

ST8 – Land North of Monks Cross 

The proposal will result in an urban extension to the east of York.  The annex 
notes that development would result in minor harm to a number of Green Belt 
purposes.    It is separated from the existing edge of the city by a number of 
small fields which restrict integration.  The site does benefit from reasonably 
strong boundaries in the form of surrounding minor road infrastructure.  The 
existing residential edge is well contained; however development will be more 
prominent in views from the surrounding highways, resulting in some impression 
of sprawl and encroachment into the countryside.  The Heritage Impact 
Assessment identifies a view to the Minster from within the Site and the loss of 
farmland will have some impact on the setting of York. 

ST9 – Land North of Haxby 

The Council’s appraisal identifies that development in this location will result in 
minor harm to purposes 1, 3 and 4 of the Green Belt.  Our own assessment 
identified that expansion to the north of Haxby will extend development into 
open countryside on the edge of the village.  Development will be visible from 
the surrounding lanes which border the draft allocation result in significant 
encroachment into the wider farmland.  In addition, the existing edge of Haxby 
is well contained and there will be some sense of sprawl of the main built up 
area.  Development would therefore impact on two of the Green Belt 
purposes. 

ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor 

The Heritage Impact Assessment identifies that there are potentially significant 
negative impacts from urban sprawl as development would extend beyond 
the ring road. This would, it notes, be mitigated by landscape buffers and 
strategic green space to the west. It also notes the potential to create an urban 
corridor due to its location opposite Clifton Moor Retail Park and potential harm 
to the setting of Skelton. 

The Council’s appraisal identifies that development in this location would 
cause minor harm to purposes 1, 3 and 4 and no significant harm to purpose 2. 
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The proposed allocation is for a free standing settlement north of the A1237.  In 
sustainability terms it will need to provide its own infrastructure and services to 
serve the new community.  In our view, the Site is located some distance north 
of existing highway infrastructure and significant new road connections will be 
required to link it to the surrounding area. 

The Site is located with open countryside beyond the ring road and in proximity 
to the northern edge of York and neighbouring Skelton.  It is contained to the 
east by a tract of woodland but elsewhere the boundaries are less well defined.  
Given its proximity to other settlement, development will result in the cumulative 
urbanisation along the route of the A1237, and the perception of York 
expanding northwards beyond the ring road.  It will also impact on the 
separation between York and Skelton.   Development in this location will 
therefore result in countryside encroachment, sprawl and loss of separation 
between York and its outlying settlements and will be contrary to three Green 
Belt purposes. 

 ST15 – Land to the West of Elvington Road 

The proposals are for a new large free standing settlement of around 3,339 new 
homes.  The Site is remote from the edge of York and significant highway 
infrastructure and services.  Access is proposed from a new junction off the A64, 
however this is some distance from the proposed allocation. 

The scale of development will inevitably result in a significant encroachment 
into the countryside within the Green Belt.  In addition, the provision of a new 
access off the A64 and the extent of the proposed development could give 
rise to some sense of York expanding into the rural hinterland beyond the ring 
road, although the proposals are some distance from the edge of York.  
Development will therefore result in significant harm to one Green Belt purpose, 
namely countryside encroachment, and less harm to the other Green Belt 
purposes.  This assessment is broadly consistent with the Council’s findings. 
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Conclusion 

This document provides a review of Addendum to Topic Paper 1:  Approach 
to Defining York’s Green Belt prepared by York City Council.  It consider the 
Council’s approach, methodology and the relevant findings of the Council in 
respect of the York Green Belt.  It has been undertaken on behalf of L and Q 
Estates who are promoting land at North Field, York, as a potential urban 
extension to the city. 

This report provides an addendum to work originally undertaken by CSA in 
October 2017, ‘Landscape Overview of the Land at North Field York and Five 
Strategic Sites identified in the emerging City of York Local Plan’. 

Topic Paper 1 (‘TP1’): Approach to Defining York’s Green Belt sets out the 
Council’s approach to defining York’s Green Belt for the first time.  The 
Addendum has been informed by previous Evidence Base documents which 
have shaped the spatial strategy for the City of York as set out in the draft Local 
Plan, and identified on the draft Proposals Maps.  Given the advanced stage 
of the Local Plan and the strategic allocations, the Addendum does not 
comprise a comprehensive review of the York Green Belt; rather its purpose is 
to provide further justification for the existing spatial strategy / Green Belt 
approach.   

It is apparent that the previous York Green Belt evidence base has been heavily 
weighted towards character and setting criteria in respect of the historic City 
of York.  The Addendum to TP1 seeks to undertake a retrospective review of 
Green Belt land against all the National Green Belt purposes in order to 
establish the boundaries to the Green Belt.  

This review found that this approach is essentially flawed and the methodology 
is confused.   

Annex 3 of the Addendum contains an assessment of the inner Green Belt 
boundary.  The land at North Field lies alongside section 2 of this boundary. The 
Council’s assessment of local openness concludes that the land at North Field 
contributes to checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, and to 
preserving the setting and special character of York.  This is largely due to the 
to work undertaken in the 2003 Green Belt Appraisal (and subsequent updates) 
which identified this land parcel as an ‘Area Retaining Rural Setting’, with the 
southern part  an ‘Area preventing Coalescence’ between York and Knapton.  
However, a review of the local openness assessment undertaken by the 
Council finds a number of discrepancies between this conclusions and some 
of the commentary set out in the assessment, and in deed is not supported by 
our own findings.  In our view, further work should be undertaken to provide a 
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robust assessment of of the Green Belt boundary in this location, and the 
potential to release land at North Field from the Green Belt.  

Annex 5 of the Addendum contains an assessment of the Strategic sites which 
are identified in the submitted Local Plan.  CSA previously commented on 5 
strategic sites as part of previous representations to the Council.  

Our analysis of the five Sites identified that development at ST7: East of Metcalfe 
Lane would result in significant harm to three of the four Green Belt purposes.  
Similarly, ST14 – Land North of Clifton Moor contributes to three Green Belt 
purposes.  ST9: Land at Haxby performs strongly against 2 of the 4 Green Belt 
purposes.  Given the scale of development proposed at ST15 – Land West of 
Elvington this will inevitably result in significant encroachment into the 
countryside.  To a lesser extent, ST8 – Land north of Monks Cross plays some role 
in preventing urban sprawl and countryside encroachment.   

On this basis, in our view the Council has not established that in a number of 
cases, release of these sites will not result in significant harm to the Green Belt 
purposes.  
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York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications and 
Evidence Base Consultation 

Technical Comments on Housing Need 

June 2021 

Introduction and overview as to why the Council’s approach is unsound 

1. The City of York Council (‘the Council’) is currently consulting on proposed modifications to its 

submitted Local Plan, and the supporting evidence base which includes a Housing Needs Update 

(HNU) dated September 20201. Turley has once again been commissioned to review this technical 

evidence on behalf of L&Q Estates, building upon previous submissions2. 

2. The Council is proposing to modify the Local Plan and make clear its continued intention to meet 

an objectively assessed need (OAN) for 790 dwellings per annum, this having been originally 

calculated – in an earlier iteration of the HNU3 – over the period from 2012 to 2037. With the 

latest HNU suggesting that ‘housing need in the City has not changed materially since’4, the 

Council continues to reference this figure in proposing a slightly higher requirement for 822 

dwellings per annum, described as allowing for undersupply prior to 2017 but surprisingly 

covering a period only to 2033 rather than aligning with the original endpoint of 20375. The latter 

approach would appear to be more appropriate, where the relevant National Planning Policy 

Framework6 (NPPF) clearly expects Local Plans to look at least 15 years ahead and this 

requirement has since been strengthened7. 

3. Notwithstanding this issue, the underlying OAN of 790 dwellings per annum is apparently 

intended to satisfy the requirements of the applicable Planning Practice Guidance8 (PPG) and 

show the housing needed to grow the labour force and support the creation of 650 additional 

jobs each year. While we fully agree that this is a necessary step in the process, we have 

previously expressed concerns around the legitimacy of this job growth target, where it 

originated from an increasingly dated baseline forecast that was produced in May 20159 and last 

adjusted in July 201610. We acknowledge that the Council has since commissioned new evidence 

from Oxford Economics11 (OE) – finalised in December 2019 – which it believes to have 

                                                           
1 GL Hearn (September 2020) Housing Needs Update: City of York Council [EX/CYC/43a] 
2 L&Q Estates’ submission to the consultation on proposed modifications in 2019 appended an “OAN Critique” (July 2019), and 

also referred to earlier submissions in October 2017 and September 2016 
3 GL Hearn (January 2019) City of York – Housing Needs Update [EX/CYC/9] 
4 GL Hearn (September 2020) Housing Needs Update: City of York Council [EX/CYC/43a] paragraph 5.8 
5 City of York Council (April 2021) Composite Modification Schedule [EX/CYC/58] p6 
6 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 157 
7 MHCLG (2019) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 22 
8 PPG Reference ID 2a-018-20140306 
9 City of York Council (September 2017) Employment Land Review Update [SD063] paragraph 2.1 
10 City of York Council (July 2016) Employment Land Review [SD064] 
11 Oxford Economics (December 2019) York Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy 

[EX/CYC/29] 
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‘corroborated’ the job growth target12, but its shortcomings mean that we continue to conclude 

that the Council’s evidenced OAN and the derived housing requirement are unsound. This 

technical note sets out our concerns around the evidential basis for the job target in this context. 

It is important, in the context of the issues raised here, to accept that the Council’s approach is 

such that any increase in the job growth target would increase the level of housing need to be 

met by the Local Plan, and where this is clearly a critical issue we believe that it fully warrants 

discussion at a further hearing session. 

Shortcomings of the Council’s evidenced job target and implications for housing need 

4. The OE report does not appear to explicitly endorse the target of 650 jobs per annum, and the 

Council is assumed to have simply taken comfort from the fact that it presents a more up-to-date 

forecast which appears to downgrade the baseline level of employment growth relative to the 

2015 forecast on which the target was originally based. OE indicate that this original forecast 

envisaged the creation of circa 576 new jobs every year in York between 2017 and 2031, but 

confirm that a more recent version of its forecasts – dated November 2019 – foresaw only 499 

new jobs per annum over the same period, some 13% fewer13. 

5. While this would appear – at face value – to allow the Council to frame its job growth target as 

increasingly ambitious, and thus not requiring further adjustments to account for additional 

growth, this is not necessarily the case when the underlying reasons for the reduction are 

explained and fully understood. 

6. The OE report makes clear, for example, that this lower forecast is negatively influenced by an 

assumption of ‘lower population growth’14. This is not entirely logical in a plan-making context 

where the Council has the means, through its emerging Local Plan, to plan for the population 

growth that is needed to realise its economic ambitions, which therefore should not be 

constrained – as in the OE forecast – by the size of the population. 

7. That the forecast apparently is constrained by this factor is particularly concerning where OE are 

understood to have made independent and untested judgements on the future size of York’s 

population, assuming that it would be smaller in 2031 than implied even by the official trend-

based projections that were available at the time of reporting15. We have previously highlighted 

how these same 2016-based projections imply an historically low rate of population growth for 

York, having assumed an almost unprecedentedly small net inflow of people from elsewhere16, so 

we naturally question the realism of assuming that the city’s population will grow at an even 

slower rate. 

8. We note, in this context, that similarly cautious – and arguably unrepresentative – assumptions 

are embedded in even the most positive variant of the more recently published 2018-based 

projections, presented at Table 5 of the HNU and implying a need for circa 670 dwellings per 

                                                           
12 Letter from the City of York Council to the Inspectors [EX/CYC/43] 
13 Oxford Economics (December 2019) York Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy 

[EX/CYC/29] Figure 14 
14 Oxford Economics (December 2019) York Economic Outlook: Economic Outlook and Scenario Results for the York Economy 

[EX/CYC/29] p18 
15 The OE report confirms, on page 17, that it expects the population to reach 217,700 in 2031, but the 2016-based sub-national 

population projections (SNPP) – then the latest available – implied that there would be circa 220,500 residents at that point 
16 See Figures 3.1 and 3.2 of the “OAN Critique” submitted in July 2019 
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annum before any adjustment for market signals. This variant is technically based on migration 

trends over ten years to 2018 but assumes, on average, a lower rate of population growth than 

has been recorded in 24 of the last 29 years, and a smaller net inflow of migrants than has been 

experienced in any year since at least 200117. We are extremely concerned by the HNU’s failure 

to scrutinise or even identify these critical assumptions, which threaten to underestimate the 

future need for housing in York and therefore undermine its conclusion that the OAN of 790 

dwellings per annum remains valid. 

9. Returning to our original point, OE’s relatively conservative assumption on the size of the 

population is believed to have flowed from its overarching view that there will be ‘a sharper 

slowdown in migration at a UK level’ than assumed by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). 

However, where the latter’s projections already envisage a substantial c.40% reduction18 – and 

technically form the basis of Local Plans throughout the country – there is considered to be no 

justification for making a more extreme assumption for York alone. 

10. Such negative assumptions ultimately produce a relatively pessimistic outlook for York in terms 

of job growth. The updated OE forecast envisages an average of around 499 new jobs per annum 

from 2017 onwards, but this is less than half the 1,106 jobs created annually on average over the 

preceding five years according to the Business Register and Employment Survey (BRES), which is 

considered ‘the official source of…employment estimates by detailed geography’19. The Council’s 

target of 650 new jobs per annum appears similarly unambitious within this context, as shown by 

Figure 1 overleaf. 

  

                                                           
17 The 10-year migration variant of the 2018-based sub-national population projections (SNPP) suggests that the population of 

York will grow by an average of 0.3% per annum between 2018 and 2037, with an average net inflow of 716 migrants per annum 
(internal and international combined). The latter is less than half the long-term average between 2001 and 2019 (1,521) as the 
period for which detailed data is currently available, and lower even than the smallest net inflow in that time (721 in 2005/06) 
18 The ONS reported a net inflow of 313,000 people to the UK over the year to March 2020, whereas the principal 2018-based 

national population projection assumes a net inflow of circa 190,000 people from 2024 onwards. OE are understood to assume 
a net inflow of only 90,000 people per annum, equivalent to less than a third of the current rate 
19 As stated here by the ONS 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/employeesintheukbyindustry/2019
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Figure 1: Benchmarking OE Forecast and Council Target against Historic Trend 

 

Source: ONS; OE; Turley analysis 

11. In light of the above, we strongly believe that the Council should elevate its job growth target, to 

proactively support a continuation of the positive trend that has been seen in recent years. It 

should then proceed to reassess the level of housing provision that will be needed to support 

such a continuation, in order to avert the risk of growth being actively constrained by a lack of 

available labour. Persisting with the current approach would not be justified in this context, nor 

effective in sustaining the recent economic success of York, which raises severe doubt around 

whether the Local Plan has been positively prepared and is thus sound20. Such fundamental 

questions, relating to issues that should be closely scrutinised in the context of the applicable 

NPPF, are considered to require discussion at a further hearing session.  

                                                           
20 DCLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 182 
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Summary 

• The Council is understood to still be aiming to meet a need for 790 dwellings per annum 

between 2012 and 2037, through a housing requirement for 2017 onwards that accounts 

for prior undersupply but surprisingly runs only to 2033. 

• This is intended to provide the housing needed to support 650 jobs per year, an 

increasingly dated target that remains a concern despite its supposed corroboration 

through new evidence from Oxford Economics (OE) that was produced in late 2019. 

• The Council is believed to have simply taken comfort from this report’s downgrading of 

the baseline employment forecasts from which the target was originally derived, but this 

is largely down to an in-built population constraint within the OE forecast that is not 

justified or appreciative of the Local Plan’s ability to accommodate whatever population 

growth is necessary to realise the city’s economic ambitions. 

• The revised forecasts assume that the population will grow even slower than implied by 

official trend-based projections, which themselves appear extremely conservative in the 

context of historic trends having assumed that there will be an almost unprecedentedly 

small net inflow of people from elsewhere into York. 

• Such negative assumptions ultimately produce a relatively pessimistic forecast for York, 

implying that the rate of job growth from 2017 onwards will more than halve compared 

to the positive trend recorded over the previous five years. The Council’s target appears 

similarly unambitious within this context. 

• The Council’s approach is not considered to be justified in light of the above, and nor will 

it be effective in sustaining the recent economic success of York. This raises severe doubt 

around whether the Local Plan has been positively prepared and can thus be found 

sound. Such fundamental issues are considered to warrant discussion at a further hearing 

session. 
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The representations comprise the following documents: 
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 Detailed Representations Report 

 
Please can you confirm receipt of these representations by return. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding the submitted documents please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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1.0  
1.1 This report has been prepared by  on behalf of  

response to the City of York Local Plan New Proposed 
Modifications Consultation 
Lane, Strensall.  Representations seeking the allocation of the site have been submitted by 

 to City of York Council at various stages of the emerging Local Plan. 

1.2 The Brecks Lane site is identified on the  (2005) 
Proposals Map as lying within the Green Belt, albeit it is acknowledged in the Examination in 

Belt carried forward from the saved RSS policy.  The specific Green Belt boundaries have never 
been defined and it is possible for the emerging Local Plan to define those boundaries, including 
identifying sites for development, without needing to demonstrate .  

 is seeking the allocation of the site in the City of York Local Plan for residential 
development.  A plan showing the location of the site is attached at Appendix 1. 

1.3 These representations are accompanied by a Housing Technical Report, which has been 
produced on behalf of a consortium of developers including  (see Appendix 3).  
The Housing Technical Report provides a review of the September 2020 Housing Needs Update 
prepared by .  In particular, two main issues are analysed: 

1 A re
City; and, 

2 An appraisal of the housing trajectory and five-year land supply position which underpins 
 

1.4 It is a statutory requirement that every development plan document must be submitted for 

requirements have been satisfied (s.20(5) of the 2004 Act).  S19 of the 2004 Act requires that in 
preparing a development plan document, a local planning authority must have regard to a 
number of matters including national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State.  Such guidance currently exists in the form of the National Planning Policy 
Framework [the Framework] and the National Planning Practice Guidance [Practice Guidance]. 

1.5 The Framework2 (February 2019) states that the policies in the previous Framework published 
in March 2012 will apply for the purpose of examining plans, where those plans were submitted 
on or before 24 January 2019.  The York Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State for 
Housing, Communities and Local Government for examination in May 2018.  The policies in the 
Framework (March 2012) therefore apply in this instance. 

1.6 There 
sound a Local Plan should be: 

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

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

 
1 EX/CYC/43a Housing Needs Update September 2020 
2 National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) Annex 1: Implementation 
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3 Effective: The Plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities. 

4 Consistent with National Policy: The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

1.7 In addition, the Framework3 states that: 

ork is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 
plan-making and decision-taking. 

For plan-making this means that: 

 Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their area; 

 Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 
adapt to rapid change, unless 

- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole; or 

- specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
 

1.8 The Core Planning Principles are set out in the Framework4. 

1.9 The requirements of the Framework in respect Local Plans are reinforced in the Practice 
Guidance5 which states that the Framework 
must be developed in order to be justified, effective, consistent with national policy and 
positively prepared to deliver sustainable development that meets local needs and national 

 

Examination in Public Progress 

1.10 The City of York Local Plan was submitted for examination three years ago, in May 2018.  As a 
result, the examination is progressing under the transitional arrangements set out at paragraph 
214 of the 2019 National Planning Policy Framework  that being that the plan is being 
examined in accordance with the policies of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework.   

1.11 After some delay, the EiP hearing sessions opened in December 2019 and the Inspectors wrote 
to the Council in June 2020 identifying a number of 
methodology and evidence used to underpin the approach taken to Green Belt.   

1.12 

significance of the publication of the 2018-based household projections.  The Council was asked 

-assessment of the OAHN in the 
Housing Needs Update (January 2019) and the relevant hearings in December 2019.   

 

 
3 National Planning Policy Framework §14 
4 National Planning Policy Framework §17 
5 Practice Guidance - ID: 12-001-20170728 
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Structure 

1.13 This report supplements the completed representation form and demonstrates that a number of 
policies within the Local Plan New Proposed Modifications [LPNPM] 
in the context of the tests of soundness established by the Framework. 

1.14 The report firstly provides background context to the Brecks Lane site to demonstrate why its 
removal from the Green Belt and allocation for residential development is appropriate. 

1.15 This report then provides detailed representations in relation to the following proposed 
modifications: 

1 Modification PM49  Policy SS1 

2 Modification PM50  Policy SS1 

3 Modification PM53  Policy SS1 

4  Modification PM54  Policy SS1 

5 Modification PM55  Policy SS1 

6 Modification PM101  Policies Map Green Belt Change  Strensall Village 

7 Modification PM70 - New Policy GI2a: Strensall Common Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) 

8 Modification PM 71 - New Policy GI2a Justification 

1.16 Recommendations are set out at the end of each section setting out how the Council needs to 
address the Modification to make it sound. 

1.17 Submitted alongside these site specific representations,  has prepared a report entitled 

prepared on behalf of a consortium of , Persimmon Homes and Bellway Homes.  
This report provides the context for many of the comments in these site specific representations 
and is directly referenced as appropriate to the case. This report is attached at Appendix 3.  
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2.0  

Introduction 

2.1 The Brecks Lane site was included in previous York Local Plan [YLP] consultation documents as 
a residential allocation. It was identified within the YLP-Preferred Sites [YLP-

Land at the Brecks  [Allocation Ref. H27] in the 
YLP- Preferred Options [YLP-PO]. 

2.2 At that time, Linden Homes strongly objected to Land at Brecks being listed within Table 9 
(deleted housing sites from the Local Plan Publication draft) and requested that it was included 
within Table 7 (Potential General Housing Allocations).   

2.3 It was considered that the reasons for discounting the site as a residential allocation were 
incorrect for the following reasons: 

1 The site has historically been seen as being outside the Green Belt at different stages of plan 
preparation;  

2 rther 
technical assessments do not alter its previous conclusions;   

3 The site makes a very limited or no contribution towards Green Belt purposes; and, 

4 The development of the site would assist in the delivery of sustainable development within 
the City. 

Policy History of the Site and Evidence Base 

2.4 Historically, the site has never been included within a defined Green Belt boundary and no 
Proposals Map has shown it as such.  The site was not shown within the Green Belt in the York 
Green Belt Local Plan - Modifications (1995); the Southern Ryedale Local Plan - Modifications 
(1996); and, the City of York Local Plan  3rd & 4th Sets of Proposed Changes (2003 & 2005).  
Indeed, it is shown as safeguarded land in the latter document.   

2.5 More recently, the site was allocated for housing in the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan [YLP-
PO] (June 2013) and subsequent Publication Draft Local Plan [YLP-PD] (September 2014).  The 
allocation was a result of the site passing the suitability criteria set out in the Site Selection 
Paper (2013), Further Sites Consultation (2014) and the Site Selection Paper Addendum (2014).   

2.6 According to Section 3.0 of the YLP-PS, the revised portfolio of sites was based on further 
technical assessment, which included updated sustainability criteria; updated officer comments; 
transport; education; open space; agricultural land classification; sequential flood risk; and 
Green Belt appraisal.  This evidence did not support the exclusion of the site from the list of 
allocations.   

2.7 Of the further technical assessments listed in the YLP-PS, only the Green Belt appraisal was 
considered relevant to the decision to no longer include Brecks Lane as an allocation.  The YLP-
PS specified at §3.2 that  
understand their significance and contribution against the Green Belt purposes, as set out in 

. 

2.8 The table at page 214 of the YLP-
the reason for its deletion as an allocation: 
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as recently (March 2015) been refused by the Inspector and Secretary of State at 
appeal (APP/C2741/V/14/2216946).  The decision concludes that the development would 
impact on 4 of the 5 Green Belt purposes including on openness encroachment and 
unrestricted sprawl, that its development would cause substantial harm to the greenbelt and 
that this harm would not be justified by very special circumstances.  For these reasons it is 

 

2.9 It is acknowledged that the conclusion of the Inspector and Secretary of State [SoS] was that 
Brecks Lane should be considered as within the outer extent of the Green Belt.  In this context, it 
was found that the site served a number of Green Belt purposes [IR§199]6.  However, these 
Green Belt issues were inevitably going to be identified as part of any assessment of the 
residential development being considered.  Therefore, using this as an argument to support a 
justification to not allocate the site is not a sound basis on which to discount the site in a plan 
making context.  

2.10 In the context of the appeal, once the Inspector and SoS concluded that the site should be 
considered as within the general extent of the Green Belt, it was necessary to address the 
requirements of the Framework7 
justified the development).  The conclusions in the decision were therefore reached on the basis 
that the site is located in the Green Belt, rather than in the context of its contribution to the 
Green Belt and whether it should be located within it.  These are matters for the Council to 
assess when considering the future allocation of the site for development in the Local Plan. 

2.11 It is important to highlight that the Inspector and SoS reached the decision on the Green Belt 
status of the site based on the Key Diagram of the partially revoked Yorkshire and Humber 
Regional Strategy (2008) [YHRS].  The Inspector acknowledged that the use of this plan was ill 
conceived [IR §187], but the conclusion was drawn because the issue of where the outer 
boundary of the Green Belt is to be drawn (and boundaries to individual settlements) remains 
unresolved in any adopted plan.  The Inspector was unable to give any weight to the policy 
history of the site, but this does not preclude the allocation of the site for residential 
development in the YLP, as it is this document that will set detailed Green Belt boundaries for 
the first time.   

2.12 It is for the YLP to draw the boundaries of the Green Belt having regard to the guidance set out 
in the Framework and to ensure that it takes account of the longer term development 
requirements of the City.  The Council has confirmed on many occasions that the Brecks Lane 
site does not serve any Green Belt purposes.  The previous policy approach to the site, together 
with its inclusion as an allocation in the earlier drafts of the YLP, all demonstrate that it does not 
perform a Green Belt function and is suitable for development in this regard.  The Council has 
previously followed the guidance in the Framework which emphasises that land which is 
unnecessary to keep permanently open should not be included within the Green Belt.  The 
current approach does not. 

2.13 Whilst the YLP-PS referred to further assessments that have been carried out since the aborted 
YLP (2014), there was no new evidence to suggest that there is any reason to remove Brecks 
Lane as an allocation.   

2.14 No new evidence was provided in the Local Plan Pre-Publication Draft [LPPP] and its evidence 
base.  The Local Plan preferred Sites Consultations Statement (2017) simply summarised 
representations made on the site through the YLP-PS consultation and did not shed any further 
light on the reasons for its exclusion.  The justification for its deletion appears to be based solely 

 
6  
7 Framework §87 
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on the conclusions reached by the Inspector and SoS in relation to the call-in Inquiry.  This 
approach is unjustified and disregards the basis on which the Inspector and SoS were required 
to make their decision at that time.  The Framework makes clear the basis of judgements in 
decision making and it is improper to rely upon this when progressing with a Local Plan.   

2.15 No further substantive evidence has been provided in the Local Plan Publication Draft [LPP] 
and its evidence base.  The LPP Sustainability Appraisal  Appendix K identifies the site [Site 
Ref: 49] as a - Previous Allocation H27  alternative site but states that it was 
rejected .  No further explanation is given for its rejection. 

2.16 As part of the Proposed Modifications consultation in June 2019, the Council produced an 
t.  The TP1 Addendum was intended 

to provide further clarity on the approach to defining the inner and outer Green Belt boundary. 
This work brought together conclusions from previously published evidence and decision 
making.   challenged this evidence in representations to the Proposed 
Modifications as it failed the tests of soundness for a number of reasons  

2.17 In summary, the site has consistently been excluded from draft Green Belt boundaries 
(including specific recommendations in the York Green Belt Local Plan and Southern Ryedale 
Local Plan inquiries) and the Council has confirmed on many occasions that it does not serve 

conclusions in relation to the call-in Inquiry in discounting Brecks Lane as an allocation as this 
decision was made in the context of the site being situated within the Green Belt and whether its 
development was justified by very special circumstances (and it was found that it was not).  This 
does not preclude a proper consideration of whether the site should be located within the Green 
Belt and its contribution to Green Belt purposes. 

Green Belt Purposes 

2.18 A consideration of the site against the Framework8 demonstrates that it does not serve any 
specific role when compared against the five purposes of the Green Belt.    

Purpose 1 - To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of Large Built-Up Areas 

2.19 The village of Strensall is not part of the main urban area of York and the site does not therefore 
have a role in restricting the urban sprawl of a large built-up area.  Instead, it merely fills in a 
small gap between existing development and the natural boundary to development.  The 

hereas the 
development of land at Brecks Lane has been envisaged since the Southern Ryedale Local Plan 
in 1991.  This is evident in the fact that the road layout of the adjacent residential area enters the 
site and terminates with a turning head, and also that its eastern boundary is formed by an 
established tree belt.  Both of these physical features were provided as part of the existing 
development and were intended to facilitate development of the land.  They clearly demonstrate 
that the Council considered that the site should be developed for housing at a future date. 

2.20 In addition, the site is substantially contained by built development.  It is bounded to the west 
by a residential estate built in the 1990s, to the north by the River Foss, to the east by an 
established tree belt and to the south by a road (Brecks Lane) and the York-Scarborough railway 
line.   

2.21 close to defensible 
boundaries, of the sort that might be chosen as settl This is also accepted in 

-PS, which confirms that 

 
8 Framework §80 
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boundary of the site is formed by dense vegetation, including some mature trees with the River 
Foss.  The eastern edge of the site is also formed by dense vegetation belt.  The western 
boundary is formed by residential properties which comprise part of Strensall urban area and 

 

2.22 These conclusions indicate that in the context of Green Belt purposes, the site is well contained 
and has strong robust and defensible boundaries.  It does not therefore represent part of a 
potentially continuous urban sprawl.  This is therefore not on its own a reason to discount the 
site.  

Purpose 2 - To Prevent Neighbouring Towns Merging Into One Another 

2.23 This is a principle purpose for the designation of Green Belt and yet land at Brecks Lane plays 
 [§197], which states that 

of the five Green Belt purposes which this site offers nothing to is that of preventing 
neighbouring towns merging into one another.  Strensall is a large settlement that has 
expanded into open countryside, but it is a significant distance (at the appeal site location) 

 

Purpose 3 - To Assist in Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment 

2.24 The site is largely contained by development with a strong landscape boundary to the east, 
which would be further enhanced as part of any development proposals.  It does not therefore 
form part of the open countryside but relates to the urban area of Strensall.   

2.25 The Inspector reached the conclusion that the 
encroachment also applies, given that that is currently an undeveloped field area, with 
exception of modest hard-surfaced areas, would become housing under this scheme 
§194].  This could be applied equally to any undeveloped site within the Green Belt and is 
fundamentally based on the finding that the site lay within the Green Belt.  The fact that land at 
Brecks Lane is greenfield, lies on the edge of an existing settlement and is thus open and having 
the appearance of countryside inevitably means that its development might be said to have an 
adverse effect in terms of encroachment on the open countryside.  The same is equally true of 
any site located on the edge of any urban area.  However, when making a reasoned judgement, it 
can be concluded that the site will not involve encroachment into the open countryside as it is 

area.  This is therefore not on its own a reason to discount this site.    

Purpose 4 - To Preserve the Setting and Special Character of Historic 
Towns 

2.26 The IR states at §195 that 
 It can therefore be concluded that as the surrounding area is 

not of heritage value, the site makes no contribution to this Green Belt purpose.  Whilst the 
Inspector came to the view that it may be visible from the adjacent railway and therefore there is 
some perception of the site in the approach to the historic city of York, no significant harm was 
identified.    

2.27 The development of the site itself will not impact upon wider views of the urban area of 
Strensall.  In fact, it affords an opportunity to enhance the substantial visual screen at the 
northern and eastern boundary.  This is therefore not on its own a reason to discount this site.    
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Purpose 5 - To Assist in Urban Regeneration, By Encouraging the Recycling 
of Derelict and Other Urban Land 

2.28 Whilst the Inspector considered that preventing development on the site and other Green Belt 
land is  [§196], it is for the Council to 
make a judgement on the identification of the most appropriate land to be used for development 
through the process of preparing the YLP.  This should be evidenced and be based upon detailed 
analysis of the supply of such sites. It is considered that the Council does not have a 5-year 
supply of deliverable housing land and consequently, there is significant pressure to bring 
forward development sites such as Brecks Lane to meet the shortfall.  There is no evidence to 
suggest that development of this site for housing will prevent the recycling of derelict land or 
other urban land elsewhere.  This is therefore not on its own a reason to discount this site. 

Suitability of Land at Brecks Lane for Development 

2.29 

 
(20th February 2014) which confirmed that the planning application represented sustainable 
development and that there would be economic, social and environmental benefits that arise 
from the scheme.  The case for the Council at the Brecks Lane Inquiry [IR §111] also recognises 
that 
weight, should mean that there is at least a reasonable prospect of the site being allocated in a 

The Inspector therefore accepted that the consideration of whether the site 
should be designated as Green Belt was fundamentally different to the determination of the 
application in the context of the RS policies and that there was a reasonable prospect of the site 
being excluded from the Green Belt and allocated for development as part of the forthcoming 
Local Plan. 

2.30 As detailed above, the Council proposed to allocate Brecks Lane for housing development in the 
YLP following its assessment against criteria set out in the Site Selection Paper (2013), Further 
Sites Consultation (2014) and the Site Selection Paper Addendum (2014).  There has been no 
material change in site circumstances since this time and the Preferred Sites Consultation 
Sustainability Appraisal identified less negative social, economic and environmental effects 
resulting from the allocation of the Brecks Lane site than a number of the other proposed sites 
in and around the City.  The only significant negative effects are in relation to the greenfield 
nature of the site and its distance to education establishments.  In this context it is important to 
highlight that the sustainable development of greenfield land is an important and necessary 
component of the housing land supply in the City to ensure that identified housing needs are 
met in full.  In relation to education, an off-site contribution to both primary and secondary 
school places was proposed as part of the planning application for Brecks Lane.  This negative 
effect would therefore be mitigated following the development of the site. 

2.31 The site layout submitted with the planning application indicates a high quality residential 
development comprising 102 family dwellings along with highways infrastructure, landscaping 
and public open space (see Appendix 2 - plan ref. 3585/10 Rev G).  The scheme was designed to 
integrate into the existing settlement and responds directly to the character of the landscape and 
village context, as well as the opportunities presented by the landscape features within the site.   

2.32 The allocation of Brecks Lane would assist in the delivery of sustainable development within the 
City by making a significant contribution towards meeting the need for market and affordable 
housing.  It has also been demonstrated that the site would deliver economic, social and 
environmental gains in accordance with the Framework.  In summary: 
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1 The site would make a significant contribution to the housing land supply including 
affordable housing in the area.  This is particularly important when considered in the 
context of the current lack of a Framework compliant 5-year housing supply. 

2 The site is in a sustainable and accessible location which has the potential to encourage 
future residents to travel by sustainable modes of transport, including walking and cycling. 

3 There are no insurmountable constraints to the site or its development and is deliverable 
within the next five years. 

4 The development would deliver ecological improvements and secure the maintenance and 
long-term protection of key ecological assets in the area. 

5 The development would not impact upon the landscape beyond the site because of its 
boundary of mature trees and shrubs. 

6 The development would provide public open space in excess of the requisite standards 
which will meet needs arising from the proposed development and the existing community. 

7 The development of the site would have no unacceptable environmental impacts or create 
unacceptable impacts upon amenity of new and existing residents. 

8 The development of the site would provide a cohesive residential development with the 
scheme already built to the west of it.  Indeed, the road layout of the adjacent development 
includes a turning head leading from Heath Ride into the site itself and access points from 
Green Lane and Tudor Way. 

9 The site would deliver significant economic benefits through both direct and indirect 
employment opportunities during the construction phase. 

2.33 In addition to its contribution to sustainable development, there is robust, up to date evidence 
to support the deliverability of Brecks Lane and the Council has previously assessed it against 
criteria which determined it to be one of the most suitable locations to meet the housing needs 
of the City.  For these reasons, it should therefore remain as an allocated site for housing 
development within the Local Plan. 

Deliverability 

2.34 The Framework9 states that for sites to be considered deliverable, they must be suitable, 
available and achievable.  The land at Brecks Lane meets all of these requirements: 

1 Suitable: the site can be accessed from access points from Heath Road, Green Lane and 
Tudor Way.  It is located within an established residential area, close to the village centre, 
and provides the opportunity to increase housing provision within Strensall without 
impacting upon the wider landscape. 

2 Available: The site is in the ownership of a willing landowner who is looking to release it 
for development. 

3 Achievable: The site is capable of coming forward for development in the short term as 
soon as a  has secured the grant of planning permission. 

2.35 The Technical Report on Housing Issues prepared by  and submitted with these 

housing supply. 

2.36 It concludes that the Council is not providing sufficient land to meet the housing needs of the 
City and further sites should be allocated for housing development as part of the YLP.  The Local 

 
9 Framework footnote 11, page 12 
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Plan is therefore not soundly based and it is requested that the calculation o
Assessment of Housing Needs [OAHN] is revisited, and that Brecks Lane is allocated for 
residential development in order to help make up for the shortfall in housing land. 

Conclusion 

2.37 The Brecks Lane site has been excluded from draft Green Belt boundaries on numerous 
occasions and designated for possible future development.  The Council has also concluded that 
it serves none of the purposes and objectives of such a designation as set out in the Framework 10.  
This is recognised in the fact that the site had been allocated for development within the 
emerging YLP for a considerable period of time.   

2.38 It is incorrect for the Council to rely on the conclusions reached by the SoS and Inspector in 
relation to a call-in Inquiry to justify the deletion of Brecks Lane as a housing allocation.  The 

and does not preclude a proper consideration of whether the site should be located within the 
Green Belt and its contribution to Green Belt purposes. 

2.39 Land at Brecks Lane is a suitable site for housing development that would have no unacceptable 
environmental impacts or create unacceptable impacts upon amenity of new and existing 
residents.  There are no insurmountable constraints to the site or its development and is 
deliverable within the next five years.   

2.40 Separate evidence has been provided as to how the proposed OAHN for York is not robust and is 
inadequate to meet need and demand within the Housing Market Area.  As such, the housing 
site allocations put forward in the Local Plan would fail to deliver a housing supply sufficient to 
achieve the sustainable growth of the City.  It is therefore important for the Council to allocate 
additional land, particularly the site at Brecks Lane, to meet the housing needs of the 
community. 

2.41 Drawing these points together, it is requested that the Local Plan is amended to include Land at 
Brecks Lane as a Housing Allocation. 

 
10 Framework §§79-80 
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3.0 

 

Introduction 

3.1 The above modifications relate to the modification to Policy SS1 which sets a need to deliver a 
minimum annual provision of 790 new dwellings over the plan period 2017 to 2032/33 and post 
plan period to 2037/38.  The annual dwelling requirement has been reduced from the 867 
dwellings per annum proposed in the Local Plan Publication Draft. 

3.2 A SHLAA Housing Supply and Trajectory Update (April 2021)11 has been produced to 
accompany the modifications, based on the revised annual dwelling requirement put forward by 
the Council. 

Consideration of Modifications 

3.3  objects to modifications PM49, PM50, PM53, PM54 and PM55 (and associated 
modificati
(OAHN) is not based on a robust assessment which is compliant with the Framework. On behalf 
of mpey, and a wider consortium of housebuilders,  has undertaken a review 
of the work prepared by  on behalf of the Council which advises that there is no need 
for the Council to move away from their current position of 790 dwelling per annum. 

3.4 3. The main conclusions of the review are set out 
below: 

3.5  2020 is flawed.  
There are a number of significant deficiencies in the HNU which means that it is not soundly 
based.  The scale of objectively assessed need is a judgement and the different scenarios and 
outcomes set out within this report provide alternative levels of housing growth for the City of 
York.   considers these to be as follows: 

1 Demographic Baseline: The 2018-based household projections indicate a net household 
growth of just 302 dpa between 2017 and 2033 (including a suitable allowance for 
vacant/second homes).  Quite rightly,  then models alternative migration 
variants, including the 10-year trend scenario, which it then takes forward as its preferred 
scenario.  Whilst this is generally appropriate, we consider that  should also have 
concerned modelling the High International variant produced by ONS, which produces a 
level of net international migration more in keeping with longer term trends.  It is likely 
that this would have increased the demographic baseline figure.  We do agree with  

, however, that it is appropriate in this instance to apply accelerated headship rates to 
the younger age cohorts, which takes the demographic starting point to 669 dpa. 

earlier reports for CoYC, although this has not been revisited in their 2020 HNU.  However, 
for the reasons set out in Section 4.0,  considers that a greater uplift of at least 
25%, and probably higher, would be more appropriate in this instance given that the 
current SM2 uplift is 25%.  This should be applied to the revised demographic starting point 
of 669 dpa and not the 302 dpa 2018-based SNPP, which would be entirely illogical given 
that  themselves admit that the principle 2018-based projection is less robust for 

 
11 EX/CYC/56 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Housing Supply and Trajectory Update April 2021 
12 EX/CYC/43a Housing Needs Update September 2020 
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York.  Even setting to one side the issue of whether the High International Variant 
projection should be used, this would indicate a need for 836 dpa. 

3 Employment growth alignment: The demographic-based projections would support a 
reasonable level of employment growth at levels above that forecast by the ELR Scenario 2 
(which has informed the Local Plan) and past trends.  As such, and notwithstanding our 
concerns regarding how  has modelled the employment growth needs for the City, 
on the face of it no upward adjustment is required to the demographic-based housing need 
figure of 803 dpa to ensure that the needs of the local economy can be met; 

4 Affordable Housing Need: The scale of affordable housing needs, when considered as a 
proportion of market housing delivery, implies higher levels of need well above 836 dpa.  It 
is considered that to meet affordable housing needs in full (573 dpa), the OAHN range 
would need to be adjusted to 1,910 dpa @30% of overall delivery.  It is, however, recognised 
that this level of delivery is unlikely to be unachievable for York.  Given the significant 
affordable housing need identified in City of York  considers that a further 10% 
uplift would be appropriate in this instance and should be applied to the OAHN, resulting 
in a figure of 920 dpa. 

5 Student Housing Needs: household projections explicitly exclude the housing needs of 

growth targets.  It is calculated that meeting these growth needs would equate to around 
1,466 dwellings over the 16-year Plan period, at an average of 92 dpa on top of the 920 dpa 
set out above (i.e. 1,012 dpa). 

6 Rounded, this equates to an OAHN of 1,010 dpa between 2017 and 2033 for the City of 
York. 

7 Shortfall of housing delivery 2012-2017: The Council is also making provision for past 
under-delivery between 2012 and 2017.  has serious concerns about how the 
CoYC have calculated past housing delivery.  Setting to one side the very unusual and 

1,618, or 
101 dpa over the 16 year plan period, to be factored on top. This would result in a 
Local Plan requirement of 1,111 dpa, which is not dissimilar to the 1,013 dpa 
figure that they would have been using with the current standard methodology . 

3.6 This allows for the improvement of negatively performing market signals through the provision 
of additional supply, as well as helping to meet affordable housing needs and supporting 
economic growth.  Using this figure (of 1,010 dpa plus the unmet need 2012-2017) would ensure 
compliance with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply of housing.  It would also 
reflect the Framework, which seeks to ensure the planning system does everything it can to 
support sustainable development. 

3.7 This process is summarised in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1 Approach to OAHN for the City of York 2017-2033 

 Dwellings per annum (2017-2033) 

Demographic Starting Point (2018-based SNHP) 302 dpa 

Adjustments to Demographic-led Needs 669 dpa 

Uplift for Market Signals 836 dpa (+25%) 

Employment Led Needs 766 dpa   779 dpa 

Affordable Housing Needs 1,910 dpa* 

10% Uplift to demographic led needs for Affordable 
Housing? (rounded) 

920 dpa 

Uplift to address Student Housing Needs 92 dpa 

Adjusted OAHN (Rounded) 1,010 dpa 

Inherited Shortfall (2012-2017) annualised over the 
Plan period 

32 dpa  101 dpa 

Annual Target (inclusive of shortfall) 1,042 dpa  1,111 dpa 

*Based on an affordable housing net annual need of 573 dpa at a delivery rate of 30% 

Revised Housing Land Supply 

3.8 

of the suggested delivery rates on proposed allocations are unrealistic and not based on robust 
assumptions.  The Council states that the inherited shortfall from the period between 2012  
2020 is 479 dwellings, based on an OAHN of 790 dwellings.   

3.9 The evidence provided by the Council is not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing 
requirement over the first 5 years of the Plan will be achieved.  When a more realistic OAHN of 
1,010 dpa is factored into the calculation, as well as reasonable adjustments relating to windfalls 
and the Sedgefield approach to backlog, it is clear that the Council cannot demonstrate a 
5YHLS.  This could fall to as low as 3 years even before a detailed interrogation of the 
deliverability of sites is undertaken. 

3.10 It is understood that there are a number of sites which are proposed to be allocated but have yet 
to have an application submitted.  In order help ensure a 5YHLS, the Council should 
demonstrate that there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on site within five 
years at a defendable annual yield. 

Safeguarded Land 

3.11 Modification PM49 proposed the following modification to Policy SS1: 

Development during the plan period (2017 - 2032/33) will be consistent with the priorities 
below. To ensure Green Belt permanence beyond the plan period, sufficient land is 
allocated for development to meet a further, minimum, period of 5 years to 
2038 . 

3.12 Representations promoting the Brecks Lane site at previous stages of the Local Plan 
consultation have established a case as to why safeguarded land should be identified in York. 
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3.13 The Framework13 is clear that local authorities should consider Green Belt boundaries having 
regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of 

-term development 
needs stretching well beyond the plan period.  

3.14 There is much de
plan period.  However, given the national policy significance of Green Belts and the fact that a 
plan period is generally in the order of 15 years, it is entirely reasonable to conclude that the 
Framework is directing policy makers to ensure a Green Belt review is not required for the 
following Local Plan, meaning it could be in the order of 30 years before Green Belt is 
considered again.   

3.15 Significant to this issue is that York has never adopted a Local Plan, largely due to the political 
pressures of Green Belt.  A repeat of this scenario could see another 50+ years passing before 
another Local Plan is adopted and the Green Belt is properly reviewed. 

3.16 From the representations consistently made by ourselves and others to the emerging CoY Local 
Plan it is clear that the proposed allocations are not sufficient for the immediate plan period and 

riod. 

3.17 The Council has failed to consider the release of safeguarded land as part of the New Proposed 
Modifications consultation and in the additional Green Belt work undertaken in the 2021 GB 
Addendum. With regard to this matter the Addendum states14: 

set out in section 10a, many of the strategic allocations have anticipated build out times 
beyond the plan period and there is headroom identified for both employment and housing 
development against the identified requirements. This in combination with the oversupply 
identified to meet a minimum of 5 years beyond the plan period ensures that development can 
continue within York without the need to alter Green Belt boundaries the end of the plan 

period and that it can endure for at least 5 years, in accordance with SP12. 

Additionally, the windfall assessment [SD049] identifies increasing trends over both the 
longer and shorter term for conversions and changes of use completions. In light of relaxed 

permitted development rights relating to office conversions being made permanent and 
evidence of substantial numbers of unimplemented consents from this source of housing 
supply, there is also qualified anticipation that the 169 dpa projected as part of the housing 

 

3.18 There are a number of failings with this statement and its assumptions.  The most significant is 
that whilst permitted development rights are indeed being made permanent, the permitted 
conversions typically do not deliver the range of homes needed in York.  It also fails to consider 
that from August 2021, the permitted development right for office conversions reduces to a 
maximum existing floor space of 1,500 sqm, rather than the currently open ended floorspace.  It 
is likely that this will reduce the number of PD conversions.  Finally, the existence of 

 is very different to having certainty on 
actual delivery of those homes.   

3.19 The now aborted YLP-PD identified a reserve of safeguarded land to ensure that the Green Belt 
boundary was capable of enduring beyond the plan period. This approach is entirely consistent 
with national guidance.  are therefore concerned that the Local Plan no longer 

 
13 The Framework §§83 and 85 
14 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 §§10.39 and 10.40 
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designates safeguarded land, provides no justification for this approach, and relies on strategic 
sites and windfalls delivering beyond the plan period. 

3.20 The identification of safeguarded land is considered particularly important as the Local Plan will 
set detailed Green Belt boundaries for the first time and an appropriate and sound strategy is 
therefore required to enable flexibility beyond the plan period.  consider that 
safeguarded land is required in the City to provide a degree of permanence to the Green Belt 
boundary and avoid the need for future review. It would also provide flexibility and allow land to 
be brought forward quickly without a fundamental review of the whole Local Plan if allocated 
sites were unable to deliver the quantum of development envisaged.  

3.21 This is particularly important when considering the complex nature of some of the sites that are 
proposed for allocation in the Local Plan e.g. Land to the West of Elvington Lane (ST15), where 
deliverability is uncertain due to issues including land ownership, funding and viability. 

3.22 

fundamentally flawed as there is no guarantee that windfall supply will remains at similar levels 
for such a substantial period of time into the future.  For example, the availability of buildings 
for conversion, such as offices, is finite, and supplies may well have been largely exhausted 
beyond the plan period. 

3.23  therefore considers that the establishment of suitable boundaries for 
safeguarded sites should have been assessed as part of the further work undertaken in the 2021 
GB Addendum and safeguarded sites should have been identified.  This is the only way to ensure 
strong and enduring Green Belt boundaries. 

Tests of Soundness 

3.24  considers that the above modifications fail to meet the following tests of 
soundness because: 

1 It is not Positively Prepared, Effective or Consistent with National Policy:  There 
is a compelling case at York to allocate additional land and identify safeguarded land within 
the Local Plan. Enduring Green Belt boundaries need to be defined and the potential period 
between further Local Plan Reviews means that land should be removed from the Green 
Belt to meet future needs where they may be identified. 

2 It is not Justified: There is no clear evidence to demonstrate why safeguarded land has 
not been identified to meet need beyond the plan period. Without the inclusion of 
safeguarded land as a minimum in this Local Plan, it is clear that the plan is not sound and 
should not be adopted.  However, it is considered that a modification to the plan requiring 
the inclusion of safeguarded land could make the plan sound without it having to be 
withdrawn.   

3 ent housing delivery 

assumptions on future windfalls. 

4 PM49  the change is well intended but the plan fails to deliver permanence to the Green 
Belt and deliver sufficient land for housing. 

5 PM50  for the reasons set out above, the proposed change fails to deliver sufficient 
housing for the plan period. 

6 PM53  for the reasons set out above, the proposed change fails to deliver sufficient 
housing for the plan period. 
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7 PM54  for the reasons set out above, the proposed change fails to deliver sufficient 
housing for the plan period. 

8 PM55  for the reasons set out above, the proposed change fails to deliver sufficient 
housing for the plan period. 

Recommended Change 

3.25 In order to address the conflicts identified above and ensure that the Local Plan is sound, it is 
considered that City of York Council should: 

1 Review the Green Belt assessment to identify which parcels of land could be released from 
the Green Belt to act as allocations and Safeguarded Land. 

2 Make policy provision for Safeguarded Land and identify Safeguarded Land on the Local 
Plan Proposals Map. 

3.26 roach to identifying an OAHN 
is not compliant with the Framework. The Council are not planning to deliver a sufficient supply 
of housing to meet the districts OAHN as identified by . Furthermore, there are doubts 
that the housing trajectory is ba
ability to deliver a five year housing land supply or meet the housing requirement across the 
plan period. 

3.27 The Council should therefore revisit their housing requirement and also seek to identify 
additional land to meet the housing needs of the district. In order to ensure an overall strategy 
that is deliverable and sufficiently flexible to respond to change. This will ensure compliance 
with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply of housing. 

3.28 It is noted that the OAHN presented in the  report at Appendix 3 is very similar to the 

transitional arrangements of the Framework, allowing it to be tested against the 2012 
Framework, a robust case has been made to increase the OAN to this order.   

3.29 It is considered that the increased OAHN would deliver a plan which is more likely to endure 
over its full intended plan period.  Without this, the Co
significant shortage of housing supply and an inevitable need to review Green Belt boundaries 

OAN.   



City of York Local Plan New Proposed Modifications Consultation 2021 : Representations on behalf of  
 

Pg 17 

4.0 

 

Introduction 

4.1 Proposed Modification 
Proposed Modifications. 

4.2 It proposes that the Green Belt boundary around Strensall should be revised to follow the edge 
of a densely developed site around the southern edge of the settlement.  No changes to the 
Green Belt boundary in the vicinity of the Brecks Lane site, are proposed. 

4.3 

 .  The 2021 GB Addendum seeks to clarify the 
methodology and revises the text to represent the methodology developed and applied for 

  It aims to address concerns raised by the Inspectors 
following the Phase 1 Local Plan Examination Hearings.  In addressing these concerns, the 
document states that it15: 

 implifies and clarifies the methodology relied upon to delineate the proposed Green 
Belt boundaries 

 Sets the methodology out in four linked sections (5-8) 

 Ensures that the criteria used for boundary definition have more clearly expressed 
connections to Green Belt purposes 

 Removes elements that have caused confusion 

 Applies the methodology as now clarified with more detail to show how boundaries 
were justified 

 Revises the text to explain why, notwithstanding the methodological concerns raised 
by the Inspectors, the proposed boundaries (with minor proposed amendment) remain 
sound under the application of the clarified methodology  

4.4 The Green Belt boundary proposed in Annex 4 of the 2021 GB Addendum identifies the Brecks 
Lane site as lying within the Green Belt.  The proposed boundary between the Green Belt and 
the settlement sits along the western boundary of the site (see Figure 4.1). 

 
15 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 §1.4 
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Figure 4.1 Proposed Green Belt Boundary - Strensall 

 

 

Consideration of Modification 

4.5  objects to Modification PM101 as it considered that the proposed inner Green 
Belt Boundary around Strensall has not been properly assessed and the changes proposed by 
Modification PM101 fail to release land at Brecks Lane, Strensall from the Green Belt.   

4.6 Whilst  welcomes the exclusion of the settlement of Strensall from the Green Belt 
it has concerns with the proposed inset boundary and considers that the approach taken to 
identifying the boundary is flawed as there is a lack of transparency and justification as to how 
the findings within the document have resulted in the Green Belt boundaries identified. 

4.7 For the reasons set out below,  considers that the Brecks Lane site should be 
excluded from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development on the Local Plan 
Proposals Map. 

Methodology 

4.8 The 2021 GB Addendum seeks to clarify how the methodology has been revised.  It states that in 
order to address the concerns raised by the Inspectors it: 

detailed Green Belt boundaries is broadly in general conformity with the RSS; 

(b) revises the methodology used to assess how boundary delineation performs against 

in favour of considerations which are explicitly linked to each of those purposes; 

(c) when considering purpose 4, provides further explanation of how the Heritage Topic 
Paper [SD103] was taken into account to identify all areas that are considered to be 
important to the historic character and setting of York; 

(e) revises the assessment at both a strategic and detailed local level accordingly, whilst 
continuing to place particular emphasis on purpose 4, as accepted by the Inspectors; 
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(f) confirms how the revised approach followed by the Council accords with both saved 
policy in the RSS as well as policy in the NPPF relating to the definition of Green Belt 
bound  

4.9 With regard to the five Green Belt purposes, the 2021 GB Addendum notes that the Council has 
simplified and clarified its approach.  For Purpose 2 (to prevent neighbouring towns merging 
into one another), it notes16 that: 

other major towns close to the general extent of the Green Belt, so the 

coalescence of smaller settlements and villages may be relevant under Purpose 4, where this 
i  

4.10 With regard to Purpose 5 (to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land) it states: 

individua  

4.11 On this basis, the 2021 GB Addendum states that purposes 1, 3 and 4 apply as follows17: 

and 3 are appropriate in examining the general extent of the Green Belt and justifying the 
proposed York Green Belt detailed boundaries, but in accordance with RSS policy (and as 
accepted by the Inspectors) placed primary emphasis on the fourth NPPF Green Belt purpose 
("to pres

 

4.12 It notes18 that all York Green Belt boundaries have been assessed as to their potential impact on 
the aspects of the Heritage Topic Paper which relate to openness. 

4.13 In terms of defining detailed boundaries, the methodology now includes 5 criteria which link 
back to the three relevant Green Belt purposes and strategic principles. These criteria and their 
relevant purposes are: 

1 Does land need to be kept permanently open in order to aid the perception or 
understanding of a compact city (Purpose 4)? 

2 Does the land need to be kept permanently open to contribute to the understanding and 
significance of a building, landmark or monument (Purpose 4)? 

3 Does the land need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider landscape associated 
with the historic character and setting of York (Purpose 4)? 

4 Does the land function to contain the urban area and protect open land from urban sprawl? 
(Purpose 1) 

5 Does the land have the characteristics of countryside and/or connect to land with the 
characteristics of countryside which needs to be protected from encroachment? (Purpose 3) 

4.14 A set of more detailed assessment questions is provided in the 2021 GB Addendum to enable the 
assessment of boundaries against these criteria. 

 
16 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 §5.7 
17 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 §5.10 
18 Topic Paper TP1 Approach to defining York's Green Belt Addendum January 2021 §5.25 
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4.15 Consideration of Strensall and its boundaries against these criteria is set out in Annex 4 of the 
2021 GB Addendum.  Five individual boundaries are identified around Strensall.  The eastern 

 

4.16 We review the assessment of Strensall and its boundaries against these criteria and the 
associated detailed assessment questions below. 

4.17 Whilst  welcomes the clarification on the methodology provided in the 2021 GB 
Addendum, for the reasons set out below, it is considered that the evidence provided to identify 
the Green Belt Boundary 2 on the eastern side of Strensall is flawed and fails to justify the 
boundary identified. 

Compactness (Criterion 1) 

Detailed Assessment Questions 

1.1 Does the land need to be kept permanently open as part of a wider view of a 
dense compact city or village in an open or rural landscape? 

1.2 Does the land need to be kept permanently open to maintain the scale or 
identity of a compact district or village? 

1.3 Does the land need to be kept permanently open to constrain development 
from coalescing or by maintaining a connection to open or historic setting? 

4.18 The 2021 GB Addendum  

4.19 It suggests that land around Strensall needs to be kept permanently open to maintain the scale 
and identity of a compact village and to maintain a connection to the open and historic setting.  
It notes that allowing the village to grow significantly would take it out of proportion with the 
settlement pattern of York. 

4.20 The following commentary is provided on Boundary 2: 

- expansion of this boundary would extend the village eastwards but would be 
likely to be contained by the next field boundary and replicate development pattern extending 
along Brecks Lane.  However, this would expand the village further from the core of the 

 

4.21 The assessment therefore recognises that expansion would be contained by the next field 
boundary.  This boundary forms the eastern boundary of the Brecks Lane site and sits 
approximately 120m from the proposed Green Belt boundary.  It is a logical termination to the 
eastern extent of Strensall and would not significantly increase the overall size of the settlement 
such that it would take it out of proportion with the settlement pattern of York. 

4.22 The Brecks Lane site is surrounded by existing boundaries which would provide permanent and 
defensible Green Belt boundaries to all sides.  The 
eastern boundary of the Brecks Lane site is capable of containing expansion.  The village is 
capable of expansion up to this boundary without any significant impact on the overall 
compactness of the settlement and does not need to be kept permanently open in order to aid 
the perception or understanding of a compact city.  In fact, the development of the site affords 
an opportunity to enhance the substantial visual screen at the northern and eastern boundary.  
It does not therefore need to be kept permanently open as part of a wider view of a dense 
compact city or village in an open or rural landscape. 
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4.23 The land does not therefore need to be kept permanently open in order to aid the perception or 
understanding of a compact city and the Brecks Lan site is suitable for removal from the Green 
Belt on this basis. 

Landmark Monuments (Criterion 2) 

Detailed Assessment Questions 

2.1 Does land need to be kept permanently open to understand the original siting 
or context of a building, landmark or monument. 

2.2 Does land need to be kept permanently open to understand the visual 

dominance, prominence or role of a focal point of the building, landmark or 
monument? 

2.3 Does the land need to be kept permanently open as part of the tranquillity, 
remoteness or wildness of the asset? 

4.24 The 2021 GB Addendum answers  2.
to question 2.3. 

4.25 The 2021 GB Addendum concludes that Boundary 2 does not need to be kept permanently open 
under Criterion 2.   agrees with this assessment as the boundary does not need to 
be kept open to understand the original siting and context of village focal points and heritage 
assets. 

Landscape and Setting (Criterion 3) 

Detailed Assessment Questions 

3.1 Does the land need to remain permanently open to aid the understanding of 
the historical relationship of the city to its hinterland, particularly as perceived 
from open approaches? 

3.2 Does the land need to remain permanently open to aid the understanding or 
significance for the situation of a designated landscape, park or garden? 

4.26 o question . 

4.27 The assessment against Criterion 3 does not make specific reference to Boundary 2 but it notes 
that: 

open landscape beyond the village, which maintains a strong link between the village and its 
 

4.28  disagrees with this assessment for Boundary 2.  The area immediately beyond 
this boundary (i.e. the Brecks Lane site) is distinct from the open landscape in the wider area 
because it is substantially contained by built development and natural features.  The site is not 
used for agricultural purposes and makes no contribution to the agricultural heritage of the 
wider area. 

4.29 In addition, the distinction between the built up area and the open landscape is not clear as the 
site is partially occupied by urban features which link to the existing residential development 
within settlement.  This is evident in the fact that the road layout of the adjacent residential area 
enters the site and terminates with a turning head. 
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4.30 The Brecks Lane site does not therefore need to be kept permanently open as part of the wider 
landscape associated with the historic character and setting of York. 

Urban Sprawl (Criterion 4) 

Detailed Assessment Questions 

4.1 Is land connected to or within proximity to the urban area and therefore 
relevant for sprawl? 

4.2 Does the land have an increased risk of sprawl occurring through the 
presence of low-density, agricultural or recreational structures such as farms, 
isolated buildings or small clusters with a strong sense of openness, or the 
possibility of creating ribbon development? 

4.3 Is the land unconstrained by built development or strong boundaries on more 
than one side, and therefore not contained or enclosed in a way which would 
prevent sprawl? 

4.31 The 2021 GB Addendum answers 
question 4.3.  

4.32 It states: 

All five of the boundaries are connected to an area of dense development and are all therefore 
at risk of sprawl. The main built up area on the whole has a distinct urban edge in contrast to 

 

4.33 The development of land on the edge of any settlement has the potential to result in sprawl and 
the usual barometer to assess sprawl is to consider how well contained the parcel is by the urban 
area and how strong the boundary is to restrict it from sprawl.  TW consider that the eastern 
side of the settlement is capable of expansion without any significant impact on sprawl given its 
level of containment.   

4.34 With regard to Boundary 2, the 2021 GB Addendum states: 

structures are present; a small water treatment works is located a few fields away to the east 
from the boundary at the eastern edge of Brecks Lane, creating a cluster of buildings and 
tanks, with a significant wooded belt beyond, before opening out into Strensall Common. A 
small touring caravan park is located just south of the railway line, on the edge of Strensall 
Common. However, the current boundary is unconstrained; there is therefore potential for 

unconstrained development to the east, extending to one of the historic field boundaries or 
potentially as far as the boundary to Strensall Common SAC. The proposed boundary would 
prevent such unconstrained development  

4.35 

. 

4.36 However, the assessment also appears to suggest that there is no built development or strong 
boundaries beyond the suggested boundary which would contain or enclose in a way which 
would prevent sprawl.   considers this assessment to be incorrect as the 
boundaries of the Brecks Lane site would serve this function. 
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4.37 The Brecks Lane site is substantially contained by built development and natural features.  It is 
bounded to the west by a residential estate built in the 1990s, to the north by the River Foss, to 
the east by an established tree belt and to the south by a road (Brecks Lane) and the York-
Scarborough railway line.  In the context of Green Belt purposes, the site is well contained and 
has strong robust and defensible boundaries.  It does not therefore represent part of a 
potentially continuous urban sprawl. 

4.38 As the Council is aware that the release of Green Belt land is necessary, the whole point of 
defining Green Belt boundaries through this process should be to help identify land which no 
longer meets the Green Belt purposes and to help identify the most appropriate locations for 
Green Belt release. 

4.39 The Brecks Lane site would function to contain the urban area and protect the open land beyond 
from urban sprawl and is therefore suitable for removal from the Green Belt and inclusion 
within the settlement boundary of Strensall. 

Encroachment (Criterion 5) 

Detailed Assessment Questions 

5.1 Is the land characterised by an absence of built development or urbanising 
influences? 

5.2 Does the land function 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? 

5.3 Does the land contribute to the character of the countryside through 
openness, views or accessibility 

4.40  to all of the above questions. 

4.41 With regard to encroachment, the 2021 GB Addendum states the following in relation to 
Strensall: 

-4 is characterised by a general absence of 
 

4.42 It continues: 

agricultural origins and is categorised as enclosed farmland surrounding Boundaries 1-4 
 

4.43 The fact that land at Brecks Lane is greenfield, lies on the edge of an existing settlement and is 
thus open and having the appearance of countryside inevitably means that its development 
might be said to have an adverse effect in terms of encroachment on the open countryside.  The 
same is equally true of any site located on the edge of any urban area.   

4.44 When making an assessment of encroachment the normal approach is to consider the presence 
of a strong physical boundary and the extent of development which does not fall within an 
appropriate countryside use. With regard to this matter  notes that the Brecks 
Lane site is largely contained by development with a strong landscape boundary to the east, 
which would be further enhanced as part of any development proposals. 
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4.45 The site is also subject to urbanising influences as it lies next to existing residential development 
in the settlement and is characterised by urban features including a tarmac turning head with 
street lighting which comes into the site from the neighbouring residential development to 
accommodate the future expansion of this development. 

4.46 The site is largely contained by development with a strong landscape boundary to the east, 
which would be further enhanced as part of any development proposals.  It does not therefore 
function as part of the open countryside but relates to the urban area of Strensall. 

4.47 When making a reasoned judgement, it can be concluded that the site will not involve 
encroachment into the open countryside as it is divorced from the open countryside and it forms 

  In addition, it is not in agricultural use so 
does not share the agricultural character of the wider open countryside to the north, east and 
south. 

4.48 The Brecks Lane site does not contribute to the character of the countryside through openness, 
views or accessibility.  It does not have the characteristics of the wider countryside and the re-
drawing of the Green Belt boundary around its northern, eastern and southern boundaries 
would provide permanent defensible boundaries which would protect the wider countryside 
from encroachment. 

4.49 In conclusion, it does not have the characteristics of countryside and/or connect to land with the 
characteristics of countryside which needs to be protected from encroachment.  It suitable for 
removal from the Green Belt and inclusion within the settlement boundary of Strensall, and 
allocation for residential development. 

Permanence: Boundary Definition 

4.50 In addition to considering the five Green Belt purposes, the 2021 Green Belt Addendum sets the 
following questions in respect of detailed boundary identification: 

1 Does the boundary offer Recognisability? 

2 Does the boundary offer Permanence? 

3 Does the boundary offer Strength? 

Boundary Recognisability 

4.51 The 2021 GB Addendum provides a description of Boundary 2 as follows: 

boundary along the rear curtilage boundaries of properties on Moray Close, Green Lane, 
Heath Ride, Thompson Drive and Tudor Way, to the point where it meets Brecks Lane. Beyond 
the boundary lie a number of linear fields, some of which contain areas of rough scrub land. 
The boundary in this section consists of a combination of hedges, trees and fences (mostly 
forming the curtilage boundaries of properties). The boundary is recognisable as the rear of 
existing built development on the ground.  

An alternative boundary would be to use the field boundary to the east which is a dense, tree-
lined hedge present on the 1852 OS Map. In the interests of preventing future sprawl and 
maintaining the compactness of the village, the need to define the recognisable and permanent 
boundary to the rear of existing development has taken precedence in this instance .  

4.52 Whilst defined by boundary fencing in places, the proposed Boundary 2 includes land where 
there is no clear feature to define the boundary.  With regard to this matter,  
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notes that part of the boundary is completely open, where the estate road from the adjoining 
residential development passes through the boundary and forms a tarmac turning head within 
the Brecks Lane site, connecting the site to the existing urban area.  The proposed boundary is 
therefore considered to be weak as it does not provide clearly recognisable features along the 
whole of its length. 

4.53 A copy of the 1852 OS Map is not provided in the 2021 GB Addendum so it is not possible to 
confirm which boundary the Council is referring to as a potential alternative.  However, it is 
considered that the eastern boundary of the Brecks Lane site benefits from a well established, 
dense tree line and would perform the function of an alternative boundary for the reasons we 
have identified above. 

Boundary Permanence 

4.54 The 2021 GB Addendum provides the following description of permanence for Boundary 2: 

Boundary 2: The boundary in this section historically consisted of a series of linear fields, 
running between the River Foss and the railway line. The current boundary follows the more 
recent development boundaries of the Brecks development, dating from the late C20 / early 
C21. The boundary offers permanence .  

4.55 The boundary identified has therefore only existed for a relatively short period of time and as we 
have noted above, lacks clear definition in places.  The tree planting to the eastern boundary of 

site is well established and would offer a boundary that would be permanent. 

Boundary Strength 

4.56 The 2021 GB Addendum does not provide any specific commentary on boundary strength 
around Strensall.  However, we consider that the proposed Boundary 2 is not well established 
and the boundary is weak in places where it is not defined by clearly identifiable physical 
features which are required to ensure that the purposes of the Green Belt are achieved.  The 
eastern boundary of the Brecks Lane site would provide a much stronger permanent and 
defensible Green Belt boundary. 

Consistency with the Local Plan Strategy 

4.57  is concerned that the assessment is still relying on shapers  in the Local Plan 
which the Inspectors previously criticised the Council for using to inform the identification of 

2021 GB Addendum still identifies factors such as flood risk, Green 
Corridor designation and the Strensall Common Special Area of Conservation (SAC) as reasons 
for excluding land from the Green Belt.  This evidence does not support the identification of 
Green Belt boundaries as it is not relevant. 

Tests of Soundness 

4.58  consider that Modification PM39 fails to meet the following tests of soundness 
because: 

1 It is not Positively Prepared: It does not properly consider the suitability of alternative 
boundaries which would provide a more appropriate Green Belt boundary around Strensall. 

2 It is not Justified: The approach taken to identifying the boundary around Strensall is 
flawed as there is a lack of transparency and justification as to how the findings within the 
document have resulted in the Green Belt boundaries identified.  In particular, the evidence 
provided to define Boundary 2 in Strensall lacks clear justification.   
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3 It is not Effective: In the absence of identifying additional land outwith the Green Belt 
boundary, and allocating land in sustainable locations to meet development needs, there is 
a risk that the Local Plan will not be deliverable over its period. 

4 It is not Consistent with National Policy: The identification of additional land outwith 
the Green belt boundary in sustainable locations is necessary in order to meet the delivery 
of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. There is no 
clear evidence to demonstrate why safeguarded land has not been identified to meet need 
beyond the plan period. 

Recommended Change 

4.59 In order to address the conflicts identified above and ensure that the Local Plan is sound, it is 
considered that City of York Council should: 

1 Review the Green Belt evidence to address the issues identified above. 

2 Define the boundary of the Green Belt around Strensall such that land at Brecks Lane is 
excluded from The Green Belt and allocated for residential development on the Local Plan 
Proposals Map. 

3 The Brecks Lane site should be identified as Safeguarded Land on the Local Plan Proposals 
Map if it is not allocated for development. 

4.60 The Council should identify additional land to meet the housing needs of the community and 
define the Green Belt boundary accordingly. These sites should be able to deliver early in the 

portfolio of small site allocations (e.g. up to 250 dwellings) around existing settlements and the 
main urban area would assist in meeting any shortfall created by the delay in large sites 
delivering dwellings early in the plan period. 

4.61 As demonstrated in these representations, the Brecks Lane site should not be included within 
the identified Green Belt boundary, as it does not serve a Green Belt function, and should be 
allocated for residential development to help the Council meet its housing requirement. 

4.62 Even if the site is not allocated it should be identified as Safeguarded Land for future 
development. 
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5.0 

 

Introduction 

5.1 Following a challenge from Natural England and at the request of the Inspectors, the latest 
Habitat Regulations Assessment [HRA] (October 2020) comprises changes to fully assess 
possible impacts from recreational pressure at the Strensall Common Special Area of 
Conservation [SAC] and to confirm compliance with case law. Based on the findings of the HRA 
the Proposed Modifications seek to introduce a new policy to the Local Plan. 

5.2 New Policy G12a 
boundary.  Part (a) of the policy states that permission will not be granted for development that 
results in a net increase in residential units within this zone. 

5.3 Part (b) of the policy identifies 
from the SAC boundary.  Part (b)(i) requires that where new residential development is 
proposed within the zone of influence on allocated housing sites, provision of open space must 
include or secure access to areas of suitable natural greenspace secured by way of mitigation 
prior to any occupation of new dwellings and secured in perpetuity.  Part (b)(ii) states that 
proposals for other housing development which are not within plan allocations will not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated that they will have no adverse effects on the integrity of 
the SAC, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.  Any necessary mitigation 
measures may be sought through planning contributions and must be secured prior to the 
occupation of any new dwellings and secured in perpetuity.  Open space provision must also 
satisfy policy GI6. 

5.4 The proposed Exclusion Zone is shown in Figure 5.1. 

Figure 5.1 Strensall Common - Proposed Exclusion Zone 

 

Source: City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) 
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Consideration of Modification 

5.5  notes that the diagram identifying the proposed Exclusion Zone is not 
sufficiently detailed and of an appropriate scale to identify the precise boundaries that the Zone 
covers.  It is not therefore possible to accurately ascertain which land is affected by the 
Exclusion Zone and whether the 400m boundary line identified is accurate. 

5.6 For example, it would appear that the outer boundary of the Exclusion Zone does not include 
the Brecks Lane site but it is not possible to confirm this so it is not clear whether the site would 
be affected by this Exclusion Zone or not.  It is therefore essential that a plan of a sufficient scale 
is provided so that the boundaries of the Exclusion Zone can be clearly identified against 
existing land features and boundaries. 

5.7  is also concerned that there is no clear justification for the 400m distance 
identified for the outer boundary of the Exclusion Zone.  The identification of this distance 
appears to be reliant on other examples in the country and there is no clear explanation as to 
why it is appropriate in this instance.  It is not clear why a shorter distance could not be applied, 
so that only development which would be in the closest proximity to the Common (and therefore 
more likely to access it) would be affected. 

5.8  also considers that the wording of Part (a) of Policy G12a has not been positively 
prepared.   recognises the need to protect the important wildlife sites in and 
around the City including the Strensall Common SAC.  However, it is considered that the policy 
as currently worded is overly prescriptive and does not provide the opportunity for residential 
development to come forward where it may be acceptable.  It should make sufficient provision 
so that sites can be assessed on an individual basis at the planning application stage and 
appropriate mitigation identified.  This may include contributions to habitat management; 
access management and visitor infrastructure; publicity, education and awareness raising; 
provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGS) within development sites where 
they can be accommodated and where they cannot by contributions to off-site alternative green 
space.  This approach would reflect that taken in other authority areas such as Cannock Chase 
where the Cannock Chase SAC is protected by a similar policy19. 

5.9 The wording of Part(b)(ii) of the Policy is not considered to be positively prepared or effective, in 
particular the text which states that 
within plan allocations will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that they will have 
no adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC, either alone or in combination with other plans 
or projects  (our emphasis).   does not consider that it would be practical for 
applicants to consider other plans and projects as this could potentially include a very large 
number of schemes and there would be no way of applicants to accurately assess or confirm the 
impacts of these schemes and any proposed mitigation.  The policy should be reworded to make 
clear that the effects of the application site alone would need to be considered. 

Tests of Soundness 

5.10  considers that the above modifications fail to meet the following tests of 
soundness because: 

1 It is not Positively Prepared: The policy as currently worded is overly prescriptive and 
does not provide the opportunity for residential development to come forward where it may 
be acceptable.  It should make sufficient provision so that sites can be assessed on an 
individual basis at the planning application stage 

 
19 Cannock Chase Local Plan (Part 1) 2014 Policy CP13 - Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
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2 It is not Justified: No clear justification has been provided for the 400m distance 
identified for the outer boundary of the Exclusion Zone. 

3 It is not Effective: The diagram identifying the proposed Exclusion Zone is not 
sufficiently detailed in scale to identify the precise boundaries that the Zone covers.  It is 
not therefore possible to accurately ascertain which land is affected by the Exclusion Zone. 

Recommended Change 

5.11 In order to address the conflicts identified above and ensure that the Local Plan is sound, it is 
considered that City of York Council should: 

1 Provide a plan of a sufficient scale so that the boundaries of the Exclusion Zone can be 
clearly identified against existing land features and boundaries. 

2 Provide clear justification for the 400m distance identified for the outer boundary of the 
Exclusion Zone. 

3 The wording of Part (a) of the policy should be deleted and replaced with the following: 

als for net new residential development within the Exclusion Zone will be 
required to undertake an Appropriate Assessment to demonstrate (a) that they will not 
have an adverse effect on the SAC and/or (b) the acceptability of any avoidance and 

mitigation measures provided.  The Council will need to be satisfied that any such 
development will not lead to further recreational use of the SAC or have any other 

 

4 The wording of Part(b)(ii) of the Policy should be amended as follows: 

be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that they will have no adverse effects on the 
integrity of the SAC, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects. Any 
necessary mitigation measures may be sought through planning contributions and must 
be secured prior to the occupation of any new dwellings and secured in perpetuity. Open 
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1.0  
1.1 This statement is prepared on behalf of three different and separate participants who 

have jointly instructed to represent them on matters of housing need and 
supply.  The participants are ,   
Each has their own distinct interests in the City and have submitted separate responses 
on other matters, but present the following shared position on housing need. 

1.2 The forms part of the above 
response to the City of York Council  [CYC] latest consultation on the Key 

Evidence and Supporting Documentation that was published since the York Local Plan 
Hearing Sessions. 

1.3 In particular, this representation analyses updated evidence on housing needs that 
establishes the scale of need and demand for market/affordable housing in the City.  In 
this regard, we comment on the following recently-published consultation documents: 

 EX/CYC/32: CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow 
Reconciliation Return 2019 

 EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note Final February 2020 

 EX/CYC/38: Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby District Council 
Housing Market Area April 2020 

 EX/CYC/43a: Housing Needs Update September 2020 

 EX/CYC/56: SHLAA Update April 2021 

 EX/CYC/58: Composite Modifications Schedule April 2021 

 

1.4 A review of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need [OAHN] was undertaken on behalf of 
CYC by  in September 2020 (The Housing Needs Update report), which 
supersedes the previous SHMA Update (2017) and a further Housing Needs Update in 
January 2019.  This new report advised that in light of the latest set of 2018-based Sub-
National Household Projections [SNHP] in March 2020 housing need would fall 
to just 302 dwellings per annum [dpa] between 2012 and 2032.  However, due to 
concerns over the methodology employed in both the population and household 
projections,  recommended that greater weight be given to the use of longer-
term trends and economic-led housing needs, resulting in a requirement for 779 dpa.  The 
consultants concluded that as there was no material change since the last assessment in 
January 2019, there was no need for the Council to move away from its OAN of 790 dpa. 

1.5 On the basis of this evidence, the Council considered that under the transitional 
arrangements of the 2012 NPPF and the requirements of the National Planning Practice 
Guidance [the Practice Guidance] in relation to the assessment of housing need, it was 
justified in making minor modifications to its submitted Plan as a result of the updated 
OAN.  It included an annualised shortfall of 32 dpa (unmet need between 2012/13 and 
2016/17), bringing the housing requirement to 822 dpa. 

1.6 These modifications include an update to Policy SS1, to clarify that 
requirement, inclusive of shortfall should be amended to a minimum average annual net 
p . 
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1.7 Furthermore, paragraph 3.3 of the accompanying explanation to Policy SS1 is now (again) 
revised to state that: 

Assessment Update (2017). This work has updated the demographic baseline for York 
based on the July 2016 household projections. to 867 790 per annum.  Following 
consideration of the outcomes of this work, the Council aims to address an 
objectively assessed housing need of 790 homes per annum. This produces a 
housing requirement amounting to meet an objectively assessed housing need of 
867 790 new dwellings per annum for the plan period to 2032/33 a minimum 
average annual net provision of 822 dwellings over the plan period to 
2032/33, including an allowance for any a shortfall in housing provision against 
this need from the period 2012 to 2017, and for the post plan period to 2037/38  

1.8 Our review concludes that on the basis of the approach taken to reaching the 790 dpa 
housing requirement identified within the City of York Housing Needs Update 
(September 2020) 2020 HNU
OAHN, which is significantly higher than the Council has estimated. 

1.9 Furthermore, we consider that the Plan would fail to make appropriate provision for 
sufficient housing to sustainably deliver, in a timely manner, housing in line with the 

 full OAHN, with further site allocations required within this Plan in order to ensure 
an overall strategy that is deliverable and sufficiently flexible to respond to change. 

 

1.10 The report is structed into the following sections: 

 Section 2.0 sets out the housing policy context at a national and local level; 

 Section 3.0  reviews the 
within the City, and whether the Council is meeting its OAHN; 

 Section 4.0  reviews market signals; 

 Section 5.0  analyses affordable housing needs; 

 Section 6.0  considers the integration of student housing needs; 

 Section 7.0   

 Section 8.0 - critiques the assumptions which underpin the 
claimed housing land supply and reviews the 5YHLS; and, 

 Section 9.0 - provides a summary and conclusion  
and supply. 
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2.0  

 

2.1 This section sets out the requirements of the Framework and the Practice Guidance in 
objectively assessing housing needs.  
was submitted during the transitional arrangements for the 2019 National Planning 
Policy Framework [NPPF].  That said, the standard method for calculating housing need 
set out in the NPPF (and set out in more detail in the revised 2019 Practice Guidance and 
again in December 2020), provides relevant context for the direction of change the 
Government has moved towards, and the unwavering emphasis of seeking to substantially 
boost the supply of housing to attain an overall national target of 300,000 dwellings per 
year. 

2.2 This will provide the benchmark against which the 2020 HNU will be reviewed, to ensure 
the necessary requirements are met.  In addition, relevant High Court judgments have 
been referenced to set out the requirements of an OAHN calculation in a legal context. 

National Planning Policy Framework 

2.3 The 2012 NPPF outlines that local planning authorities [LPAs] should positively seek 
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area (paragraph 14).  It adds that, in 
order to  the supply of housing, they should 
to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies 

 (paragraph 47) 

2.4 The NPPF (paragraph 159) specifies the evidence required to objectively define housing 
needs within an area, setting out that LPAs should: 

"Prepare a Strategic 
identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population 
is likely to need over the plan period which: 

 Meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and 
demographic change; 

 Addresses the needs for all types of housing,  

 Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this 
demand." 

2019 NPPF 

2.5 The Revised Framework was published in February 2018.  It has an unequivocal emphasis 
on housing, with the introduction to the 2018 consultation proposals clarifying that the 
country needs radical, lasting reform that will allow more homes to be built, with the 
intention of reaching 300,000 net additional homes a year. 

2.6 significantly 
boosting the supply of homes
can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing 
requirements are addressed and that land with permission is developed without 
unnecessary delay [§59]. 
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2.7 In particular: 

To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be 
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method 
in national planning guidance  unless exceptional circumstances justify an 
alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends 
and market signals.  In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that 
cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in 
establishing the amount of housing to be planned for  [§60] 

2.8 The revision also makes clear that when identifying the housing need, policies should also 
break the need down by size, type and tenure of homes required for different groups in 
the community (including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, 
families with children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, 
travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their 
own homes) [§61]. 

2.9 Paragraphs 67 - 76 also set out how Councils should identify and maintain a five-year 
supply of housing against their housing requirement. 

2.10 In terms of the weight that can be attached to this key policy document, it is accepted that 
paragraph 214 to Annex 1 of the NPPF states that the policies in the previous Framework 
will apply for the purposes of examining plans, where those plans were submitted on or 
before the 24th January 2019. 

2.11 However, the 2019 NPPF remains a useful indicator of the direction of travel, not least 
with the approach to be taken to defining housing need, which has already been the 
subject of an earlier c , 
September 2017), to which MHCLG published a summary of consultation responses and 
its view on the way forward in March 2018. 

2.12 Furthermore, the Planning White Paper: Planning for the Future, published on 6th 
August 2020, proposes some very significant changes to the planning system and has a 
clear focus on accelerating housing delivery.  Assessments of 
housing need, viability and environmental impacts are too complex and opaque: Land 

15- or 20-year periods. These figures are highly contested and do not provide a clear 
basis for the scale of development to be planned for.  

2.13 As a result, the White Paper acknowledges that the current system simply does not lead to 
enough homes being built, especially in those places where the need for new homes is the 

Adopted Local Plans, where they are in place, provide for 187,000 homes per 
year across England  not just significantly below our ambition for 300,000 new homes 
annually, but also lower than the number of homes delivered last year (over 241,000).7 

The result of long-term and persisting undersupply is that housing is becoming 
increasingly expensive  

2.14 The White Paper therefore aims to address housing affordability pressures, support 
economic growth and the renewal of our towns and cities, and foster a more competitive 
housing market.  To ensure more land is available for the homes and development people 
and communities need, and to support renewal of town and city centres, the White Paper 
proposes the following: 

 -determined, binding housing requirement that local planning 
authorities would have to deliver through their Local Plans. This would be focused 
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on areas where affordability pressure is highest to stop land supply being a barrier 
to enough homes being built. We propose that this would factor in land constraints, 
including the Green Belt, and would be consistent with our aspirations of creating a 
housing market that is capable of delivering 300,000 homes annually, and one 
million homes over this Parliament. [page 19] 

Planning Practice Guidance 

2.15 The Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] contains a section providing guidance on housing 
and economic development needs assessments.  It identifies that whilst there is no one 
methodological approach, an OAHN should fulfil the following criteria: 

 be proportionate and not consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only future 
scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur (ID: 2a-003); 

 be based on facts and unbiased evidence. Constraints should not be applied to the 
overall assessment of need (ID: 2a-004); 

 utilise household projections published by the Department for Communities and 
Local Government as the starting point estimate of overall housing need (ID: 2a-015); 

 consider sensitivity testing, specific to local circumstances, based on alternative 
assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic projections and household 
formation rates (ID: 2a-017); and 

 take account of employment trends (ID: 2a-018), appropriate market signals 
including market indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply of 
dwellings (ID: 2a-019) and affordable housing needs (ID: 2a-029). 

2019/2020 Planning Practice Guidance 

2.16 Following on from the revisions to the Framework, on 13 th September 2018 MHCLG 
published its revised PPG on Housing and economic land availability assessment covering 
changes to the 5YHLS approach, whilst on 20th March 2019 MHCLG updated its Housing 
and economic needs assessment to factor in the calculation of Local Housing Need via the 
standard methodology.  This was again updated in December 2020 that scrapped earlier 
proposals and reverted back to the method it introduced in 2018, but with a modification 
to top up the number in the 20 largest cities and urban areas by 35%, reflecting 
Government objectives to, inter alia, drive housing into existing urban areas and 
encourage brownfield development. 

2.17 The PPG states that: 

-based household projections are used within the standard method to provide 
stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery 
and declining affordability are reflected, and to be 
objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.1   

2.18 If an authority uses a different method for calculating housing need the PPG sets out how 
this should be tested at examination: 

-making authority can show that an alternative approach 
identifies a need higher than using the standard method, and that it adequately reflects 
current and future demographic trends and market signals, the approach can be 
considered sound as it will have exceeded the minimum starting point.  

 
1 2a-002-20190220 
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Where an alternative approach results in a lower housing need figure than that 
identified using the standard method, the strategic policy-making authority will need to 
demonstrate, using robust evidence, that the figure is based on realistic assumptions of 
demographic growth and that there are exceptional local circumstances that justify 
deviating 2 

2.19 Although the Government's stated ambition remains to deliver 300,000 new homes per 
annum across England by the mid-2020s, as of April 2021 the figure only equates to 
288,716 and relies on the delivery of 85,542 homes in Greater London alone, which will 
not happen given that the current London Plan requirement is 52,287 dpa, whilst average 
delivery rates over the past 3 years have totalled just 36,686.  This means that for the 
nationwide target to be met, other districts across England will need to go above and 
beyond their SM2 target. 

2.20 Applying this revised approach to the standard methodology would result in a LHN figure 
of 1,013 dpa for the City of York.  This represents the minimum number of homes 
needed per year as set out in paragraph 60 of the revised Framework (February 2019). 

2.21 This is calculated using the 2014-based household projections for 2019-2029, which 
equates to household growth of 809 per annum (8,089 over the 10-year period), plus a 
market signals uplift of 25.25%.  This latter figure has been generated as follows, based on 
the most recent (April 2021) affordability ratio data for the City of York: 

 Median local workplace-based affordability ratio (2019) = 8.04 

 deduct 4 = 4.04 

 divide by 4 = 1.01 

 multiply by 0.25 = 0.2525 (25.25%). 

2.22 No cap is applied as York has no existing Local Plan figure to apply it to. 

Relevant Caselaw 

2.23 There have been several key legal judgments which provide clarity on interpreting the 
NPPF and PPG in terms of how to address the issue of affordable housing need in the 
context of arriving at a concluded figure for OAHN: 

1  
Satnam ; 

2 ough Council v Secretary of State for Communities 
Kings Lynn ; 

3  & Secretary of State for Communities 
d to as Barker Mill

and 

4 Jelson Ltd. v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Hinckley 
and Bosworth Borough Council [2018] EWCA Civ 24 Hinckley and 
Bosworth  

2.24 Our previous 2019 representations explored the implications of these 4 judgements on 
 

 
2 2a-015-20190220[CD/021] 
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2.25 

recognise once more that the Council has never had an adopted Local Plan for the City 
(under the 1971 Act, the 1990 Act or the 2004 Act) and progress on the current Local Plan 
has been, it is not unfair to say, glacial.  This is demonstrated by the fact that the Council 
is still relying on the outdated OAHN approach to calculate its housing requirement, 

l Housing Need  
for planning purposes, which was first consulted on in 2017, then adopted in 2018, three 
years ago.   

2.26 This Standard Method is intended to shift time, resources and debate at examination 
 

homes.  The fact that we are seemingly endlessly debating technical housing need issues 

d approach. 

2.27 The development plan for York comprises two policies3 and the Key Diagram of the 
partially revoked Yorkshire and Humber Regional Strategy (2008) [YHRS].  There is no 
adopted Local Plan for York that forms part of the development plan.  Instead, there is a 
long history of failed attempts to produce an adopted Local Plan and a fluctuating 
housing need figure.  
relating to housing needs after a Full Council resolution to halt the Publication Draft 
Local Plan in 2014: 

1 Housing Requirements in 
 which was based on two background documents produced by 4.  The 

report set out four different housing requirement figures that were considered sound 
against the evidence base and three options for progressing the work on housing 
requirements.  The LPWG members agreed a housing requirement figure of 926 
dpa5; 

2 In September 2015 the LPWG considered an Objective Assessment of 
 [OAHN] report produced by  Economic 

7

range of 817 dwellings per annum [dpa] to 854 dpa between 2012 and 2031.  

OAHN report and endorse further work, including an evaluation of any spatial and 
delivery implications, on two scenarios for economic growth that would be reported 
back to the LPWG in due course; 

3 In Autumn 2015 the Council commissioned  jointly with Ryedale, 
Hambleton and the North York Moors National Park Authority to undertake a 
Strategic Housing Market assessment [SHMA]8.  This study aimed to provide a clear 
understanding of housing needs in the City of York area.  The SHMA was published 
as part of a suite of documents for the LPWG meeting on 27th June 2016.  It 
concluded that the OAHN for the City of York was in the order of 841 dpa. 

 
3 Both relating to Green Belt, requiring its inner boundaries to be defined in a plan and confirming that the general extent 
is about 6 miles out from the City centre 
4 Assessment of the Evidence on Housing Requirements in York ( , May 2013) & Housing Requirements in York: 
Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2014 Update , September 2014) 
5 Local Plan Working Group 17 December 2014 - Minutes 
6 Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 Update   (August 2015) 
7York Economic Forecasts  Oxford Economics (May 2015) 

 (June 2016): City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
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4 On the 25th May 2016 ONS published a new set of (2014-based) sub national 
population projections [SNPP].  These projections were published too late in the 
SHMA process to be incorporated into the main document.  However, in June 2016 

 produced an Addendum9 to the main SHMA report which briefly reviewed 
key aspects of the projections and concluded that the latest (higher) SNPP suggested 
a need for some 898 dpa between 2012 and 2032.  However due to concerns over the 
historic growth within the student population, the Addendum settled on a wider 
OAHN range of 706 dpa  898 dpa, and therefore the Council considered that it did 
not need to move away from the previous 841 dpa figure. 

5 DCLG published updated 2014-based sub-national household projections [SNHP] in 
July 2016.   was asked by City of York Council to update the SHMA to take 
account of these new figures and to assess the representations received through the 
Preferred Sites Consultation [PSC] relating to OAN.  The  SHMA 
Addendum Update (May 2017) subsequently updated the demographic starting point 
for York based on these latest household projections.  The 2014-based SNHP 
increases the demographic starting point from 783 dpa (in the 2016 SHMA) to 867 
dpa.  In their Update,  then applied a 10% uplift to the 867 dpa starting 
point to account for market signals and affordable housing need and identifies a 
resultant housing need of 953 dpa

 
inserted at the front of this document by the Council.  This states that 867 dpa is the 
relevant baseline demographic figure for the 15-year period of the plan (2032/33).  
The Council rejected the 953 dpa figure on the basis that GL Hear
stating: 

recent short-term unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the 
special character and setting of York and other environmental considerations.  

As a result of this approach, the February 2018 City of York Publication Draft stated in 
Policy SS1: Delivering Sustainable Growth for York, the intention to: 

867 new dwellings over the plan 

period to 2032/33 and po  

The supporting text to this policy makes no mention of the 953 dpa OAHN figure, but 
an objectively assessed housing need §3.3]. 

6 The Council then revised the OAHN down even further in light of GL 
January 2019 HNA, which modelled the (then) latest 2016-based SNHP.  The HNU 
concluded that the 2016-based SNPP provide a more robust assessment of 

ratified by more recent 
population estimates -based SNPP to meet an economic 
growth of 650 jobs per annum and adjusting household formation rates equates to a 
need for 790 dpa, which  considers to be the OAHN on the grounds that 

would be sufficient to respond to market signals, including affordability 
adjustments, as well as making a significant contribution to affordable housing 
needs §5.11] 

7 The Council is now inviting comments on the 2020 HNU, again produced by  
, and which models the implications of the latest 2018-based SNPP and 

equivalent SNHP.  The HNU concludes that the housing need in the City has not 

 
 (June 2016): City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment - Addendum 
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The previous report 
identified a need for 790 dpa and the economic-led need within this report is as high 
as 788 dpa.  There is, therefore, no need for the Council to move away from their 
current position based on this new data  

2.28  has submitted representations on behalf of housebuilders to the various stages 
of the York Local Plan formulation as and when the OAHN has been updated over the 
past 5 years.  Our most recent representation, made on behalf of a consortium of 
housebuilders in 2019, concluded that the OAHN should be increased to a figure in the 
region of 1,300 dpa plus the housing backlog from 2012-2017. 

2.29 The remainder of this section provides an overview of the findings of the latest 2020 
HNU. 

 

2.30 

need in York taking into account of the latest demographic information.  In particular, it 
reviews the impact of the 2018-based SNPP, equivalent 2018-based SNHP, and the 2019 
Mid-Year Estimates.  The analysis models housing need over the period from 2017-33 to 
be consistent with the Local Plan period.  To align with previous studies carried out for 
the City,  has also have provided figures for the 2012 to 2037 period.  

2.31 The HNU does not review the latest evidence on market signals within the City.  Nor does 
it revisit the affordable housing need for the City, the mix of housing required, or the 
needs for specific groups.  It is therefore limited in its scope. 

2.32 The report [Table 1] finds that over the 2017-33 period, the 2018-based SNPP projects an 
increase in population of around 7,432 people (+3.6%).  This is very significantly 
lower than the 2014-based SNPP (24,229), which represents a difference of nearly 16,800 
residents.  The latest projections are also 6,120 lower than the equivalent 2016-based 
SNPP figures. 

2.33  consider that this is consistent with what is projected nationally as a result of 
lower fertility rates, reduced international migration and a more negative approach to life 
expectancy improvements. 

2.34  rightly reviews the implications of a number of variants produced by ONS to 
the 2018-based SNPP on the grounds that the principal projection only draws on internal 
migration trends ov which can distort the outputs of a 
projection if those years are particularly high or low.  

2.35 The analysis therefore reports a range of demographic scenarios, including the 10-year 
Migrant Variant (which draws trends over the 2008 to 2018 period) and an Alternative 
Migration Variant (which draws on migration trends over 5 years not 2).  Over the Local 
Plan period, the principal variant would see a 3.6% growth in the population, whereas the 
10-year migration variant and alternative internal migration variant see growth of 5.9% 
and 4.6% respectively. 

2.36  then examines the household formation rates that underpin the latest round of 
2018-based household projections.  They highlight the fact that concerns have been raised 
regarding their robustness: 

There are significant concerns around the HRRs, which it is argued lock-in 
recessionary trends during the 2001 to 2011 period from which they were drawn
[paragraph 2.14] 
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2.37 By focussing on shorter term trends ONS has effectively locked in  deteriorations in 
affordability and subsequently household formation rates particularly within younger age 
groups during that time. 

2.38 The analysis finds that by applying part return-to-trend headship rates, the level of 
housing need increases to between 501 dpa to 669 dpa (incorporating a 3% allowance for 
vacancy/second homes) depending on the variant modelled  significantly higher than 
the 302-471 dpa derived in the HNU for the main demographic-based projections. 

Table 2.1 Projected Household Growth 2017-33 - Range of demographic based scenarios 

 2018-based SNHP HRR Part Return to Trend HRR 

 Change in households dpa Change in households dpa 

Principal 4,687 302 7,784 501 

10-Year Migration 7,314 471 10,399 669 

Alternative Internal 5,955 383 9,285 598 

Source:  (September 2020): City of York Housing Need Update, Tables 4 and 5 

2.39  notes that the 669 dpa does not equate to a meaningful difference from the 679 
dpa based on the PRT HRRs in the previous 2019 HNU, and therefore the variant 
migration scenario is seen as the more suitable to use for York. 

2.40 However, moving on, the report goes on to suggest that this is largely academic as 
demographic housing need is lower than the economic-led housing need. 

2.41  models a series of economic growth forecasts, settling on 650 jobs per annum 
as this is considered to align with the ELR Update and the Oxford Economics model 
published in December 2019.  Using the OBR economic activity rates and keeping 
unemployment rates, double jobbing and commuting ratios constant, this equates to a 
need for 766 dpa based on the part return to trend HRRs (2017-33), rising to 788 dpa if 

ratio). 

2.42 The HNU concludes that there is a clear need to increase housing delivery in York to 
s need to be in 

a fairly narrow range of 766 to 788 dpa. This is broadly comparable to the 790 dpa 
identified in the Housing Needs Update of January 2019  

2.43 The HNU then provides an overview of the standard method for assessing housing need.  
 notes that at the time of writing it equates to 1,206 dpa, falling to just 763 dpa if 

that whilst these should have no bearing on the housing need for York at the Local Plan 
it should provide some comfort that the latest version of the standard 

method arrives at a very similar number  

2.44 This last point re: 763 dpa is now irrelevant given that the Government has abandoned 
the August 2020 Consultation changes.  The SM2 remains at 1,013 dpa. 

2.45 The HNU concludes that whilst the 2018-based SNHP demonstrates clear downward 
pressure on demographic trends for York, there are significant concerns about the 
methodology (particularly concerning the use of just 2 years of internal migration trends 
and household formation rates which lock in recessionary trends).  As such  
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advocates the use of the variant population projection and bespoke household formation 
rates.  The resultant 670 dpa is still lower than the economic growth projection of 779 dpa 
over the Plan period: 

economic need and the uplift this entails from the demographic starting point a further 
uplift would not be merited.  For example, for the Plan period, the economic-led need of 
779 dpa is 157% higher than the demographic starting point of 302 dpa.  To conclude, 
the housing need in the City has not changed materially since the last assessment in 
January 2019.  The previous report identified a need for 790 dpa and the economic-led 
need within this report is as high as 788 dpa.  There is, therefore, no need for the 
Council to move away from their current position based on this new data  
[paragraphs 5.7-5.8] 
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3.0  

 

3.1 The Companies represented by have serious concerns and wish to raise 
objections to the way in which the Council has chosen to identify an OAHN of 790 dpa 
(reducing this down from the already unsatisfactory 867 dpa) and the subsequent 
identification of this need (plus 32 dpa backlog) as the housing requirement in the Policy 
SS1 of the Modified LPP. 

3.2 2020 City of York Housing Needs Update 
[HNU]. 

 

Population Change 

3.3 The Practice Guidance10 sets out that in assessing demographic-led housing needs, the 
latest CLG Household Projections form the overall starting point for the estimate of 
housing need, but these may require adjustments to reflect future changes and local 
demographic factors which are not captured within the projections, given projections are 

-
Year Estimates [MYEs]11. 

3.4 This previous guidance has of course been amended in the revised Practice Guidance, 
published in December 2020, which now formalises the standard methodology to 
calculate Local Housing Need.  This is founded on the previous 2014-based SNHP rather 
than the more recent 2018- provide stability for planning 
authorities and communities, ensure that historic under-delivery and declining 

significantly boosting the supply of homes 12. 

3.5  accepted in paragraph 2.18 of its 2019 HNU that the 2016-based projections do 

annum.  It is not mentioned in the 2020 Update, but given that the 2018-based household 
projections are even lower for York, then this 2019 comment is even more relevant today. 

3.6 On 6 August 2020, the Government published its proposed Changes to the current 
.  The consultation paper set out four policy proposals to improve the 

effectiveness of the current system, which included changing the standard method for 
assessing local housing need, to plan for the delivery of 300,000 new homes a year and 
plan for more homes in the right places.  The Government provided a detailed response to 
this consultation on 1st April 202113: 

 Changes to the current planning system, the government set out the importance 
of building the homes our communities need and putting in place measures to support 
our housing market to deliver 300,000 homes a year by mid-2020s.  We set out that our 
proposed changes to the standard method were based on overarching principles as 

 
10 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-015-20140306 
11 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-017-20140306 
12 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-005-20190220 
13 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-
response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system 
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stated in paragraph 17 of the consultation. These were ensuring that the new standard 
method delivers a number nationally that is consistent with the commitment to plan for 
the delivery of 300,000 new homes a year, a focus on achieving a more appropriate 
distribution of homes, and on targeting more homes into areas where there are 
affordability challenges.  We remain committed to  

3.7 response, it clarified that the 2018-based projections are not a 
justification for lower housing need: 

We will continue to use the 2014-based household projections.  The government has 
carefully considered whether to use the 2018-based household projections and has 
concluded that, due to the substantial change in the distribution of housing need that 
would arise as a result, in the interests of stability for local planning and for local 
communities, it will continue to expect only the use of the 2014-based projections.  

3.8 We will continue to specify that the most recent affordability 
ratios should be used ensuring relevant market signals continue to play a role .  

3.9 We acknowledge that the City of York Local Plan was submitted to the 
Secretary of State for Examination before 26th January 2019 and therefore 
should be examined under the transitional arrangements (i.e. the 2012 NPPF 
and 2014 Practice Guidance).  For this reason, the LHN calculated by the 
standard method would not apply.  We do stress however that it is totally 
unacceptable that the City of York has dragged out its Local Plan process for 
such an extended period of time that it is still able to rely on the OAHN 
approach despite the standard method having been enshrined in planning 
policy 3 years ago (in July 2018). 

3.10 Furthermore, we accept that in accordance with the 2014 version of the Practice 
Guidance,  is correct to at least model the 2018-based SNPP/SNHP; that does 
not necessarily mean it is right to use the much lower projections to directly inform the 
OAHN without 
clearly stated objective to build more homes consistent with the 300,000 target by the 
mid-2020s, not to use potentially flawed projections to provide even fewer homes: 

incomes, changing social preferences and factors such as real interest rates and 
credit availability contribute to demand for housing.  In summary, the 

need to change its aspirations for increasing housing supply.  This is consistent with 
the argument in the housing White Paper that the ambition of delivering more 
homes should be about both keeping pace with population growth and looking to 
address worsening affordability through tackling the previous undersupply of 

14 

3.11 We therefore agree with  that the 2018-based SNHP/SNPP should be sensitivity 
tested, based on alternative assumptions around underlying demographic projections, 
based on established sources of robust evidence: 

The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local 
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent 

assumptions.  However, plan makers may consider sensitivity testing, specific to 

 
14 MHCLG (October 2018): Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 12 
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their local circumstances, based on alternative assumptions in relation to the 
underlying demographic projections and household formation rates.  Account 
should also be taken of the most recent demographic evidence including the latest 
Office for National Statistics population estimates. 

Any local changes would need to be clearly explained and justified on the basis of 
established sources of robust evidence.  Issues will vary across areas but include: 

 migration levels that may be affected by changes in employment growth or a 
one off event such as a large employer moving in or out of an area or a large 
housing development such as an urban extension in the last 5 years 

 demographic structure that may be affected by local circumstances or policies 
e.g. expansion in education or facilities for older people 15 

3.12 This is explored in more detail below. 

 

3.13 The PPG is clear that household projections are the starting point for overall housing 
need and that these are nationally consistent and statistically robust16.  It goes on to state 
that plan-makers may consider sensitivity testing based on local circumstances, but that 
this must be based on established sources of robust evidence17.  Some of circumstances it 
cites includes migration levels which are affected by changes in employment, such as a 
large employer moving to the area or urban extension, or where demographic structures 
are affected by policies related to specific groups, e.g. expansion in education facilities or 
facilities for older people. 

3.14 The use of short-term trends means recent changes in growth are picked up more quickly, 

or under estimate future need (hence ID 2a-017).  Whilst longer term periods can allow 
unusual trends to be ironed out, they may fail to pick up recent changes and therefore 
may also over or under-estimate future need.  Despite these advantages and 
disadvantages, it is set out within Government guidance that the official projections  i.e. 
short-term trends  should provide the starting point for housing needs assessment. 

3.15 The question therefore is whether, in York, there are any 
(e.g. movement of major employers, higher education expansion, etc, as cited in ID 2a-
017) in recent years which mean that it is not appropriate to use the official 2018-based 
SNPP and that a longer-term trend is more appropriate.   

3.16 We can ascertain whether there have been any unusual or one-off circumstances in the 
City of York specifically which warrant the use of long-term trends over short term trends 
by looking at historic completions and migration data (an exercise only partially 
undertaken in the HNU). 

Housing completions 

3.17 Figure 1 show completions in the City of York back to 2001/02, along with the 10-year 
averages.  It shows that in the 7 years up to the recession (2007/08), average completions 
were 809 per annum.  Since then completions have been rapidly falling, with the average 
declining to just 652 dpa for the 10 years to 2017/18. 

 
15 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-017-20140306 
16 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-015-20190220 
17 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-017-20190220 
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3.18 In the base period for the 2016-based projections, completions were lower, at 555 dpa.  
The 2014-based projections are even lower, at 434 dpa.  However, the most recent 2018-
based projections draw upon a 2-year period where average completions were higher than 
any of the comparator time periods, of 1,137 dpa, picking up the steady increase in 
housebuilding in York that rose to 1,296 dwellings in 2017/18.  This suggests that 
housebuilding is recovering to levels that were consistently seen in the boom years prior 
to the recession, the drop in the past two years notwithstanding. 

3.19 Whilst the link between housing completions and population growth is complex, it is 
surprising that the 2018-based SNPP is based on a time period when the level of 
housebuilding is at a very high level, when strong levels of net inward migration might 
have reasonably been expected.  We note that for 2016/17, the LT122 MHCLG figure for 
dwelling completions was just 378, not 977 as reported by CoY and there are very 

Council now suggests that it has delivered 5,177 dwellings over the plan period to date 
(2012/13-2019/20), whereas their returns to MHCLG suggested that this was only 3,255, 
a huge discrepancy of 1,922 dwellings. 

Figure 1 Historic completions in the City of York - 2001/02 to 2019/20 

 

Source: EX_CYC_ HFR vs. AMR 2021 / MHCLG Table 122: Net Additional Dwellings by Local Authority District 

3.20 It would be helpful for the Council to outline why these figures are so out of line (for 
example in 2016/17 it informed MHCLG that it had delivered 378 net additional 
dwellings, whereas it is now suggesting that 977 were actually delivered  a difference of 
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599 units), particularly as this has informed the 32 dpa under supply uplift (which would 
rise to 153 da if the LT122 MHCLG figures were used). 

International Migration 

3.21 Another way to consider whether the City of York -off events 
which mean longer term trends are more appropriate is to look at migration.  Figure 2 
shows historic levels of net international migration to the City of York.  It is similar to GL 

2019 HNU (they chose not to replicate this in their 2020 Update), 
but it includes more up-to-date data relating to the 2019 Mid-Year Population Estimates 
and the latest 2018-based SNPP. 

3.22 Overall the international migration figures suggest net migration rose after the recession, 
at a time when housebuilding was falling.  However, since that time, net migration has 
fluctuated between c.750 and 1,660 annually. 

Figure 2 Historic Net International migration to the City of York, 2008/09 to 2018/19 and Future Projections 

 

Source: ONS 

3.23 The 2018-based SNPP net international migration figures look anomalous compared to 
past trends.  From 2022/23 onwards, the principal projection is adjusted down to just 
649 annually, a figure that is far lower than any net international migration figure for the 
past 18 years with the exception of 2005/06.  In contrast, the 10-year trend equates to 
1,177 annually (almost double the 2018-based SNPP), whilst the 5-year trend is almost as 
high, at 1,160.  As can be seen in the Figure, the 2014-based SNPP net international 
migration figure sits just below these trends, at 1,125. 

3.24 Importantly,  argues that greater weight should be attached to the 10-year 
are arguably more robust from a methodological point of view 

than the principal projection as they use longer term trends
this to inform their preferred OAHN scenario.  However, we can see from the Figure that 
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the scenario is clearly not based on 10 year international migration trends, as with a net 
rate of just 786 this sits well below the actual 10 year trends (note: the 10 year trend for 
net international migration to 2018, rather than 2019 is also much higher, at 1,143 per 
annum). 

3.25 The 2019 HNU argued (in paragraph 2.11) that there is a close alignment between the 
2016-based SNPP and the recorded MYE for 2016/17, which is correct; however, for 
2018/19 the 2016-based SNPP recorded a net international migration figure of just 736, 
when 1,134 were actually recorded in the 2019 MYE.  It is worth noting that  
stays silent on this point in the 2020 HNU  presumably because it is quite clear that the 
2019 net international migration figure for the principal 2018-based SNPP, at 878, is 
considerably lower than the 1,134 actually observed for that year. 

3.26 In terms of what may be causing this discrepancy, it is worth noting that the emerging 
Local Plan recognises that York has a large proportion of higher education students which 
is set to continue following the expansion of the University of York and as other 
establishments continue to provide modern education facilities to accommodate growing 
student numbers [paragraph 1.48].  In particular, York St John University has 
experienced rapid student growth in recent years: 

,500 students (FTEs) and employs 750 staff.  The 
increase in student numbers of the last 10 years is circa 93% and it is anticipated 

[1.60] 

3.27 It is possible that a significant proportion of these students have come from abroad, 
helping to boost the projections, and that this is forecast to continue for the foreseeable 
future once the economy recovers from the Pandemic/Brexit fallout. 

 

3.28 The 2020 HNU modelled only one economic growth scenario, the REM projections for 
December 2019, which relates to net job growth of 650 per annum 2019-2033.  The 
modelling undertaken by  translates this job growth into a housing need of 766 
dpa, rising to 779 dpa when a 1:1 Commuting Ratio is applied.  This is considered by GL 

dpa identified in the 2019 HNU it was considered that there was no need for the Council 
to move away from their current position based on this new data. 

3.29 There are  

1 There is a clear discrepancy regarding the modelling period.  The job growth 
figure used in the ELR relates to 2014-2031 (+11,050 jobs, §3.4 of the HNU), whereas 

 has projected this forward over a completely different time period, 2019-
33/37 (Table 8 of the HNU). 

2 It is unclear how  has modelled job growth in the years 2017-
2019
workforce grew by 2,000 over that 1-year period at a rate of 1,000 annually.  GL 

assessment. 

3 have not examined the economic need associated with 
historic employment growth as the accommodation has already been 
provided to support that growth.  We have therefore focussed on the economic-
led need required to support 650 jobs per annum for the period 2019-33 and 2019-
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37 with the interim period to 2019 taken from published in MYE

the accommodation has already 
been provided to support that growth
that the Council is factoring in a backlog of 32 dpa into its housing requirement to 
reflect historic under-supply. 

4 The HNU has not analysed past economic growth trends.  York has been very 
successful in boosting economic growth, with job growth of 16,000 between 2000 
and 201718, equivalent to a Compound Average Growth Rate [CAGR] of 0.83%.  This 
is significantly higher than the 0.53% equivalent to 650 jobs per annum 2017-37.  In 
our previous representations, s modelled this past trend job growth figure in 
our Technical Appendix and generated a need for up to 1,062 dpa  close to the 
standard method LHN figure of 1,1,013 dpa. 

3.30 

misaligned due in part to confusion over the timescales. 

 

3.31 

York SHMA produced by .  The report concludes that: 

 HMA which links to Selby and York we are not considering housing 
need across the HMA  [§2.106] 

3.32 We support the principle of the City of York meeting its own housing needs (in full) 
within its own boundaries.  However, if the Council is suggesting that it forms part of a 
joint HMA with Selby, then a joint SHMA should have been prepared19. 

3.33 The Joint Position Statement between the City of York and Selby District Council in 
relation to the Housing Market Area, April 2020 [EX_CYC_38] seeks to head this 
criticis any links between York and Selby only extend to part of the 
Selby area and that this is considered to support the approach taken by the Councils 
through the Duty to Co-operate to meet their own objectively assessed housing needs 
within their own administrative areas it is not practical to seek to align the 
preparation of the two Plans and to consider housing needs jointly across the HMA .
[page 1] 

3.34 However, for all intents and purposes, Selby and York share the same Housing Market 
Area.  This is why the two Councils have prepared joint SHMAs in the past.  They are also 

analysis (incorporating 2011 Census data).  Whilst we do not object to the Councils 
meeting their own needs in full within their own areas, despite both Councils appointing 

 to undertake SHMAs in recent years then at the very least, we would at least 
expect that  would have used consistent data sources and methodologies.  This 
has not happened. 

3.35 As a result, we now have a situation whereby  produced the City of York  
Housing Needs Update in 2020.  They also produced a SHMA Update on behalf of Selby 
District Council in February 2019.  Presumably the company had virtually identical 
datasets available to them, yet chose to apply completely different approaches (please 

 
18 NOMIS Jobs Density data 
19MHCLG (March 2012): National Planning Policy Framework, §159 
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refer to our previous representations for an assessment of the differences between the 
2019 York HNA and the 2019 Selby SHMA Update). 

3.36 The Joint Position Statement now clarifies that whilst the City of York continues to use 
the NPPF 2012 OAHN approach to identify its housing needs, Selby will be using the 
standard method to identify its housing requirement.  Conveniently, this results in a 
drive to the bottom  for both parties, with York pursuing an OAHN figure of 

790 dpa rather than an SM2 figure of 1,013 dpa, whilst Selby uses the SM2 
figure of 342 dpa rather than its previous OAHN of 410 dpa!  

3.37 There are therefore numerous disparities in the approaches taken to determine the scale 

its housing needs in full within its own boundaries.  Nevertheless, if CoYC does consider 
that Selby forms part of a wider HMA with York then it should have a consistent evidence 
base, which it does not.  
Method is in play highlights the inconsistency even more. 

 

3.38 We also raise the issue which could arise should the Council choose to revise down its 
requirement as a result of the new projections, namely that in light of the Standard 
Method producing a figure of around 1,013 dpa, this would reduce the longevity of the 
plan and trigger an early review (as per the PPG, ID 61-043).  Therefore, reducing the 
plan requirement now in light of the 2018-based household projections would create an 
even greater gap between the current plan requirement and the requirement under the 
Standard Method, further undermining the longevity of the plan and credibility of 
the plan-led system which is a Core Principle of the NPPF (2012). 

 

3.39 On 9th July 2020 the Inspectors of the York Local Plan Examination wrote to the Council 
stating that the ONS recently published their 2018-based household projections (2018-
2028) on 29th June 2020.  On the face of it, from our understanding of these latest ONS 
projections, there is a reduction in the household projections for York, particularly 
between the 2014-based and 2018-based projections. As such, it appears that the latest 
available information leads to a different starting point for the calculation of the OAHN 
for York.  
are soundly based, we will need to consider whether or not the publication of the 2018-
based household projections represents a meaningful change in the housing situation 
from that which existed when the OAHN was assessed and determined for the submitted 
Plan, subsequently updated through the Housing Needs Update and at the time of the 
relevant hearing sessions in December 2019.  

3.40 The Council was therefore invited to address this question, with evidence-based reasons, 
on whether or not they consider that the publication of the 2018-based household 

existed at t -assessment of the OAHN 
in the Housing Needs Update (January 2019) and the relevant hearings in December 
2019.  
the Council set out what the implications are for the housing requirement figures in the 
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submitted City of York Local Plan and those subsequently submitted as a result of the 
Housing Needs Update (January 2019).  

3.41 The ongoing publication of new data (with population and household projections being 
published on a two-yearly cycle, until recently on alternate years) has often led to delay 
where publication has caught up with plan preparation or plan examinations.  This has 
been the case despite the PPG highlighting that a balance needs to be struck between 
ensuring plans are based on up-to-date evidence whilst, at the same time, ensuring 
assessments are not rendered out-of-date every time new projections are published.  In 

a meaningful change in the housing situation 
-016) but this needs to be balanced with the 

genuinely plan-led
which can, by definition, only be achieved by having a plan in place.  

3.42 The York Local Plan examination will soon enter its fourth year having been submitted in 
-

dates the introduction of an NPPF).  There is clearly a balance to be struck between 
further delays to the adoption of the plan on the basis of debates around OAHN and 
getting the plan in place.  Arguably, continued delays to the adoption of the plan would 

that the system should be 
genuinely plan-led.  

3.43 In this context, there are numerous examples where the publication of new projections 
(i.e. where more recent projections indicate a lower starting point/lower demographic 
change than previous assessments) through the examination process has not led to a 
revision in the OAN, including Wycombe20, Broxbourne21, Braintree22. 

3.44 From these examples there are two commonalities when Inspectors have considered the 
impact of new, lower projections published during the examination process on OAHN: 

1 Even where there are apparently substantial reductions in the household projections 
(to a degree of 40% in two of these examples) there is a recognition that such 
projections are just the starting point and only one of many elements which influence 
the OAN, and thus a reduction in the starting point does not automatically justify a 
reduction on the overall OAHN (for example, a market signals uplift cannot simply 
be reapplied to this new starting point to derive an updated OAHN, as is being 
suggested in Welwyn Hatfield). There are other factors, such as affordable housing 
need, which should be part of the assessment leading to a concluded OAHN; and 

2 In all three examples the Inspectors seek to balance the need for up-to-date evidence 
-

adoption of the plan by minimising delay.  In the case of Wycombe and Broxbourne 
the updated evidence represented just one set of projections (from 2014-based in 
each of their submitted plans to 2016-based projections being published during the 
examination) and in both cases the Inspectors discussed the need to minimise delays 
and ensure timely adoption of the respective plans.  In the case of the North Essex 
Plan (which saw three sets of projections put in front the examination; 2014-based, 
2016-based and 2018-based, as is the case in Welwyn Hatfield) the Inspector placed 
an even greater emphasis on the need for timely plan adoption, noting that the 
examination had already been ongoing for over three years. 

 
20 here  
21 here 
22 See the here 



  York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications Local Plan  Representations on Housing Matters 
 

19856922v3 P23  
 

 

3.45 The above examples further demonstrate that using the 2018-based SNPP as a 
justification to reduce the housing target would not be in accordance with the NPPF or 
PPG, and there has been clear precedent for rejecting this approach by other Inspectors. 

 

3.46 -year migration trend and the modelling of the 
 2018-based SNPP now assumes lower 

fertility rates, lesser improvements in life expectancy (i.e. higher death rates) and lower 
net international migration across the country (with past trends migration confined to 
just 2 years of data), and York is no exception.  The latter input does, however, appear 
excessive given past trends. 

3.47 However, given the issues raised above regarding the extremely low levels of international 
migration underpinning even this variant scenario compared to past trends we do 
question why  chose not to model the High International variant produced by 
ONS alongside the other variants.  This suggests that over the 2018-2033 period, net 
international migration could contribute 16,645 new residents to the local area (net), 
compared to 12,794 based on the 10-year migration trend and just 10,705 based on the 
principal 2018-based SNPP.  The longer-term net international migration figure of 1,144 
residents under this scenario is also much more readily comparable with the 10-year 
trend (to 2019) of 1,177. 

3.48 It is considered that at the very least there should be a sensitivity testing for long term 
 (as per PPG 

ID 2a-017).  In this respect, the HNU does not fulfil the requirements set out in ID 2a-017 
regarding sensitivity testing of the official projections. 

3.49 We are also concerned that there are flaws with the approach followed by  
regarding the alignment with economic growth, not least the discrepancies over the time 
period and the missing data for 2017-2019 (a period of very strong economic growth).   

3.50 Furthermore, as we have repeatedly raised in our previous representations, the Council 
accepts that both York and Selby share a Housing Market Area.  It therefore makes no 
sense for the two districts to follow completely different approaches to identifying their 
housing needs, choosing to follow conflicting methods that result in the lowest possible 
housing target for each area. 
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4.0  
4.1 The Framework sets out the central land-use planning principles that should underpin 

both plan-making and decision-taking.  It outlines twelve core principles of planning that 
should be taken account of, including the role of market signals in effectively informing 
planning decisions: 

affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 
suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential 

 [§17] 

4.2 The Practice Guidance23 requires that the housing need figure as derived by the household 
projections be adjusted to take into account market signals.  It indicates that comparisons 
should be made against the national average, the housing market area and other similar 
areas, in terms of both absolute levels and rates of change.  Worsening trends in any 
market signal would justify an uplift on the demographic-led needs.  In addition, the 
Practice Guidance24 highlights the need to look at longer term trends and the potentially 
volatility in some indicators. 

4.3 The Practice Guidance also sets out that: 

-makers should not attempt to estimate the precise impact of an 
 amount that, on 

25. 

4.4 This clearly distinguishes between the demographic-led need for housing (generated by 
population and household growth) and the market signals uplift which is primarily a 
supply response over and above the level of demographic need to help address negatively 
performing market signals, such as worsening affordability. 

4.5 As set out in detail above,  has rather unusually, decided not to update market 
signals for the however given the extent of the economic need and the uplift this 
entails from the demographic starting point a further uplift would not be merited  

4.6 This is not necessarily the case   has concluded that the demographic starting 
point should be adjusted due to issues with the principal 2018-based SNPP, and that they 

the variant migrations scenarios as being the more suitable to use for York
[paragraph 2.22]  The adjustment, from 465 dpa to 669 dpa (2017-2033) is not to address 
afforda issues with the projections using internal migration 
trends over just 2 years and household formation rates which lock in recessionary 
trends  

4.7 As is clearly stated in the original PPG on the subject, the purpose of the market signals 
increase planned supply by an amount that, on reasonable 

assumptions and consistent with principles of sustainable development, could be 
expected to improve affordability.26  

4.8 It would therefore be illogical to apply this to the principal SNPP projection, 
given that  accepts that this is not a robust trajectory of future 
population growth.  Only by applying the market signals uplift to the realistic 

 
23 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-019-20140306 
24 Practice Guidance - ID 2a-020-20140306 
25 ibid 
26 Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 2a-020-20140306 
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demographic starting point (at the very least, the 10-year migration figure of 
669 dpa) can we hope to boost supply to the extent that it starts to improve 
affordability in the City. 

4.9 The most recent market signals analysis undertaken by  was in its 2019 Housing 
Needs Update (Section 4.0).  In that report, the HNU noted that: 

 Lower quartile house prices in York exceed that of England by £30,000 despite 
having a similar overall median house price; 

 The gap of median house price growth between York and North Yorkshire has 
widened from 10 years ago.  Since 2008 the rate of change for York has been 1.25, 
similar to the national growth of 1.3; 

 Median rental values in York are £745, £70 higher than the rest of England and £220 
higher than Yorkshire and the Humber region [4.13].  LQ rental price growth has 
increased by 14% over the past 5 years, compared to 11% nationally; 

 York has a median affordability ratio of 8.62 and a 5-year rate of change equal to 1.88, 
compared to 5.90 for Yorkshire and the Humber (0.55 change) and 7.91 (1.14 change) 
for England [Table 12]; 

4.10 As a consequence of these poor (and worsening) housing market signals,  
concluded that: 

The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a whole, York is 
becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a market signals adjustment in the 
City is necessitated  

4.11 On the basis of these signals,  applied an uplift of 15%.  This is higher 
Such an 

uplift applied to the demographic starting point (484 dpa) would arrive at an OAN of 

economic growth.  Therefore, the OAN should remain as 790 dpa in order to achieve 
both improvements to household formation and meet economic growth.  This equates to 
an increase of 63% from the start point -4.35] 

4.12 In our previous representations27,  concluded that based on a detailed review of 
similar market signals, an uplift of 20% was suitable.  Nothing that  has 
presented causes us to change our opinion, and indeed they have failed to provide any 
updated response despite the fact that house prices nationwide are increasing at record 
levels. 

 

4.13 To take a clear example, which is not even  2019 assessment of 
market signals, the PPG is clear that historic rates of development should be 
benchmarked against the planned level of supply over a meaningful period.  Table 4.1 sets 

completions.  With the exception of 3 years between 2015/16 and 2017/18, housing 
delivery in York has missed the target each year since 2006/07.  Overall delivery targets 
for these 16 years was missed by c.15% which equals to 1,899 units below the target level.  
Over the plan period from 2012/13,  noted in its previous May 2017 SHMA 
Addendum [§3.14] that under-delivery may have led to household formation (particularly 
of younger households) being constrained and states that this point is picked up in the 

 
2 (March 2018): Housing Issues Technical Report / L  (2019): Housing Need Evidence Review 
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report which uses a demographic projection-based analysis to establish the level of 
housing need moving forward. 

Table 4.1 Rate of net housing delivery in York against possible policy benchmarks, 2004/05-2019/20 

Year Net Housing Completions 
HN 

 +/- 
2004/05 360 640 -280 
2005/06 1,173 640 533 
2006/07 795 640 155 
2007/08 523 640 -117 
2008/09 451 850 -399 
2009/10 507 850 -343 
2010/11 514 850 -336 
2011/12 321 850 -529 
2012/13 482 790 -308 
2013/14 345 790 -445 
2014/15 507 790 -283 
2015/16 1,121 790 331 
2016/17 977 790 187 
2017/18 1,296 790 506 
2018/19 449 790 -341 
2019/20 560 790 -230 
Total 10,381 12,280 -1,899 

Source: EX_CYC_ HFR vs. AMR 2021 
*RSS assumed average 640 dpa 2005/05-2007/08; 850 dpa 2008/09 -2011/12 

4.14 The 2017 SHMA Update [§3.15] considers that this past under-delivery is not a discrete 
part of the analysis but is one of the various market signals which indicate a need to 
increase provision from that determined in a baseline demographic projection.  It notes 
that this market signal will require upward adjustment through consideration of 
migration and household formation rates rather than just a blanket increase based on the 

 

4.15 ce that the City has consistently 
under-delivered housing for 11 of the past 16 years.  Furthermore, the 

by the inclusion of student accommodation in the completions figures. 

 

The PPG28 identifies that longer-term changes in house prices may indicate an imbalance 
between the demand for and supply of housing.  We have reviewed  latest 
House Price Statistics for Small Areas (HPSSAs) release (2021), which reports the count 
and median price of all dwellings sold and registered in a given year.  They are calculated 
using open data from the Land Registry, a source of comprehensive record level 
administrative data on property transactions.  The latest median house prices in York, 
alongside North Yorkshire, Yorkshire and the Humber and England & Wales as of 2020 
are presented in Table 4.2. 

 
28 2a-019-20140306 
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Table 4.2 Median Dwelling price, York and comparator areas (2020) 

 Median Dwelling 
Price 2020 

Long Term House Price 
Growth 1997-2020 

Short Term House Price 
Growth 2017-2020 

York £247,000 +£189,500 (+330%) +£19,275 (+8.5%) 
North Yorkshire £225,000 +£165,000 (+275%) +£17,500 (+8.4%) 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber £168,000 +£119,500 (+246%) +£13,000 (+8.4%) 

England & Wales £243,000 +£183,050 (+305%) +£18,000 (+8.0%) 

Source: ONS (2021): Median house price by country and region, England and Wales, year ending September 1997 to year 
ending September 2020 (£) 

4.16 These median prices illustrate higher prices in York compared to national rates, with 
average house prices around £4,000 than England and Wales as a whole; £22,000 higher 
than in the surrounding sub-region, but a massive £79,000 higher than the Yorkshire 
region as a whole.  Over the long term, the rate of growth has been considerably higher 
than all the comparator areas, at almost £190,000 since 1997 or 330%.  Even over the 
past 3 years, the rate of growth has continued to accelerate, with an increase of £19,275, 
or 8.5%, since 2017  higher in proportionate and absolute terms than the comparator 
areas. 

4.17 The longitudinal analysis illustrated in Figure 4.1 is particularly revealing.  This indicates 

Yorkshire up until 2012, at which point the economic recovery following the 2008/09 

almost exactly followed the England and Wales average rate and in fact has started to 
exceed it, which is very concerning given that is (to an extent) skewed by the extremely 
high house prices in London and the Greater South East. 

Figure 4.1 Median House Prices 

 

Source: ONS (2021): Median house price by country and region, England and Wales, year ending September 1997 to year 
ending September 2020 (£) 
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4.18 As set out in the Practice Guidance, higher house prices and long term, sustained 
increases can indicate an imbalance between the demand for housing and its supply.  The 

edian house prices have effectively more than tripled in 23 years, from 
£57,500 in 1999 to £247,000 in 2020, and have risen at a much faster rate than 
comparable national and sub-regional figures, which suggests that the local market is 
experiencing considerable levels of stress. 

Lower Quartile House Prices 

Arguably of even greater concern is the data regarding Lower Quartile house prices in the 
City of York.  These are presented in Table 4.2 for the same comparator areas and indicate 
that LQ prices have increased from just £46,500 in 1997 to a concerning £196,000 by 
2020  an increase of almost £150,000, far in excess of the comparator areas and a level 
of growth 75% higher than the regional growth. 

Table 4.3 Lower Quartile Dwelling price, York and comparator areas (2020) 

 LQ Dwelling Price 2020 Long Term House Price 
Growth 1997-2020 

Short Term House Price 
Growth 2017-2020 

York £196,000 +£149,500 (+322%) +£18,000 (+10.1%) 
North Yorkshire £165,000 +£119,000 (+259%) +£11,500 (+7.5%) 
Yorkshire and The Humber £120,000 +£85,000 (+243%) +£10,000 (+9.1%) 
England & Wales £160,000 +£117,500 (+276%) +£13,000 (+8.8%) 

Source: ONS (2021): Lower Quartile house price by country and region, England and Wales, year ending September 1997 
to year ending September 2020 (£) 

4.19 

median house price only five years ago (in 2015).  By way of comparison, North 

ten years before in 2005. 

Figure 4.2 Lower Quartile House Prices  

 

Source: ONS (2021): Median house price, year ending September 1997 to year ending September 2020 (£) 
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4.20 This suggests that the gap between LQ and median house prices is narrowing in York at a 
very fast rate, making housing increasingly unaffordable for those on low incomes, a trend 
vividly illustrated in Figure 4.2. 

 

4.21 The CLG  SHMA Practice Guidance defines affordability as a measure of 
whether housing may be afforded by certain groups of households 29.  A household can 
be considered able to afford to buy a home if it costs 3.5 times the gross household income 
for a single earner household or 2.9 times the gross household income for dual-income 
households.  Where possible, allowance should be made for access to capital that could be 
used towards the cost of home ownership [page 42]. 

4.22 The Practice Guidance concludes that assessing affordability involves comparing costs 
against a 
lower quartile house prices and lower quartile [LQ] earnings30.  Given that the median 

calculating Local Housing Need, we have also included this indicator in Table 4.4 below. 

4.23 It indicates that the City of York has a very high Median AR of 8.04, which is significantly 
above the regional and national averages, although just below the comparable figure for 
North Yorkshire.  The rate of change has also been worryingly high, at 4.33 points, or 
117%, since 1997  a rate of change equal to the national level.  More recently, the rate of 
change has actually fallen slightly, although this is a trend that has been observed across 
the country.  Furthermore, this is not due to house prices declining  as we have 
demonstrated above, they have continued to accelerate in York rather that workplace 

between 2017 and 2020 to £30,725, well above the rate of change observed both 
nationally and regionally at 9.2%). 

Table 4.4 Workplace-based Affordability Ratios, York and comparator areas (2020) 

 Median Affordability Ratio Lower Quartile Affordability Ratio 
 2020 Rate of Change 

1997-2020 
Rate of Change 

2017-2020 
2020 Rate of Change 

1997-2020 
Rate of Change 

2017-2020 
York 8.04 +4.33 (+117%) -0.57 (-6.6%) 9.09 +5.07 (+126%) +0.03 (+0.3%) 
North Yorkshire 8.11 +3.91 (+93%) -0.10 (-1.2%) 7.94 +3.53 (+80%) -0.16 (-2.0%) 
Yorkshire and The 
Humber 5.84 +2.72 (+87%) -0.05 (-0.8%) 5.65 +2.55 (+82%) -0.08 (-1.4%) 
England & Wales 7.69 +4.14 (+117%) -0.08 (-1.0%) 7.01 +3.47 (+98%) -0.14 (-2.0%) 

Source: ONS (2021): Ratio of median / Lower Quartile house price to median /Lower Quartile gross annual (where 
available) workplace-based earnings by country and region, England and Wales, 1997 to 2020 

4.24 

Affordability Ratio.  Figure 4.3 illustrates that although the ratio fell substantially from a 
peak of 8.51 in 2008 following the financial crash and subsequent economic downturn, it 
has steadily increased since 2009 at a much faster rate than any of the comparator areas 
and is now 9.09  significantly above the national level of 7.01 and particularly the 
regional rate of 5.65. 

 
29 Annex G 
30 019 Reference ID: 2a-019-20140306 
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Figure 4.3 Ratio of Lower Quartile house price to Lower Quartile earnings 

 

Source: ONS (20210: Ratio of Lower Quartile house price to Lower Quartile gross annual (where available) workplace-
based earnings by country and region, England and Wales, 1997 to 2020 

4.25 The affordability ratio highlights a constraint on people being able to access housing in 
York, with house price increases and rental costs outstripping increases in earnings at a 
rate well above the national level. 

 

4.26 On a similar basis, high and increasing private sector rents in an area can be a further 
signal of stress in the housing market.  As can be seen in Figure 4.4, Median rents in York 
are as high as £775 per month, well above the national level (£730) and over a third 
higher than the regional rate.  The rate of growth of median rents over the past 7 years or 
so has also been very high in York, at 23% compared to 19% for North Yorkshire; 20% for 
Yorkshire and the Humber; and 21.5% nationally.  As for LQ rents, these are even more 
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Figure 4.4 Monthly Rents 

 

Source: VOA Private Rental Market Statistics 2021 

 

4.27 The PPG sets out a clear two-stepped process to addressing market signals within the 
calculation of OAHN: 

1 Firstly, it is necessary to determine whether a market signals uplift is necessary. 
This is set out in PPG ID2a-019 within the first sub-paragraph as follows: 

of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers 
 

2 Secondly, when a market signals uplift is required, it is necessary to identify at what 
scale that should be set, with guidance given that it should be set at a level that could 
be expected to improve affordability. This is set out in PPG ID2a-019 within the 
second and third sub-paragraphs as follows: 

ed, plan makers should set this 

amount that, on reasonable assumptions and consistent with principles of 
sustainable development, could be expected to improve affordability, and monitor 

 

4.28 The principle of a market signals uplift in York (i.e. Stage 1) has not been disputed by the 
 in the past (even though they have chosen not to re-enter 

the debate in their latest 2020 HNU).  However, the scale of the uplift is disputed, 
principally because there is no sound basis to conclude that the uplift can be reasonably 
expected to improve affordability, and the HNU provides no evidence that it will do so.  In 
addition, as previously noted, because the 2019 HNU applied its market signals uplift to a 
flawed demographic-led assessment of need, any figure flowing from this is in itself also 
flawed. 
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4.29 The market indicators show that there are significant imbalances between the demand for 
and supply of housing in the City of York.  This analysis indicates pressure on the housing 
market, which will not be addressed by providing only for the level of growth produced by 
the continuation of demographic trends.  A response is clearly required through an 
adjustment to the demographic-based scenarios, in line with the recommendations set 
out in the Practice Guidance. 

4.30 By way of setting the initial context, the 2019 HNU recommends a 15% uplift to the 
demographic starting point of 484 dpa, which results in an OAHN of 557 dpa.  However, 

 notes that this is some way short of the economic led need of 790 dpa, which is 
the housing requirement now identified in the Proposed Modifications to the City of York 
Local Plan.  The 2020 HNU has not revisited the debate. 

4.31 It is noted that although the Local Plan is being examined under the transitional 
arrangements for the NPPF, the standard method identifies that York would have an 
affordability uplift equal to 25% to the 2014-based SNHP.  This is because the 
Ratio of median house price to median gross annual workplace-based earnings in York 
was 8.04 in 2020.  This is significantly higher than the equivalent affordability ratio for 
England and Wales, at 7.69 for 2020. 

 

4.32 The City of York is relatively worse in respect of affordability than the national equivalent.  
As set out above, as of 2020 the City of York has an LQ Affordability Ratio of 9.09, 
compared to the national rate of 7.15.  All other things being equal, to improve 
affordability across the country, the City of York and its HMA peers would need to make a 
proportionately greater uplift than those where affordability issues are less acute.  This 
exercise has been undertaken on the basis that Government has a frequently stated aim to 
bring housebuilding to a level of 300,000 per year by the mid-2020s.  This national total 
equates to an uplift of 79,000 on the 2014-based household projections (which suggest a 
need for c. 221,000 homes per annum 2017-33, including a 3% vacancy allowance); an 
uplift of 131,000 dpa on the 2016-based SNHP and an uplift of 135,000 dpa on the 2018-
based SNHP. 

4.33 It is possible to consider how this required uplift should be shared between 320+ LPAs 
across the country in order to seek to hold the affordability ratio (at least at a national 
level) constant.  Two alternative scenarios for market signals uplifts across the country 
have been modelled, as follows: 

1 Each district with an affordability ratio above the national ratio makes a market 
signals uplift in proportion to its difference with the national figure; 

2 Every district (whether above or below the national ratio) makes a market signals 
uplift in proportion to its difference with the lowest affordability ratio, in Copeland at 
2.4 (weighted 50%), and its projected household growth (weighted 50%). 

4.34 The results for the City of York under these methods is shown in Table 4.5.  The uplift has 
been based on a demographic baseline of 462 dpa, based on the 2016 projections plus a 
3% vacancy rate, falling to just 302 dpa using the 2018-based SNHP.  To meet a national 
figure of 300,000 per annum the scale of uplift would need to be 33% at least, although 

48%. 
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Table 4.5 Outcomes for the City of York- Apportionment of National Needs 

 National total of 300,000 
2016-based SNHP 

National total of 300,000 
2018-based SNHP 

Share of 
131,000 uplift Dwellings 

Uplift (from 
669 dpa) 

Share of 
135,500 uplift Dwellings 

Uplift (from 
669 dpa) 

Method 1 0.22% 293 44% 0.22% 303 45% 
Method 2 0.24% 321 48% 0.16% 222 33% 

Source:  based on ONS/MHCLG 

4.35 The analysis clearly shows that an uplift well in excess of the 15% put forward in the 2019 
HNU would be needed to reasonable expect an improvement in affordability in the City of 
York, and for the City to be contributing to the need nationally for new homes, taking into 
account affordability and its size.  It is notable that using a 300,000 per annum total, the 

 at 25% - falls 
below the very lower end of the range (33%-48%) identified through this exercise. 

 

4.36 In light of the above analysis, there is a case to be made that at the very least, the market 
signals uplift for the City of York should be a minimum of 25%.  
adjusted baseline of 670 dpa based on the latest projections, this would equate to 838 
dpa.  Our modelling suggests that an uplift even greater than this may be needed to 
improve affordability 
dpa; however in light of stock growth elsewhere and the outcomes of the Standard 
Methodology, a minimum of 25% is considered appropriate. 

4.37 This clearly underlines the failure of the HNU to adequately meet the PPG requirement to 
set its uplift at a level that is related to the problems of affordability or that could be 
expected to improve affordability; indeed, the HNU fails to approach this question at all. 

4.38 When applied to 669 
dpa, this results in a need for 836 dpa. 
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5.0  
5.1 In line with the 2012 Framework31, LPAs should: 

 

housing, including 
 

5.2 The Practice Guidance32 sets out a staged approach to identifying affordable housing 
needs, and states that affordable housing need should be: 

 a proportion of mixed market 

included in the plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required 
 

5.3 Two High Court Judgements go to the heart of addressing affordable housing within the 

affordable housing needs and then ensure that this is considered in the context of its 

should have an 
important influence increasing the derived OAHN since they are significant factors in 

 [§36].  This is clear that affordable housing 
needs are a substantive and highly material driver of any conclusion on full OAHN. 

5.4 The 2020 HNU does not review affordable housing need (indeed it is not even mentioned 
anywhere in the document).  It is, however, discussed 
Affordable Housing Note [EX_CYC_36] (February 2020).  This report acknowledges that 
the most recent assessment of affordable housing need for the City remains the 2016 
SHMA, which identified a net affordable housing need of 573 homes per annum or 
12,033 dwellings over the 2012-2033 period.  This suggests a worsening situation 
when compared with the previous figure of 486 affordable homes per annum needed in 
the previous 2011 SHMA, produced by GVA. 

5.5  has not analysed in detail the figures forming the assessment of affordable 
housing needs, due in part to limitations on access to the underlying data; instead, 

 has focused on how this need has informed the OAHN conclusion.  CoY Council 
summarises the approach as follows: 

The Housing Needs Update (2019) [EX/CYC/14a] considers this affordable housing 
need as part of the updated assessment of Objectively Assessed Housing need (OAN).  

 conclude that an uplift to the demographic need figure to improve delivery of 
affordable housing may be justified.  Key judgements including Kings Lynn v Elm Park 
Holdings (2015) were examined.  In paragraph 35 of the judgement Justice Dove says 

addressed in determining the full OAN, but neither the Framework or the PPG suggest 

that an assessment of affordable housing need should be carried out but that the level of 
affordable housing need does not have to meet in full in the assessment of OAN.  This is a 

 
31 Framework - Paragraphs 47 and 159 
32 Practice Guidance - ID: 2a-022-20140306 to 2a-029-20140306  
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similar conclusion to the Inspector at the Cornwall Local Plan EIP who concluded that 

a mechanistic increase to the overall housing requirement to achieve all affordable 
 

It was concluded that it may be necessary, based on affordable need evidence, to 
consider an adjustment to enhance delivery of affordable homes but that this does not 
need to be done in a mechanical way whereby the affordable need on its own drives the 
OAN.  

5.6 the updated market signals 
show that affordability is a worsening issue in York and therefore in accordance with 
the PPG an uplift to the demographic projections is appropriate and considering the 
evidence,  proposes a 15% uplift.  When applied to the demographic starting 
point (484 dpa) this 15% uplift would result in an OAN of 557 dpa which is some way 
short of both the adjusted demographic growth (679) the economic led need (790).  

 conclude that the OAN should remain at 790 to achieve both improvements to 
household formation and economic growth which represents a 63% uplift on the 
demographic starting point.  

5.7 In taking this approach,  is effectively conflating the uplift resulting 
from affordable housing need with uplift resulting from market signals 
analysis.  These are two separate steps in the Practice Guidance and should 
not be combined in this manner. 

5.8 In contrast, the 2019 a modest uplift 
to the demographic based need figure to improve delivery of affordable housing in the 
City may be justified [paragraph 4.20]. 

5.9 However, the HNU then reviews a number of High Court judgements and other 
the 

expectation is that it may be necessary, based on the affordable needs evidence  to 
consider an adjustment to enhance the delivery of affordable housing, but that this does 
not need to be done in a mechanical way  hereby the affordable need on its own drives 
the OAN  

5.10 The HNU does not proceed to test the scale of uplift that might be appropriate to help 
meet this very high level of affordable housing need, merely stating in the conclusions 
that the employment- would be sufficient to respond to market signals, 
including affordability adjustments, as well as making a significant contribution to 
affordable housing needs  

5.11 A similar error is (silently) perpetuated in the 2020 HNU, where it is assumed that an 
economically-driven figure of 790 addresses the demographic need, worsening market 
signals and affordable housing requirements.  That is clearly not the case. 

5.12 The Affordable Housing Note suggests that as many as 3,539 affordable units could be 
delivered from all sources to 2032/33, at a rate of 221 dpa (Table 10).  The Paper states 

the Plan seeks to provide around 38.6% of the affordable housing need 
requirement. Whilst the Plan will not deliver the full affordable housing need it does seek 
to provide a significant uplift to the provision of affordable homes secured through the 
application of policy H10 and the provision of rural exceptions sites through the 
application of policy GB4  

5.13 The provision of the net affordable housing need identified is likely to be unrealistic given 
past dwelling completions in City of York.  As set out in Table 12 of the Affordable 
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Housing Note, less than 10% (461 homes) of all completions (4,695 homes) during this 
period were affordable. 

5.14 So the Council is clear that as a best case scenario, only 39% of the affordable housing 
need will be delivered in the Plan period, and no upward adjustment has been considered 
as required by the PPG.  Even at a delivery rate of 30% of overall housing, the City of York 
would need to deliver 1,910 dpa to address its affordable housing needs in full. 

5.15 Taking into account affordable need within the calculation of OAHN does not necessarily 
involve a mechanistic uplift, or an indication that such identified needs must be met in 
full.  It has to be a scenario which, on a reasonable basis, could be expected to occur.  This 
is set out in the Kings Lynn judgment which concluded: 

This is no doubt because in practice very often the calculation of unmet 
affordable housing need will produce a figure which the planning authority has 
little or no prospect of delivering in practice.  That is because the vast majority of 

delivery will occur as a proportion of open-market schemes and is therefore 
dependent for its delivery upon market housing being developed." [§35] 

This is also consistent with the Practice Guidance33 which sets out the assessment of need 
"does not require local councils to consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only 
future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur."  

5.16 However, in line with the High Court Judgments, this still needs to be an uplift of 
consequence, insofar as it can reasonably be expected to occur.  This will inevitably need 
to involve judgement, based on relevant evidence, as to the extent to which any scale of 
uplift could be reasonably expected to occur. 

5.17 For example, it is interesting to note that in the Cornwall Local Plan example that  
quotes from, the Inspector ultimately concluded that an uplift to the OAHN was 

justified, and this should be equal to an additional 1,500 dwellings over the course of the 
Plan period34. 

5.18 The HNU ultimately does not use the identified acute affordable housing needs in a way 
in which it has [ as per the 
Kings Lynn judgment. 

5.19 The Local Plan Expert Group [LPEG], in its Report to the Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government in March 2016, recommended various changes to 
the Practice Guidance with the remit of considering how local plan-making could be made 
more efficient and effective.  Although very limited, if any, weight can be given to the 
LPEG approach given that it is not policy or endorsed by Government, it is at least helpful 
in seeking to understand what an appropriate response might be to define the influence of 
market signals and affordable housing needs.  LPEG recommended changes to the 
preparation of SHMAs and determination of OAHN. 

5.20 With regard to affordable housing need in the preparation of SHMAs and determination 
of OAHN it proposed that where the total number of homes that would be necessary to 
meet affordable housing need is greater than the adjusted demographic-led OAHN, then 
this figure should be uplifted by a further 10%.  The 10% uplift was intended to provide a 
streamline approach that removes judgement and debate from the process of setting 
OAHN (as opposed to what might be the most accurate under current Practice Guidance). 

 
33 Practice Guidance - ID:2a-003-20140306 
34 Planning Inspectorate (23rd 
Strategic Policies, paragraph 52 
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5.21 Given the significant affordable housing need identified in City of York, 
considers that this 10% uplift would be appropriate in this instance 

and should be applied to the OAHN. 
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6.0  
6.1 I s OAHN is based 

relate to C3 uses only, and not C2.  Specifically, and of particular relevance to the City of 

expected to reside in Halls of Residence (termed, along with people living in nursing 
 

6.2 As summarised by CLG in its Methodology used to produce the 2018-based household 
projections for England: 2018-based Report (June 2020), the household projections are 
based on the projected household population rather than the total population.  The 
difference between the two is the population in communal establishments [CE], also 

 This population comprises all people not living in 
private households and specifically excludes students living in halls of residence: 

The CE population is then subtracted from the total usual resident population in the 
MYEs and SNPPs, by quinary age group and sex, to leave the private household 
population, split by age and sex in the years required for the household projections  
[page 5] 

6.3 This is important for the City of York, because it means that if the household projections 

specifically excludes a substantial proportion of specialised student accommodation 
needs. 

6.4 In this regard, it is worth noting that in March 2017  published an addendum to 
the West Surrey SHMA for Guildford Borough Council35.  In that document,  
recommended an adjustment of an extra 23 dpa be added to the OAHN of 539 dpa based 
on an analysis of future student numbers and accommodation need in the Borough. 

6.5 Guildford analysis, there are three things necessary to 
consider when determining whether there is a need to adjust the objectively assessed 
housing need to take account of student growth: 

 How the student population at University of Surrey is expected to change over the 
plan period; 

 What growth in typical student age groups is expected within the population 
projections, on the basis that the CLG Household Projections model is not assuming 
growth in numbers in institutions; 

 The number/ proportion of students which can be expected to require housing within 
Guildford, and of these what proportion might be expected to be accommodated in 
halls of residence rather than the wider housing stock. 

6.6 This was th March 2019, resulting in a new 
OAHN of 562 dpa.  The Inspector concluded that: 

From the figure of 539 dpa resulting from the assessment of jobs-led economic 
growth, the Council have made a further adjustment of 23 dpa for the growth of the 

student population based on analysis carried out in the SHMA addendum.  Taking 

number of full-time Guildford-based students at the University will increase by 
3,800 between 2015-34, resulting in additional migration to Guildford.  Assuming 

 
35  (2017): West Surrey Strategic Housing market assessment: Guildford Addendum Report 2017 
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that 45% would be accommodated in the wider housing market, and on the basis of 
an average 4 students per household, the SHMA Addendum calculates that this 
would equate to growth of 23 additional dwellings per annum.  It has been argued 
that the 18 to 23 age group in the most recent population projections and mid-year 
estimates includes students; but this cannot be assumed to be the case, and by its 
nature Guildford is likely to be attractive to young people whether or not they are 
students.  It is a sound step to add this allowance for students when considering the 
overall housing requirement, to ensure that there is not a significant incursion of 
students into the housing market which would diminish the supply available to 
others needing housing in the area.  

6.7 Given that York has a disproportionately high student population following the ongoing 
success of the University of York, York St John University, Askham Bryan College of 
Agriculture and Horticulture and the landmark campus development of York College, it is 
surprising that  did not follow a similar exercise to the one they undertook for 
Guildford Borough Council. 

6.8 

Housing Requirements in York, 
produced on its behalf by  in 2015) we can make a broad assessment of the housing 
needs of students in the City of York. 

6.9 Table 6.1 presents the past six years of student headcount data for the University of York 
and York St John University.  Over this period the total student headcount grew by 15% 
overall.  However, whilst the University of York [UoY] grew its student population by 
18%, Yor grew at a much slower rate of 7%. 

6.10 Both universities experienced an expansion in full-time students, although YSJ lost half of 
its part time students.  The University of York gained 2,861 full-time students (+19%) but 
gained just 93 part-time students (+5 974 full-
time students (+18%) but lost half of its part-time students (-529). 

Table 6.1 Recent trends in University student headcounts in York 2014/15-2019/20 
 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 % Change 

The University of York 16,835 17,150 17,899 18,824 19,469 19,789 +17.5% 
Full-time 14,920 15,210 16,283 17,221 17,604 17,781 +19.2% 
Part-time 1,915 1,940 1,616 1,603 1,865 2,008 +4.9% 

York St John University 6,555 5,975 5,941 6,249 6,618 7,000 +6.8% 
Full-time 5,495 5,180 5,355 5,728 6,165 6,469 +17.7% 
Part-time 1,060 795 586 521 453 531 -49.9% 

Total Students 23,390 23,125 23,840 25,073 26,087 26,789 +14.5% 
Total Full Time 20,415 20,390 21,638 22,949 23,769 24,250 +18.8% 

Total Part Time 2,975 2,735 2,202 2,124 2,318 2,539 -14.7% 

Source: HESA HE student enrolments by HE provider 2014/15 to 2019/20 

6.11 For the purposes of this analysis, only full-time students are considered to be part of the 
additional student population in York living in C2 housing, as part-time students are 
more likely to be residents already living in York or commuting into the City. 
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6.12 Housing Requirements Study assumed (in Appendix B)36 
that, following consultation with both Universities, 5% of all UoY students live at home or 
commute into York, whilst 20% of all YSJ students do the same.  The 20% figure for YSJ 

aspires to grow to 10,000 students by 2026, with 
37.  This would be an increase of 3,000 students on the current figure of 7,000.  A 

diverse 
growth to at least 10,000 students 38. 

6.13 By way of an alternative, a review of HESA data suggests that in 2019/20 (and prior to the 
Covid-19 Pandemic), 4.5% of UoY students lived at home with their parents/guardians, 
compared to 15% for YSJ, which is broadly in line with the figures mentioned above. 

6.14 Applying these 5%/20% assumptions to the 2019/20 total full-time student figure of 
24,250 generates a student baseline figure of 22,067 students requiring accommodation 

17,781 6,649 FT 
students). 

 

6.15 In a representation submitted to the draft York Local Plan examination in December 
201939, th
growth scenarios for the university up to 2038.  They are an update on those submitted in 
Appendix 4 of the Regulation 19 Representations April 2018: 

e of growth scenarios for student numbers, and growth in 
academic and non-academic staff follows this increase in students. The range of growth 
considered is from 0.5% to 4%. Because of the lengthy local plan period to 2033 and on 
to 2038, Government polic
patterns of oversea recruitment will have an impact on this growth rate that cannot be 
accurately predicted.  Suffice to say that the average growth rate in student numbers 
over the last 10 years has been around 4% per annum, to the higher end of the range 

 [paragraph 1.2] 

6.16 The Paper concludes that it i  employment forecasts for 
growth, and hence employment and financial impact on the local economy, reflect the 
recent growth rates in student numbers at the University of York. 

6.17 

states that since March 2018 the University has grown steadily.  Student numbers were at 
17,200 [FTE] when writing the 2018 report and have grown to 18,100 [FTE] for the 
academic year 2018/19.  This means that average growth in student numbers over the last 
ten years has been at about 4% per annum [paragraph 14]. 

6.18 The built estate is continuing to expand as further space is required. 
A further £250m of investment is being made in the Campus over the next three years. 
This includes in Science & Medical facilities, and a new Management School facility on 
Campus West; and two more Residential Colleges (1,480 beds in all), an Energy Centre, a 
new Nursery and the RPIF funded Robotics building on Campus East [paragraph 15]. 

 
36  (2015): Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 update, Appendix B 
37 York St John University (2019): 2026 Strategy: Make the Possible Happen, page 26  
38 York St John University Strategy 2026 Refresh (2021) 

University of York Growth Rates, Phase 1 Hearings 
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6.19 The Paper revisits the 6 growth scenarios in the previous 2018 representations and 
updates it to reflect the fact that 2018 student numbers were at 18,112 an increase of 
about 900 students from the 2017 figure used in the 2018 modelling: 

 

Source: University of York Growth Rates, Phase 1 
Hearings, page 4 

6.20 Of the six growth scenarios, 
growth is highly unlikely
concluded that Scenario 3 or 4 was the minimum likely scenario for prudent long-term 
growth planning at this stage of the Local Plan; and that Scenario 5 and 6 were 

 the fact that these are less than 
(Scenario 5) or equal (Scenario 6) to the actual growth over the last decade.  The update 
notes that average growth in student numbers over the last ten years has been at about 
4% per annum. 

6.21 It therefore does not seem unreasonable to assume that 
likely to range from between 1.25% and 4% per annum over the period to 2038. 

6.22 Scenario 3, which assumed 1.25% student growth p.a. to 2038, and Scenario 4, which 
the 

minimum prudent scenarios for planning purposes at this stage of the Local Plan
Scenario 5, which assumed 2% growth p.a., was also considered to be a realistic 
possibility given it is at a rate equal to half the growth the University has achieved over 

 

6.23 The growth scenarios modelled by O -time-equivalent 
[FTE] students and was modelled forward from 2018/19 data.  Given that growth in FTE 
students in recent years has been 4%, we have assumed the higher Scenario 5 
growth rate of 2% p.a. over the full Plan period to 2033 is justified for use in 
this analysis.  With a 2018/19 figure of 17,604 FT students in 2018/19, we have 
therefore applied a growth rate of 2% per annum to 2033.  This equates to a growth of 
6,719 students on the 2016/17 FT student figure of 16,283. 

6.24 As set out above, the YSJU 2026 Strategy document (2019) sets out that the 
ambition is to grow to 10,000 students by 2026, a growth of 3,000 students from 7,000 
in 2018/19 over a six-year period.  Using the average proportion of full-time students at 
the University from the past six years of HESA data (totalling 90% of all students), this 
suggests it would be reasonable to work on the basis that 9,000 full-time students will be 
attending YSJ by 2026, an increase of 3,000 full-time students over the next 6 
years, or 500 students per year until 2025/26. 

6.25 

analysis we have fixed the full-time student number at 9,000 for the remainder of the 
plan period to 2033 (i.e. zero growth post 2026). 

6.26 Based on the above assumptions, the expected growth in full-time students over the 16-
year Local Plan period 2016/17  2032/33 equates to 6,719 for the UoY and 3,645 for 
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York St John (these figures include three Table 6.1 
above, of 2,612 students between 2016/17 and 2019/20).  This totals 10,364 additional 
FT students based at the two Universities over the 16-year plan period 2016/17  
2032/33. 

6.27 Applying the previous assumptions relating to students living at home or commuting to 
this generates an additional 9,299 full-
6,719 FT students and 80% of 645 FT students). 

 

6.28 It is reasonable to assume that the 18-23 age cohort will represent the core student age 
group, particularly for under graduates.  This was also the approach  followed in 
its Guildford SHMA Update.  Figure 5 illustrates that using either the 2014-based SNPP, 
the 2016-based SNPP, there is limited growth within this age cohort, particularly over the 
short to medium term, with growth principally occurring from 2025 onwards.  There is 
stronger long-term growth projected in the 2018-based SNPP, but only after 2024 with 
growth flatlining before then. 

6.29 Over the 16-year plan period 2016/17 to 2032/33, the projected growth of this age cohort 
is 5,507 residents (+20%) according to the 2018-based SNPP; by 3,118 residents (+12%) 
according to the 2016-based SNPP, or 2,149 (8%) using the 2014-based equivalents.  In 
contrast, the number of full-time students attending the two Universities in York is 
expected to rise by 10,364 over the same time period, of whom 9,299 are expected to live 
in the City, an increase of 52.1% on the 2016/17 figure of 21,638 FT students 
attending the two York Universities.  This represents a rate of growth significantly higher 
than that of the age cohort in any of the projections. 

Figure 5 Past and Projected Population Growth in York for residents aged 18-23 

 

Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates 2019/2014-based SNPP/2016-based SNPP 

6.30 The Figure above includes growth in new student residents and also existing residents 
who are not in Higher Education.  In an attempt to separate out the anticipated growth in 
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students alone in the projections, Figure 6 presents the growth of residents aged 20-2440 
living in communal establishments in the City of York up to 2039/41.  Communal 
establishments include institutional accommodation such as residential care homes, army 
barracks, correctional facilities and (of particular relevancy for younger age groups) 
purpose-built student accommodation (i.e. halls of residence).  It is therefore highly likely 
that most of the population aged 20-24 living in communal establishments can be 
considered to be students living in purpose-built C2 student accommodation. 

6.31 The data indicates that post 2017, the number of residents aged 20-24 living in communal 
establishments is anticipated to stay constant, at 1,909 residents in the 2014-based 
SNHP, 1,874 in the 2016-based SNHP and around 1,925 in the 2018-based SNHP.  There 
is therefore no change in the size of this cohort built into either set of projections over the 
plan period, and so growth in the numbers of students living in purpose-built 

residents shown in Figure 5. 

6.32 From this, it could also be reasonably inferred that the ONS projections have not factored 
in the strong growth in student numbers at the 2 Universities into their projections, 
whether they are likely to be living in C2 student accommodation or renting in the private 
market.  Furthermore, the projections suggest a lack of growth in the short-term, whilst 
growth effects later in the plan period are likely to be largely accounted for by a cohort 
effect rather than an increase in student migration. 

Figure 6 Communal establishment population in York, aged 18-23, 2001-2035 

 

Source: CLG 2014-based SNHP/ ONS 2016-based SNHP / ONS 2018-based SNHP 

6.33 Based on this analysis it is reasonable to assume that the rise in the student population 
would result in additional housing need over and above the need as determined by the 
2018-based SNPP in isolation. 

 
40 The ONS / CLG data is grouped together in 5-year age cohorts including 20-24 and not 18-23 year olds; however, it is 
reasonable to assume that the trends exhibited for this slightly older age group represents a reasonable proxy for student 
growth 
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Additional Student Accommodation Needs 

6.34 

house 50%-60% of its students within student accommodation. 

6.35 Appendix Housing Requirements Study 41 includes an 

2010/11 and 2017/18.  Over this period the average proportion of students living in the 
PRS was 56.6% of the total.  This figure includes the assumptions relating to students 
living at home or commuting, and so must be applied to the total additional number of FT 
students, not just those living in York.  

6.36 Applying this assumption to the combined university full-time student growth figure of 
10,364 generates an estimated 5,866 additional full-time students likely to be living in 
the wider housing stock in York over the 16-year plan period, or 367 additional students 
per year. 

6.37 On the basis of an average of 4 students per household (an assumption that was also used 
by  in 201742), this equates to around 1,466 dwellings over the 16-year plan 
period; an average of 92 dpa over the plan period 2016/17 - 2032/33. 

Table 6.2 Additional student population requiring PRS dwellings in York 2016/17-2032/33 

Measure Total 

Additional FT students 10,364 

Additional FT students living in York 9,299 

Additional FT students living in PRS in York 5,866 

Additional dwellings needed 1,466 

Additional dwellings needed p.a. 92 

Source:  analysis 

Conclusion 

6.38 Based on this analysis, it cannot be assumed that the growth in the 18-23 age cohort in 
the latest population projections includes growth in student numbers, and therefore that 
there is adequate provision for new student housing within the OAHN.  Following this, it 
is our recommendation that an additional 92 dpa be factored into the City of 

 

 
41  (2015): Evidence on Housing Requirements in York: 2015 update, Appendix B  
42  (2017): West Surrey Strategic Housing market assessment: Guildford Addendum Report 2017 
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7.0  
7.1 The Explanation to Policy SS1 of the Proposed Modifications to the City of York Local 

Following consideration of the outcomes of this work, the Council aims 
to meet an objectively assessed housing need of 790 new dwellings per annum for the 
plan period to 2032/33, including any shortfall in housing provision against this need 
from the period 2012 to 2017, and for the post plan period to 2037/38.  

7.2 According to PM21a of that document, the Update to Table 52: Housing Trajectory to 
2033 to reflect the revised OAN of 790 dpa, this shortfall to housing provision equates to 
32 dwellings annually between 2017/18 to 2032/33, or 512 dwellings in total over the 16-
year Plan period. 

7.3 Full Year Housing Monitoring Update for Monitoring Year 
2018/19 Table 6, this appears to be based on a net dwelling gain of 3,432 dwellings 
between 2012/13 and 2016/17, against a requirement of 3,950 (790 x 5); therefore a 518 
shortfall, or 32 annually. 

7.4 The Companies have serious concerns regarding the accuracy of this calculation.  It 
appears that the CoYC have included a very substantial amount of C2 student 
accommodation in these figures, thus reducing the amount of shortfall they include in the 
annual housing target. 

7.5 The Housing Monitoring reports produced by the Council seek to legitimise this approach 
by referring to the PPG, which states that: 

self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be included 
towards the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it 

 

To establish the amount of accommodation released in the housing market, 
authorities should base calculations on the average number of students living in 
student only households, using the published census data.  This should be applied to 
both communal establishments and to multi bedroom self-contained student flats.  
Studio flats in mixed developments designed for students, graduates or young 
professionals should be counted as individual completions.  A studio flat is a one-
room apartment with kitchen facilities and a separate bathroom that full functions 

43 

7.6 Setting to one side the fact that the household projections which  has used to 
underpin its demographic modelling do not take full account of the needs of students, we 

-emphasising the contribution this 
source of accommodation is making to housing delivery. 

7.7 For example, MHCLG publishes Table LT122 annually for every district in the country, 
which provides a robust and consistent indication of net additional dwellings.  This is 
based on Housing Flows Reconciliation data that have been submitted by CoYC to 
MHCLG annually. 

 
43 ID-3-042-20180913 
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Table 7.1 Rate of net housing delivery in York, 2012/13-2019/20 

Year MHCLG Net Housing 
Completions (LT122) 

Housing Delivery Test Local Plan Estimate 
Net Dwelling Gain +/- 

2012/13 88 n/a 482 -394 
2013/14 69 n/a 345 -276 
2014/15 284 n/a 507 -223 
2015/16 691 691 1,121 -430 
2016/17 378 378 977 -599 
2017/18 1,296 1,331 1,296 0 
2018/19 449 451 449 0 
2019/20 560 627 560 0 
Total 3,815 - 5,737 -1,922 

Sources: MHCLG LT122 (2021), Housing Delivery Test Results 2020 / EX_CYC_32_CYC_HFR v AMR Table 1 
*Difference from HDT figure 

7.8 To take an example for the year 2015/16, the Council has included an additional 579 units 
Off campus privately managed student accommodation .  The 

2 developments, the Yorkshire Evening Press 76-86 Walmgate, for 361 units; and the 
Former Citroen Garage, 32 Lawrence Street. 

7.9 Reference to the latter development (planning application reference 13/01916/FULM) 
indicates that not all of these units are self-  

The new managed student accommodation will create 58 student flats (5 and 6 
person flats with communal kitchen/living/dining facilities) and 303 self-contained 

44 

7.10 Therefore, as a best case, this site should be contributing a maximum of 315 units (58/5 + 
303), not 361 units  a difference of 46 units. 

7.11 Similarly, the other student development included for 2015/16 on the former Citroen 
Garage (15/012440/FULM), also includes shared and self-contained flats:  

ms self-contained or with shared facilities 
according to circumstances, to respect the heritage constraints and make the most 

45 

7.12 

 Land Monitoring Report Update, Table 3 indicates that 977 
housing completions were delivered net, compared to just 378 recorded by MHCLG  a 
difference of 599 units.  Yet only a proportion of this difference can be explained by 
the C2 student accommodation, as only 152 units are attributed to this source in Table 3, 
compared to 571 units from residential use class C3 approvals, plus 252 from relaxed 
Permitted Develop

  
The only explanation given by the Council46 Gaps were evident in the data as not 
all site completions were recorded due to time lags in receiving information from sites 
covered by private inspection or no receipt of any details at all.  

 
44 Design and Access Statement for Walmgate Student Castle Development, ref: 13/01916/FULM, paragraph 8.02 
45 Design and Access Statement for St Lawrence WMC, ref: 15/02440/FULM, paragraph 6.2.2 
46 EX_CYC_32_CYC_HFR v AMR 
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7.13 Essentially, if the MHCLG figures had been used, then instead of a 518 under supply to be 
made up over the remainder of the plan period from 2017 (32 dpa added onto the 790 dpa 
OAHN), the shortfall would be 2,440 dwellings, or 153 dpa over 16 years  a very 
significant uplift to the OHAN (to 943 dpa). 
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8.0 

 

 

8.1 Since the Local Plan Proposed Modifications consultation in June 2019 the Council has 
released a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment [SHLAA] Housing Supply and 
Trajectory Update (April 2021).  The 2021 SHLAA Update contains a housing trajectory 
which sets out the anticipated delivery rates of draft allocations.  It also reviews the 
evidence provided in the 2018 SHLAA supporting the assumptions for strategic 
allocations in relation to build out rates and implementation taking into consideration the 
current timescale of the Local Plan examination. 

8.2 This section critiques the assumptions which underpin the currently claimed housing 
land supply.  It also reiterates points made on behalf of our clients on other components 

ply, which have been carried forward since the previous 
version of the SHLAA.  It is important to be cautious in relation to the likelihood of sites 
delivering and the scale of that delivery.  This is because the purpose of the assessment is 
to provide a realistic view of whether there is sufficient land available to meet the 

taken. 

 

Lead-in Times 

8.3 The timescales for a site coming forward are dependent on a number of factors such as a 
developer's commitment to the site and the cost, complexity and timing of infrastructure.  
Whilst housebuilders aim to proceed with development on sites as quickly as possible, 
lead-in times should not underestimate inherent delays in the planning process (e.g. the 
approval of reserved matters and discharge of planning conditions) as well as the time 
taken to implement development (e.g. complete land purchase, prepare detailed designs 
for infrastructure, mobilise statutory utilities and commence development). 

8.4 The standard lead-in times should only be applied to sites where developers are actively 
pursuing development on a site and preparing the necessary planning application.  The 
standard lead-in time should not be applied universally and a degree of pragmatism and 
realism should be applied.  Sites where developers have shown limited commitment, for 
example, should be identified as being delivered later in a trajectory. 

8.5 In addition, another fundamental element in calculating appropriate lead-in times relates 
to the size and scale of a site.  As a generality, smaller sites commence delivery before 
larger sites. Larger sites often have more complex issues that need to be addressed and 
require significantly greater infrastructure, which must be delivered in advance of the 
completion of housing units.  In some cases, the lead-in time on brownfield sites can be 
greater given the time required for decommissioning services, demolition, dealing with 
ground contamination etc. 

8.6 The 2018 SHLAA sets out the lead-in times which have been applied by the Council in 
respect of their housing trajectory.  The lead-in times are based upon evidence contained 
within Annex 5 of the 2018  The 
Council states that smaller  medium sites are more likely to come forward within 12 
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-18 months at a 
minimum. 

8.7 The Council undertook a Housing Implementation Survey in 2015 to help draw together 
information regarding lead-in times. Our review of these lead-in times suggest that the 
overall conclusions do not reflect the full extent of the process from submitting a planning 
application to first completions on site.  The lead-in times appear to be ambitious and do 
not provide a robust set of assumption to base the housing trajectory on.   

8.8 The 2021 SHLAA Update states that draft allocations without consent have been given 
estimated delivery assumptions based on the latest consultation responses and/or 
estimated lead-in times and build-out rates based on the Housing Implementation Study. 

8.9  has undertaken extensive research on lead-in times on a national level with the 
 and its subsequent 2020 Update47, which contains robust 

evidence on typical lead-in times and build-rates.  These findings are quoted elsewhere 
within research such as Stock and Flow48 which the Council itself refers to in 
Annex 5 of the 2018 SHLAA.  Whilst the Council has referenced this research it is unclear 
if the findings have been considered when formulating lead-in times.  Whilst it is 
acknowledged by the Council that larger sites can have longer lead-in times it is unclear if 
any allowances have been made for large sites included within the housing trajectory. 

8.10 It is considered that as a starting point the Council should consider the average lead-in 
times set out within  which are provided below: 

Figure 8.1 Average Lead in Times 

 

Source: Analysis, Figure 4 of 'Start to Finish' (February 2020) 

8.11 has also provided commentary on lead-in times previously within previous 
Housing Issues Technical Papers (March 2018 and July 2019).  This builds upon the 
findings of Start to Finish to provide more localised commentary. Like Start to Finish, an 
approach was taken to consider lead in times from the submission of the first planning 
application to the first completion on site.  Table 8.1 provides a summary of these 
findings. 

 
47  (February 2020): Start to Finish: What factors affect the build-out rates of 
large scale housing sites? Second Edition 
48  (January 2017): Stock and Flow: Planning Permissions and Housing Outputs 
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Table 8.1 Lead in Times 

Stage of Planning  0-250 units  250-500 units  500+ units  
Full Planning Permission  1 year 1.5 years 2 years 
Outline Planning Permission  1.5 years 2 years 2.5 years 
Application Pending Determination 2.5 years 3 years 3.5 years 
No Planning Application  3 years 3.5 years 4 years 

Source:  

8.12 Both Start to Finish and the assumptions set out within the Housing Issues Technical 
Paper -in times is not robust.  There are 
examples wi
assumptions are ambitious.  This includes the proposed lead-in times for proposed 
allocations ST14 and ST15. 

8.13 For example, ST14 (Land west of Wigginton Road) has a proposed capacity of 1,348 
dwellings and currently there is no application being determined by the Council.  The 
2021 SHLAA Update (Figure 3) suggests first completions on the site in 2022/23.  
Assuming an outline application is submitted in 2021 and following Start to Finish, it 
would be expected that first completions would be in 2027 (6.9 years). 

8.14 Similarly, ST15 (land west of Evington Lane) is a proposed new settlement with a capacity 
of 3,330 dwellings within the emerging plan.  The 2021 SHLAA Update suggests first 
completions on the site in 2023/24 but indicates that no application has been submitted 
to date.  There would be significant upfront infrastructure requirements before any 
housing completions took place.  If an outline application is submitted in 2021, and 
following Start to Finish, it would be expected that first completions would be in 2029 
(8.4 years). 

8.15 It is considered that the position set out above should be adopted when considering lead-
in times.  
when considering likely lead-in times.  The Council should provide clear justification if 
there is a departure to these timescales. 

Delivery Rates 

8.16 Whilst housebuilders aim to deliver development on site as quickly as possible, in a 
similar fashion to the lead-in times outlined above, the annual delivery rate on sites will 
depend on a number of factors including overall site capacity. 

8.17 Within the 2018 SHLAA the Council has taken the approach to apply a build out rate to 
site allocations of 35 dwellings per outlet, per annum.  This is applied in multiples as the 
number of outlets are likely to increase.  For larger schemes the Council envisage that 
there could be up to four outlets after the initial infrastructure phase has been completed.  
This standard build-out rate has been carried forward in the 2021 SHLAA Update 
Trajectory (Figure 3) on sites where alternative build-out rates from site promoters have 
not been used. 

8.18 . However, 
research undertaken by demonstrates that build rate assumptions are more 
complex.  Whilst it is acknowledged that larger sites can support more outlets, 
always the case and will be influenced by the size, form and housing mix of the 
development.  Overall market absorption rates mean the number of outlets is unlikely to 
be a fixed multiplier in terms of number of homes delivered. 
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8.19  has provided commentary on delivery rates previously with the Housing Issues 
Technical Papers (March 2018 and July 2019).  In our experience, sites with a capacity of 
less than 250 units are built out by one housebuilder using one outlet.  As such, a 
reasonable average annual delivery rate in York is 40 dpa for sites with a capacity of less 
than 250 units.  However, on sites of less than 100 units we have assumed a lower 
delivery rate of 25 dpa as these sites will generally be delivered by smaller housebuilders. 

8.20 Generally, in York, on sites with a capacity of between 250 units and 500 units, there is 
often a second developer (or national housebuilders use a second outlet) delivering units 
simultaneously.  As such, annual delivery rates increase but not proportionately to the 
number of housebuilders or delivery outlets. In our experience in the current market, 
sites with 2 outlets deliver approximately 65 dpa. 

8.21 Finally, on large-scale sites with a capacity of more than 500 units, there are often up to 
three housebuilders or outlets operating simultaneously. As before, this does not increase 
delivery proportionately, but it can be expected that three outlets operating 
simultaneously on a large scale would deliver approximately 90 dpa. 

Table 8.2 Annual Delivery Rates 

 0-100 units 100-250 units 250-500 units  500+ units 
Annual Delivery 25 dpa  40 dpa 65 dpa 90 dpa 

Source:  

8.22 Furthermore, Start to Finish analyses build rates based on national research.  Whilst the 
findings shown in Figure 8.2 are average figures, it demonstrates that large sites do not 
necessarily deliver more homes on an exponential basis. 

Figure 8.2 Housing Delivery Rates 

 

Source: analysis, Start to Finish 

8.23 considers that it would be appropriate to apply the delivery rates identified 
above.  The quantum of delivery of units on a site can be affected by a significant number 
of factors including local market conditions, general economic conditions, proximity to 
competing site, housing market area, type and quality of unit and the size of the 
development.  There will be a number of sites in York that will experience higher annual 
delivery rather than the averages outlined above but there will also be a number of who 
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deliver below the average also. It is therefore important not to adopt an average delivery 
rate which may only be achieved by a small minority of the strategic sites. 

Density Assumptions 

8.24 The 2021 SHLAA Update does not confirm what density assumptions have been used to 
calculate the capacity of allocated sites.  However, we would reiterate our previous 
concerns with the assumptions identified in the 2018 SHLAA (page 22) which sets out the 
density assumptions for each residential archetype. 

8.25 It is considered that the proposed densities are overly ambitious and will not be achieved 
on average on sites throughout York. For example, from our experience, it is not 
anticipated an average density of 50dph on sites of 1ha+ with a gross to net ratio of 95% 
can be achieved.  Meeting open space requirements alone will preclude this ratio. There 
will be a very limited number of examples where this density has been achieved but a 
more appropriate and conservative figure should be pursued in the absence of firm details 
from a developer. The gross to net ratio at most should be 85%, although this can reduce 
to less than 60% for larger developments with significant infrastructure requirements. 

8.26 Secondly, it is considered that a density of 40dph on suburban sites is highly aspirational 
and is unlikely to be achieved across a significant number of sites. This density is 
characterised by housing for the smaller households and thus not suitable for family 
accommodation.  Our housebuilder clients and local intelligence has reaffirmed our 
concerns with the proposed average densities. Unless there is specific evidence to the 
contrary the default density on suburban sites should be 35 dph. 

8.27 Assumptions on development densities in the absence of specific developer information 
should err on the side of caution and we consider that the details in the 2018 SHLAA are 
at variance with this principle. 

 

Allocations 

8.28 The Framework (2012) stresses the intention of the Government to significantly boost the 
supply of housing.  As a consequence, the focus of national policy is to ensure the delivery 
of housing and in that context. The Framework advises that Local Planning Authorities 
should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to 

additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent 
under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should increase the buffer to 20% 
(moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a realistic prospect of achieving 
the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land 
(paragraph 47). 

8.29 The definition of deliverability as set out within the NPPF states that to be considered 
deliverable: 

be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site 
within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with 
planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, 
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unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five 
years, for example they will notbe viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of 
units or site [Footnote 11] 

8.30 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out further guidance in respect of what 
constitutes a deliverable site.  

8.31 It states: 

in 
the development plan and sites with planning permission (outline or full that have 
not been implemented) unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be 

implemented within 5 years. 

However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan is not a 
prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the 5-year supply. Local 

planning authorities will need to provide robust, up to date evidence to support the 
deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgements on deliverability are clearly 
and transparently set out. If there are no significant constraints (e.g. 
infrastructure) to overcome such as infrastructure sites not allocated within a 
development plan or without planning permission can be considered capable of 
being delivered within a 5-year timeframe. 

The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a housing 
site is deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need to consider the time 
it will take to commence development on site and build out rates to ensure a robust 
5-  

8.32 When assessing a 5-year supply position, it is important to be cautious in relation to the 
likelihood of sites delivering and the scale of that delivery. This is because the purpose of 
the assessment is to provide a realistic view of whether there is sufficient land available to 

 

8.33 The Council should adopt a more cautious approach when seeking to include strategic 
allocations within the five-year supply. It is considered that a number of the proposed 
allocations do not have a realistic prospect of delivering housing within the next five years 
when applying more robust assumptions in terms of lead-in and build rates. 

Sites with Planning Permission 

8.34 It is now a standard approach that sites with planning permission should be included in 
the supply (unless there is a good reason to exclude them) whereas sites without planning 
permission should be excluded (unless there is a good reason to include them).  This 
interpretation is entirely logical as the absence of a planning permission is a clear 
impediment to development, which is contrary to the test that land should be available 
now. 

Non-Implementation Rate 

8.35 In the 2021 SHLAA Update, the Council apply a 10% non-implementation rate to extant 
planning permissions and site allocations identified for housing development.  The 

2018 
SHLAA.  The addition of the non-implementation is welcomed and is in line with 
approaches taken elsewhere when reviewing housing delivery. 
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8.36 Figure 3 of the 2021 SHLAA Update provides a detailed housing trajectory table which 
applies this 10% non-implementation rate.  We consider that this table should also be 

been derived. 

 

8.37 Update Technical 
Paper (2020) which can be found at Annex 4 of the 2021 SHLAA Update.  The Council 
clams that 182dpa will be delivered on windfall sites from Year 3 of the trajectory 
(2023/24) and provides justification for their windfall allowance within the Windfall 
Update Technical Paper. 

8.38 The Framework49 sets out the local planning authorities may make allowance for windfall 
sites in the 5-year supply if they have compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable 
source of supply.  Furthermore, any allowance should be realistic having regard to the 
SHLAA, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends. 

8.39  accept that windfalls should be included in the overall housing delivery 
trajectory but only consider that they are appropriate outwith the first 5-year period.  
The inclusion of a significant windfall figure in earlier years increases the likelihood of 
artificially inflating the housing delivery figures in year 3. It does not account for any 
potential delays to the build-out of sites with extant consent. As such, the windfall 
allowance should be amended to only make an allowance from Year 6 (2025/26) 
onwards. 

8.40 The Council considers that an annual windfall of 182 dpa is appropriate to take account of 
potential delivery on sites of <0.2ha and completions on change of use and conversion 
sites.  This is based on completion data from the last 10 years (2010/11 to 2019/20) and 
comprises the sum of the mean average figures for these two categories of windfall 
development (43 dpa and 139 dpa). 

8.41 However, the figure of 182 dwellings has only been achieved four times over the past 10 
years.  In addition, there has been a steady decline of windfall completions for these two 
categories since a peak in 2016/17.  This is during a period when the application of a very 
tight inner Green Belt boundary has precluded urban edge development at a time of ever-
increasing housing demand.  In such circumstances it would have been an ideal period for 
windfall development to increase; but it did not. There is therefore no justification for 
such a high allowance. 

8.42 In relation to the delivery on sites of <0.2ha,  considers that the proposed 
windfall allowance is too high because tightly defined settlement boundaries in York and 
surrounding settlements means there is a finite supply of sites which can come forward.  
This supply has been curtailed over recent years by the change in definition of previously 
developed land (June 2010) to remove garden sites.  The average of 43 dwellings has only 
been achieved four times over the past 10 years and is skewed by an unusually high figure 
in 2018/19 of 103 dwellings.  If thus anomaly is excluded the average figure is 36 dpa. 

8.43 In relation to the delivery from conversions, the average completion figure since 2014 is 
largely dependent on the changes to permitted development rights introduced in 2013.  
As a consequence, it is considered that after an initial surge the conversion rate will revert 
back to the long-term average.  It is likely that the optimum conversion sites will be 
completed in the short term and the less sustainable and attractive office developments in 

 
49 NPPF (2012) §48 
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York will not be converted.  This trend can already be seen in the figures in Table 2 of the 
Windfall Update Technical Paper where conversions have dropped significantly since a 
peak in 2016/17.  As such the average conversion rate from 2010/11 to 2014/15 of 68 dpa 
should be used. 

8.44 Based on the above assessment it is considered that the proposed windfall allowance 
should be reduced from 182 dpa to 104 dpa which represents a far more realistic 
windfall allowance over the plan period. The incorporation of this figure would ensure 

ealistically achieved and 
would only be incorporated into the delivery trajectory at Year 6 (2025/26) to ensure no 
double counting. 

8.45 

allowance of 182dpa and does not provide sufficient certainty that this figure will be 
achieved over the plan period. 

8.46 Therefore, in this instance we consider that it is not appropriate that the City of York 
includes a windfall allowance within the first 5 years of the plan period.   

Under Supply 

8.47 The PPG50 states that the level of deficit or shortfall should be added to the plan 
requirements for the next five- year period where possible (Sedgefield approach).  If LPAs 
are minded to deal with the shortfall over a longer period (Liverpool method) the Practice 
Guidance advises that Local Authorities work with neighbouring authorities under the 
duty to cooperate. 

8.48 The 2021 SHLAA Update states that 
dealing with past under delivery.  Whilst the Council state there 
which warrant a longer-term approach, it is not clear where the justification is which 
warrants the Liverpool method being adopted. It is considered that further information 
should be provided by the Council which justifies a departure from addressing the 
shortfall within the next five- year period. 

8.49 In line with both the 2014 and latest 2019 iterations of the PPG,  considers that 
the Council should deal with backlog in full against planned requirements within the first 
5  

8.50 Table 8 of the 2021 SHLAA Update provides historic housing completions for the period 
2012/13 to 2019/20).  The 2021 SHLAA Update states that the inherited shortfall from 
the period between 2012/13  2019/20 is 479 dwellings (37 dpa).  However, in relation to 
this shortfall it states51: 

latest outcomes of an additional 5 dwellings per annum.  Over the remaining 13 
years of the Plan, this constitutes an additional 65 dwellings. 

As a result the Council consider that the proposed housing requirement of 822 dpa 
(790 dpa +32) should continue to be the housing requirement for York over the plan 
period (2017-2033). As the updated trajectory takes into consideration the 
completions 2017-2020, the 65 dwelling undersupply forms part of the remaining 
housing need to be delivered against which the supply is seeking to deliver.  It is 

therefore considered that this wil  
 

50 Paragraph: 035 Reference 3-035-20140306  
51 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Housing Supply and Trajectory Update April 2021 §§ 6.15-6.16 
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8.51 The Council has therefore applied an undersupply of 416 dwellings (32 dpa x 13 years). 

8.52 Table 4.1 
benchmarks for the period 2004/05  2019/20.  It demonstrates that the inherited 
shortfall could be significantly higher than current accounted for by the Council.  This will 

- year supply calculation, with the potential 
requirement for more sites to be identified to meet the undersupply and the housing 
requirement moving forward. 

 

8.53 As shown elsewhere in this report, the Council has a record of persistent under-delivery in 
recent years.  The Council also confirms that there is a history of under-delivery within 
the 2021 SHLAA Update.  In line with paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2012) the Council 
should apply a 20% buffer to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply.  
This is supported by the 2020 Housing Delivery Test results, which also indicate that a 
20% buffer should be applied for the City of York. 

8.54 In respect of applying the buffer, it should be applied to both the forward requirement 
and the under-supply.  This approach accords with the Framework, which suggests that 
the buffer should be added to the total requirement which would, inevitably, include any 
under delivery from earlier years. In this regard, the purpose of the buffer is to increase 
the supply of land; it does not change the number of houses required to be built within 
that period.  Put simply, the buffer is not, and it does not become, part of the 
requirement; it is purely a given excess of land over the land supply necessary to permit 
the identified need for housing to be delivered. 

 

8.55 The 2018 SHLAA included a five-year housing land supply calculation (in Table 6 of the 
document).  An updated calculation to reflect the latest requirement and supply position 
has not been provided in the 2021 SHLAA Update.  However, we set out below our 

ve-year period 
using data available in the 2021 SHLAA Update, including Figure 3 of that document. 

8.56 The calculation in Table 8.3 is for illustrative purposes only and is 
own completion figures without any amendments.  
assumption of 790 dpa and assumptions on inherited shortfall (479 dwellings over 13 
years) and applied the Liverpool method from the 2021 SHLAA Update as well as the 

 

Table 8.3 Five year housing land supply calculation - based on figures within 2021 SHLAA Update 

Five year housing land supply calculation Dwelling Number 
A Annual housing target across the Plan period 790 
B Cumulative target (2020/21-2024/25) 3,950 
C Inherited shortfall (2020/21 - 2024/25) (Liverpool method) 184 
D 20% buffer 827 
E Five- year requirement (B+C+D) 4,961 
F Total estimated completions (2020/21 -2024/25) (with windfalls and 

10% non-implementation)  
5,671 

G Supply of deliverable housing capacity 5.72 years 
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8.57 Table 8.4 2020/21  2024/25 utilising the 
dpa but utilises the Sedgefield  approach of 

addressing the full backlog of 479 dwellings in the first 5 years.  The windfall allowance 
has also been excluded for the reasons set out within this report.  Again, a 20% buffer has 
been applied (which the 2021 SHLAA Update accepts is appropriate) and again the 

2021 SHLAA Update.  As a 

from the analysis elsewhere in this report, plus the additional backlog that would arise. 

Table 8.4 Five-year housing land supply calculation - i  OAHN 

5-year housing land supply calculation   
A Annual housing target across the Plan period 790 dpa 1,010 dpa 
B Cumulative target (2020/21-2024/25) 3,950 5,050 
C Inherited shortfall (2020/21 - 2024/25) 

(Sedgefield method) 
479 2,239 

D 20% buffer 886 1,458 
E Five- year requirement (B+C+D) 5,315 8,747 
F Total estimated completions (2020/21 -

2024/25) (with 10% non-implementation 
included and windfalls excluded)  

5,307 5,307 

G Supply of deliverable housing capacity 5.00 years 3.03 years 

Source:  analysis 

8.58 Table 8.4 clearly shows that the Council can only demonstrate a very marginal 5YHLS 
  

In addition, we note that this calculation does not factor in our comments on other 
 

8.59 

increased.  When the OAHN is increased to a reasonable level of 1,010 dpa (virtually 

 

8.60 We also have concerns with the Councils approach to calculating historic completions, 
which may be depressing the backlog figure.  The calculations above also 
evidence base in terms of projected completions from the 2021 SHLAA Update.  If our 
comments on lead-in times and delivery rates were applied to the delivery from these 
sites, the supply from them would be significantly lower. 

8.61 

likely to be insufficient to demonstrate a 5YHLS.  An uplift in supply is required in order 
to meet the housing requirement. 

8.62 The only way to address this shortfall is the identification of further land which is capable 
of delivering dwellings over the next five years of the plan period.  However, the Council 
could easily rectify this situation by proposing main modifications to identify additional 
allocated sites in the Local Plan. 

8.63 

Examination should this information be provided. 
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8.64 L has undertaken an analysis of the 2021 SHLAA Update and Proposed 
Modifications to the Local Plan which sets out the assumptions used to calculate the 

 

8.65 The Council states that the inherited shortfall from the period between 2012  2020 is 
479 dwellings, based on an OAHN of 790 dwellings.   has concerns that the way 
in which the Council has calculated historic housing completions, shown within Table 8 of 
the 2021 SHLAA Update is flawed and is inflated through the inclusion of privately 
managed off-campus student accommodation that do not meet the varied housing needs 

.  We consider that some of the suggested delivery rates on proposed 
allocations are unrealistic and not based on robust assumptions. 

8.66 The evidence provided by the Council is not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing 
requirement over the first 5 years of the Plan will be achieved. 

8.67 It is understood that there are a number of sites which are proposed to be allocated but 
have yet to have an application submitted. In order help ensure a 5YHLS, the Council 
should demonstrate that there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on site 
within five years.  

8.68  reserves the right to update the above evidence as and when further 
information becomes available. 
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9.0 

 

 

9.1 In practice, applying the 2012 NPPF requires a number of key steps to be followed in 
order to arrive at a robustly evidenced housing target: 

 The starting point for Local Plans is to meet the full objectively assessed development 
needs of an area, as far as consistent with the policies set out in the Framework as a 
whole [§6, §47 & §156]. 

 An objective assessment of housing need must be a level of housing delivery which 
meets the needs associated with population and household growth, addresses the 
need for all types of housing including affordable and caters for housing demand 
[§159]. 

 Every effort should be made to meet objectively assessed needs for housing and other 
development, and there should be positive response to wider opportunities for 
growth.  Market signals, including affordability should be taken into account when 
setting a clear strategy for allocating suitable and sufficient land for development 
[§17]. 

 In choosing a housing requirement which would not meet objectively assessed 
development needs, it must be evidenced that the adverse impacts of meeting needs 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 
the policies within the Framework as a whole; unless specific policies indicate 
development should be restricted [§14]. 

 Where an authority is unable to meet its objectively assessed development needs or it 
is not the most appropriate strategy to do so, e.g. due lack of physical capacity or 
harm arising through other policies, it must be demonstrated under the statutory 
duty-to-cooperate that the unmet need is to be met in another local authority area in 
order to fully meet development requirements across housing market areas [§179 & 
§182 bullet point 1]. 

9.2 It is against these requirements of the Framework which housing need 
must be identified. 

 

9.3 There are a number of significant deficiencies in the Councils approach to identifying an 
assessed need of 790 dpa in the HNU which means that it is not soundly based.  The scale 
of objectively assessed need is a judgement and the different scenarios and outcomes set 
out within this report provide alternative levels of housing growth for the City of York.  

 considers these to be as follows: 

1 Demographic Baseline: The 2018-based household projections indicate a net 
household growth of just 302 dpa between 2017 and 2033 (including a suitable 
allowance for vacant/second homes).  Quite rightly,  then models 
alternative migration variants, including the 10-year trend scenario, which it then 
takes forward as its preferred scenario.  Whilst this is generally appropriate, we 
consider that  should also have concerned modelling the High International 
variant produced by ONS, which produces a level of net international migration more 
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in keeping with longer term trends.  It is likely that this would have increased the 
demographic baseline figure.  We do agree with , however, that it is 
appropriate in this instance to apply accelerated headship rates to the younger age 
cohorts, which takes the demographic starting point to 669 dpa. 

2 Market Signals Adjustment:  assumed to be 15% based on 
their earlier reports for CoYC, although this has not been revisited in their 2020 
HNU.  However, for the reasons set out in Section 4.0,  considers that a 
greater uplift of at least 25%, and probably higher, would be more appropriate in this 
instance given that the current SM2 uplift is 25%.  This should be applied to the 
revised demographic starting point of 669 dpa and not the 302 dpa 2018-based 
SNPP, which would be entirely illogical given that  themselves admit that 
the principle 2018-based projection is less robust for York.  Even setting to one side 
the issue of whether the High International Variant projection should be used, this 
would indicate a need for 836 dpa. 

3 Employment growth alignment: The demographic-based projections would 
support a reasonable level of employment growth at levels above that forecast by the 
ELR Scenario 2 (which has informed the Local Plan) and past trends.  As such, and 
notwithstanding our concerns regarding how  has modelled the 
employment growth needs for the City, on the face of it no upward adjustment is 
required to the demographic-based housing need figure of 803 dpa to ensure that the 
needs of the local economy can be met; 

4 Affordable Housing Need: The scale of affordable housing needs, when 
considered as a proportion of market housing delivery, implies higher levels of need 
well above 836 dpa.  It is considered that to meet affordable housing needs in full 
(573 dpa), the OAHN range would need to be adjusted to 1,910 dpa @30% of overall 
delivery.  It is, however, recognised that this level of delivery is unlikely to be 
unachievable for York.  Given the significant affordable housing need identified in 
City of York  considers that a further 10% uplift would be appropriate in 
this instance and should be applied to the OAHN, resulting in a figure of 920 dpa. 

5 Student Housing Needs: household projections explicitly exclude the housing 

critique of the projections clearly indicates that they do not adequately reflect the 
Uni
would equate to around 1,466 dwellings over the 16-year Plan period, at an average of 
92 dpa on top of the 920 dpa set out above (i.e. 1,012 dpa). 

6 Rounded, this equates to an OAHN of 1,010 dpa between 2017 and 2033 for the 
City of York. 

7 Shortfall of housing delivery 2012-2017: The Council is also making provision 
for past under-delivery between 2012 and 2017.   has serious concerns 
about how the CoYC have calculated past housing delivery.  Setting to one side the 

completions figures and MHCLGs, if  higher OAHN of 1,010 dpa is applied, 
this would result in a figure of 1,618, or 101 dpa over the 16 year plan period, to be 
factored on top. This would result in a Local Plan requirement of 1,111 dpa, 
which is not dissimilar to the 1,013 dpa figure that they would have been 
using with the current standard methodology. 

9.4 This allows for the improvement of negatively performing market signals through the 
provision of additional supply, as well as helping to meet affordable housing needs and 
supporting economic growth.  Using this figure (of 1,010 dpa plus the unmet need 2012-
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2017) would ensure compliance with the Framework by significantly boosting the supply 
of housing.  It would also reflect the Framework, which seeks to ensure the planning 
system does everything it can to support sustainable development. 

9.5 This process is summarised in Table 9.1. 

Table 9.1 Approach to OAHN for the City of York 2017-2033 

 Dwellings per annum (2017-2033) 

Demographic Starting Point (2018-based SNHP) 302 dpa 

Adjustments to Demographic-led Needs 669 dpa 

Uplift for Market Signals 836 dpa (+25%) 

Employment Led Needs 766 dpa   779 dpa 

Affordable Housing Needs 1,910 dpa* 

10% Uplift to demographic led needs for Affordable 
Housing? (rounded) 

920 dpa 

Uplift to address Student Housing Needs 92 dpa 

Adjusted OAHN (Rounded) 1,010 dpa 

Inherited Shortfall (2012-2017) annualised over the 
Plan period 

32 dpa  101 dpa 

Annual Target (inclusive of shortfall) 1,042 dpa  1,111 dpa 

*Based on an affordable housing net annual need of 573 dpa at a delivery rate of 30% 

 

9.6 

consider that some of the suggested delivery rates on proposed allocations are unrealistic 
and not based on robust assumptions.  The Council states that the inherited shortfall from 
the period between 2012  2020 is 479 dwellings, based on an OAHN of 790 dwellings.  
We also consider that some of the suggested delivery rates on proposed allocations are 
unrealistic and not based on robust assumptions. 

9.7 The evidence provided by the Council is not sufficient to demonstrate that the housing 
requirement over the first 5 years of the Plan will be achieved.  When a more realistic 
OAHN of 1,010 dpa is factored into the calculation, as well as reasonable adjustments 
relating to windfalls and the Sedgefield approach to backlog, it is clear that the Council 
cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS.  This could fall to as low as 3 years even before a detailed 
interrogation of the deliverability of sites is undertaken. 

9.8 It is understood that there are a number of sites which are proposed to be allocated but 
have yet to have an application submitted.  In order help ensure a 5YHLS, the Council 
should demonstrate that there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on site 
within five years. 

9.9 reserves the right to update the above evidence as and when further 
information becomes available 
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This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary. 

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

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  

 



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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date    7th July 2021 
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2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. 
 
 

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes     No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes     No 
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary. 

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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date    7th July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



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

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 

 
 
 
 
 
 



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

 

 

Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes     No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes     No 
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary. 

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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date    7th July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



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

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 

 
 
 
 
 
 



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

 

 

Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes     No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes     No 
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary. 

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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date    7th July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



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

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 

 
 
 
 
 
 



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

 

 

Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes     No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes     No 
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

City of York Local Plan
Proposed Modifications
Consultation Response Form
25 May 7 July 2021

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 

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

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

reference Z5809563.

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

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

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary.

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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signatur Date    7th July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



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

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

Guidance note
Where do I send my completed form?

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

By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can I make comments on?

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

City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only
York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]
CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)
[EX/CYC/32]
Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]
Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]
Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

 Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]
Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment
Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]
Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]
Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]
SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]
CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e]
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g]
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59j
City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]
Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document:

Page Number:

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

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

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

Yes No

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

Yes No

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

What does mean?
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.

What makes a Local Plan 

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

PM101 
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight. 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

City of York Local Plan
Proposed Modifications
Consultation Response Form
25 May 7 July 2021

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 

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

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

reference Z5809563.

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

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

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary.

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

OFFICE USE ONLY:

ID reference:



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

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

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

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

Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff. 

How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date 7th July 2021



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

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

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

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

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Representing 
(if applicable) 

Address line 1

Address line 2

Address line 3

Address line 4

Address line 5

Postcode

E-mail Address

Telephone Number



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

Guidance note
Where do I send my completed form?

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

By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk

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

What can I make comments on?

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

City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York
Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive
schedule of proposed modifications only
York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29]
CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019)
[EX/CYC/32]
Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36]
Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37]
Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38]

 Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a]
Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment
Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a]
Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46]
Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49]
SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56]
CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57]

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e]
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f]
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g]
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h]
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021)

EX/CYC/59j
City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60]
Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61]



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

Do I have to use the response form?

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

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

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

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing.

Do I need to attend the Public Examination?

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public.

Where can I view the Consultation documents?

Copies of the consultation documents are
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.

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

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

.



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

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document:

Page Number:

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

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

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

Yes No

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

Yes No

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

What does mean?
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.

What makes a Local Plan 

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

PM71 
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight. 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary. 

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

 

 

We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature   Date    7th July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



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

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 

 
 
 
 
 
 



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

 

 

Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes     No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes     No 
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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

 

PM54 

 

Modifications Schedule and associated evidence 



Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight. 
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Justified the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



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

City of York Local Plan
Proposed Modifications
Consultation Response Form
25 May 7 July 2021

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination.

Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 

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

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

reference Z5809563.

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

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

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection an
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 

necessary.

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

OFFICE USE ONLY:

ID reference:
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We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or 
individuals, unless we are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime 
and detection of fraud, or, in some circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature   Date    7th July 2021 
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Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 

 

 

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

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

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

Title  

First Name  

Last Name  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 

Representing  
(if applicable)  

 

Address  line 1  

Address  line 2  

Address  line 3  

Address  line 4  

Address  line 5  

Postcode  

E-mail Address  

Telephone Number  



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
  Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference:

Document:

Page Number:

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

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

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

Yes No

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

Yes No

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

What does mean?
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.

What makes a Local Plan 

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

PM55 
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight. 
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Justified the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

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

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

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

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

If yes, go to question 5.(3). If no, go to question 5.(2).

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

7.(3) Please justify your answers to questions 7.(1) and 7.(2)
Please use extra sheets if necessary

Positively prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with 
national policy

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 



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

 

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination 

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
There is the need to examine some fundamental aspects of the Local Plan.  We would therefore like the opportunity 
to participate at the oral part of the examination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 

Please see the attached representations report for detailed representations. 

 



1

From:
Sent: 07 July 2021 22:50
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc:
Subject: Response to the Local Plan Proposed Modifications Consultation
Attachments: JRHT Proposed Mods Comments 070721.pdf

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

Good evening 
I’m cutting it close to the deadline, but please now find attached our comments in response to the current 
consultation. 
 
I would appreciate acknowledgement of this email and receipt of our comments. 
 
Kind regards 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
1.1  

 
 

 
2.0 COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS 
2.1 Our comments relate to the Proposed Modifications Consultation document, and the 

associated evidence base. Wherever possible, we have referred to the Proposed 
Modifications and the documents to which our comments relate. 

 
EX/CYC/59 Topic Paper 1: Green Belt 

2.2 We understand the original version of the Green Belt Topic Paper was subject to an 

and outer green belt boundaries. The Topic Paper and subsequent Addendum are now 
subject to a further Addendum and public consultation to allow for comment to be made. 

 
2.3 

boundary, we wish to raise a procedural matter. Government guidance documents and 
legislation on the drafting of local plans make it clear that the Government expects local plans 
to be drafted on the basis of an evidence base that sets out the justification for policies within 
the plan. On this basis, it would be reasonable to have expected the Council to have 
formulated the methodology and consulted upon the evidence behind the identification of the 
inner and outer boundaries in the same level of detail now found within the Addendums prior 
to the Regulation 19 consultation. Instead, the Council is relying on Addendums to a Topic 
Paper to form the evidence as to how decisions were reached concerning the boundaries. 

 
2.4 Our concern is that the Topic Paper is supposed to be a summary of the journey in the policy 

formulation and the means by which the Council can explain how the evidence influenced the 
policies in the Plan. In this instance, it appears the Council has instead used the first 
Addendum to the Topic Paper to set out the methodology for the first time and is now 
attempting to revise the methodology and introduce changes to the results of the assessment 
through the current Addendums. This is evident because a number of Proposed Modifications 
are now tabled whereby changes to the methodology and a review of the assessment 
requires the Green Belt boundary to be updated. 

 
2.5 

to a document to correct an error or for clarification, but in this instance the first addendum 
extends to 89 pages with six appendices attached and the second addendum is 11 pages 
long with seven appendices. Clearly, the addendums go beyond simply clarifying a point or 
correcting an error. Additionally, many of the matters raised represent wholly new evidence 
rather than corrections or points of clarity. 

 
2.6 Furthermore, the Council sets out how the emphasis of the assessment has been altered in 

te stage in the 
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boundaries. easonable 
of the drafting process. 

Since when has it been acceptable for the Council to decide to change the emphasis of an 
assessment, which in effect represents altering the preferred option on which the Plan is 
based during examination? 

 
2.7 Quite simply, the proposed modifications to the boundaries should not need to be introduced 

at such a late stage in the process, as the work should have been completed before the Plan 
was finalised and submitted for Examination. The Plan is simply unsound due to the 
shortcomings of the evidence base. The Plan is also not legally compliant as all the options 
were not defined and assessed at the correct stage of the process. 

 
2.8 By attempting to fill gaps within the evidence base, rather than simply providing greater clarity 

to matters previously covered in the Green Belt Topic Paper published in 2018, it appears the 
Council is attempting to retrospectively justify decisions previously made. Additionally, the 
Council is setting out evidence that should have been collated, analysed and consulted upon 
before such an advanced stage in the process. The NPPF (2012) makes it clear under 
paragraph 158 how local plans should be based on adequate, relevant and up to date 
evidence. In addition, paragraph 152 explains how local plans should be justified whereby 
reasonable alternatives have been taken into account and on the basis of proportionate 
evidence. 

 
2.9 We therefore believe the evidence now presented through the Addendum is pertinent to 

decisions that were made at previous stages of the Plan process. Given that the latest 
Addendum changes the emphasis of the assessment and has resulted in Proposed 
Modifications then the Plan, as submitted, cannot be considered to have been drafted on the 
necessary evidence required for the Plan to be effective or justified. The implications of the 
Addendum are significant, especially as Green Belt policy is of national significance, so we 

 
 
2.10 In short, events to date are not sound and not in the spirit of the process, never mind the 

actual requirements of the process that are set out clearly in legislation, national policy and 
guidance. How can retrospectively attempting to amend the methodology on which the 
boundaries have been drawn be considered to be sound? This point is pertinent because the 

means the subsequent assessment that impacts on the drafting of the boundaries has altered 
(please refer to paragraph 2.14 of EX/CYC/59). We believe the Council needs to take 
ownership of the heavily flawed process rather than attempting to hold on to the last few bare 
threads.   

 
2.11 If the Green Belt methodology needs to be revised with a view to eliminating or introducing 

hen we do not believe it is appropriate to do so through a Topic Paper. 
This is because the Topic Paper is not intended to be evidence on which the Local Plan has 
been drafted. Instead, it is simply intended to be an explanation of the process by which 
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decisions have been reached. Clearly, the means by which decisions should have been 
recorded do not exist because those decisions cannot have been taken before now. 

 
2.12 itial 

comments expressed in the letter to the Council dated 12 June 2020 (EX/INS/15) whereby 
paragraph 40 explains how the most fundamental concern is in relation to the assessment 
against purpose three, which is from 
encroachment the presence of a number of 
open space or nature conservation designations are not necessarily evidence that the land is 
part of the countryside. Consequently, the nature conservation or open space designation 
should not be included in the extent of Green Belt because whilst it would be appropriate to 
prevent development, Green Belt policy is not the correct policy tool. 

 
2.13 With the idea that land should be considered for inclusion within the Green Belt only where 

there is a need to keep it permanently open because it contributes to one of the five purposes 
listed under paragraph 134 of the NPPF, we would like to mention a number of situations 
where we believe the aim of Green Belt policy has not been applied properly and the 
assessment has reached the wrong conclusion. This is on the basis that the methodology is 

 
 
2.14 Under Section 5, Boundary 11-15 East of Woodland Place to the rear of Pollard Close is 

shown to be a finger of greenspace that forms the river bank on either side of the River Foss 

woodland that acts to visually enclose the greenspace from the open countryside beyond.  
 
2.15 In terms of the five purposes of Green Belt, the narrow finger of land does not check the 

unrestricted sprawl of York because the land penetrates into the urban extent of the 
settlement. As such, it does not serve to contain development in any respect. With regard to 
preventing neighbouring towns merging, it has already been concluded that York is to be 

that should not be merged. To this end, Green Belt is not the correct means by which to 
maintain the separation between the two districts of New Earswick and Huntington. 

 
2.16 In respect to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, the land is visually contained 

and does not form part of the wider countryside that requires safeguarding. If the countryside 
surrounding York is to be protected against encroachment, then the boundary needs to be 
drawn around the outer edge of the urban area rather than any of the fingers of greenspace 
that penetrate the urban extent of the City. With regard to preserving the setting and special 

not aid the understanding of the historical relationship of the city to its hinterland. 
 
2.17 Finally, the land is part of a river corridor so is subject to flood risk. This means that its 

development potential is limited so it does not need to be designated Green Belt to assist 
urban regeneration. 
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2.18 
proposed boundary is: 
 Not identified in the Green Belt appraisal work as being of primary importance to the 

setting of the historic city [SD107]; 
 Included as amenity Green Space and Natural/ Semi Natural Open space [SD085]. 
 Entirely within Regional Green Corridor 3 (Foss Corridor) [SD080]. 
 Within a high flood risk zone to the eastern edge; 
 Not included in any nature conservation designations. 

The open land within the proposed boundary is therefore not suitable for development in line 
 

 
2.19 If the land is not of primary importance to the setting of the historic city and simply open space 

that is subject to flood risk then it appears self-explanatory that the boundary should exclude 

continuation of the outer extent of the urban area. There is absolutely no need to include the 
t does not form part of the open countryside beyond the 

urban edge of York and there are other policies that might otherwise prevent inappropriate 
development. 

 
2.20 A similar situation also exists in respect of Section 5, Boundary 21-27 Land to the East of 

Huntington and North of Monks Cross where a sliver of undeveloped land is identified to be 
included within the Green Belt even though it does not form part of the wider open 
countryside that needs to be protected from encroachment. Sections 23 to 26 of the proposed 
boundary should be excluded and instead the boundary should be drawn so as to form a 
north / south boundary around the edge of York with a view to protecting the openness of the 
agricultural land to the east, e
the countryside and development would not lead to the sprawl of the urban area into 
countryside. Plus, the narrow corridor has not been found to be important to the setting of the 
historic city. 

 
2.21 The proposed allocation of Land to the East of Huntington for a new settlement under 

allocation ST8 only serves to provide further reason as to why the narrow corridor of land is 
not part of the wider countryside that needs to be kept open. The new settlement allocation 
will visually sever the narrow corridor of undeveloped land from the wider countryside. The 
allocation will also result in creation of another tract of land between boundaries 22 and 27a 
where the narrowness of the track of undeveloped land does not contribute to the purposes of 
Green Belt policy and could instead be protected by other means if it were considered 
necessary to protect against development. For the Plan to be found sound, the boundary 
therefore needs to be amended to exclude the tract of land. 

 
PM31: Windy Ridge, Huntington 

2.22 The misapplication of the methodology and continued over-
in respect of Proposed Modification PM31 which involves some of the land covered by the 
boundary assessment 21-27 in regard to the Land to the East of Huntington. It seems the 
proposed modification simply looks to exclude built development from the Green Belt, but 
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continues to reinforce the application of Green Belt policy to protect undeveloped land 
irrespective of whether or not it fulfils the purposes of Green Belt policy. 

 
2.23 If the purposes of Green Belt, as defined by paragraph 134 of the NPPF are applied then 

there is no reason for inc
especially as it is not preventing towns from merging and it does not assist in the 
safeguarding of countryside by preventing sprawl since it is located between two districts 
within the extent of the urban area of York. We simply see no reason why it needs to be kept 
permanently open given that it will never lead to sprawling of development beyond the outer 
edge of the wider inner boundary proposed. 

 
PM76: Homestead Park  

2.24 The inconsistency in the way undeveloped land has been treated within the assessment and 

reassessment of Homestead Park and the proposed modification to exclude the land from the 
Green Belt.  

 
2.25 It is absolutely right that the park should not be designated Green Belt because the current 

use of Homestead Park can be protected by the greenspace policies within the Local Plan. 
Designating the site as Green Belt is unnecessary when it is subject to other policies that 
place equally effective constraints on development. 

 
2.26 Homestead Park was first opened in 1904 by Benjamin Seebohm who made available the 

park for use by children attending York Elementary School. Since then, the park has 
Because 

of human intervention in its setting out, it is very much a space that forms part of the built 
environment and it is quite distinct from the character of countryside beyond. 

 
2.27 

open space land use, as illustrated on the Policies Map. On this basis, further designations 
protecting the park from development are not required and serve no additional purpose. 

 
2.28 Furthermore, the park does not contribute to the five purposes of Green Belt set out under 

paragraph 134 of the NPPF. The extent of the park has been defined for some 120 years and 
so the potential for it to spawl does not need to be checked. We therefore support the 
Proposed Modification. 

 
PM49: Policy SS1 

2.29 The Proposed Modification explains how the intention is for the Plan period to run from 2017 
to 2032/33 with sufficient land allocated for a further period up to 2038. We have made the 
point at earlier stages of the process that there should be only one plan period in respect of 
both policies and proposals. This is rather than the current approach where the Council is 
attempting to outline policies for the remaining 12-year period (from 2021) and then proposals 
for the remaining period of 17 years. The approach is simply unsound because it is not 
compliant with national policy and legislation.  
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2.30 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 sets out under Part 

3, Regulation 5(1)(a)(i) how local development documents are any documents that contain 
statements regarding specified matters, including 
the loca   

 
2.31 Paragraph: 064 Reference ID: 61-064-20190315 of the National Planning Policy Guidance is 

clear that strategic policies should be prepared over a minimum 15-year period and a local 
planning authority should be planning for the full plan period.  

 
2.32 Within the NPPF (2012) there are various references to the preparation of strategic policies 

within Local Plans, and the time frame to which policies should apply. These include 
paragraph 157 which states: 
time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take account of longer term requirements, and 
be kept up to  and paragraph 47 which states local planning authorities should 
a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, 
where possible, for years 11-  The 2019 version of the NPPF is more explicit that the plan 
period should endure for at least 15 years. Paragraph 22 states: 
look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-
term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in 

 
 
2.33 Note 

basis, there is no legitimate reason for the Local Plan to include two different time periods, 
especially, as the NPPF sets out under paragraph 139 the means by which the permanence 
of the green belt is to be preserved, which is through the designation of safeguarded land. 

 
2.34 We are extremely concerned that the Council simply intends to allocate sufficient land for a 

17-year period that will then require Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed at the end. If this is 
the case then the boundaries will not be permanent because they will not endure beyond the 
end of the Plan period, as is required under paragraph 36 of the NPPF. Particularly, as the 
boundaries will endure for a period of less than 20 years, which is accepted as being the 
minimum period required for boundaries to be considered permanent. 

 
2.35 These points have been consistently raised through the various stages of the process 

together with the reasons why the Plan is to be considered unsound as a result. We would 
therefore suggest that reference to two plan periods needs to be amended to refer to only one 
period and that land should be safeguarded for future development. The NPPF sets out how 
identifying safeguarded land is the correct means to ensure boundaries can endure beyond 
the end of the plan period, which is a point we have raised at every stage of the process to 
date. 
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PM50: Policy SS1 
PM53: Policy SS1 
PM54: Policy SS1 

2.36 It appears the goal posts are being moved within the Proposed Modification. The word 
under PM50, PM53 and PM54 so the 

average 
housing requirement of 13,152. This is instead of 
of 822 dwellings per annum. The implication is that there may be several years where the 
Council does not deliver any houses but then over-delivers in a number of other years, which 
then add up to the total requirement when taken as an average.  

 
2.37 The implication, and our worry, is that if the Council over-delivers across a number of years 

and reaches the housing requirement of 13,152 in advance of the end of the Plan period then 
the supply tap might be turned off and applications for development refused because the 

he 
Council would not prevent sites coming forward on the basis of past delivery rates in the 
event the annual target of 822 or the total of 13,152 was exceeded. This is because the 
original way in which the requirement was presented referred to a minimum annual provision 
of 822 dwellings per year, where the expectation was that any oversupply would accumulate 
without implication to ensuring that at least 822 dwellings are delivered each year.  

 
2.38 We are concerned that the approach is no longer compliant with national planning policy 

because the Government does not expect a local plan to only deliver the overall requirement 
by the end of the plan period. Instead, the expectation is that a supply is maintained that 
equates to tranches of five-year periods and also a minimum number of houses is  delivered 
in order to significantly boost the housing supply. Clearly, the intention of the Plan is only to 
deliver what is necessary by averaging out the annual delivery rate, which we do not believe 
complies with paragraph 59 of the NPPF. 

 
2.39 

any of the evidence documents. There is also no assessment of its implications or whether it 
represents a reasonable alternative to not including the intention to only deliver on average 
the overall requirement. This is despite the implications of what initially appears to be an 
innocuous change, but in reality, has the potential to hugely stifle a continuous supply of new 
homes that might significantly boost the housing supply in accordance with the requirements 
set out in the NPPF. 

 
2.40 If the Plan is to be found sound then the word average  needs to be deleted. Alternatively, 

further work and consultation is required to set out the reasonable alternative options in 
respect to the level of housing delivery over the Plan period and whether the emphasis is on 
managing the annual delivery rate, the five year land supply or the overall housing 
requirement. 
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3.0 CONCLUSION 
3.1 Attempting to introduce changes to the Green Belt methodology that impact on the outcome 

of the associated assessment shows how the Plan was not sound when it was submitted. 
 
3.2 Furthermore, the flaws originally identified in the initial review of the Local Plan and outlined in 

th June 2020 still persist. We believe the flaws are 
too significant for the Plan to be found sound especially as we believe the Plan is not legally 
compliant as a result of its shortcomings. Particularly, as there is no evidence that the Council 
has assessed some of the Proposed Modifications in respect of the reasonable alternative 
options available and on which the Plan might be based. This is important given that the 
changes now being proposed appear to materially impact on the emphasis of the Plan and 
the approach being adopted, specifically in relation to the number of new homes that might be 
delivered over the course of the Plan period. 

 
3.3 Overall, we do not believe the Proposed Modifications make the Local Plan either sound or 

legally compliant, and instead introduce new issues that are not acceptable without further 
justification, consultation or reassessment. 
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City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May – 7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 
registered ‘Controller’. Our data protection notification is registered with the Information 
Commissioner’s Office (ICO) – reference Z5809563. 

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

What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection and published on the Council’s website; they cannot 
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn’t and we will not keep it for longer than is 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  
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1 Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012  
We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we 
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some 
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: We will keep the information you give us in CYC’s secure network drive 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

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

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 
Signature Date 
   07/07/2021 
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2Regulation 35 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012. 
 
 

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

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

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

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

 
What can I make comments on? 
 

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed 
modifications and supporting evidence base, further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the 
Examination into the Plan. You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number 
of evidence base documents as set out below. The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether 
you think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ‘Legally Compliant’ and 
‘Sound’.  These terms are explained as you go through this form. 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
 G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 Topic Paper TP1: Approach to defining York’s Green Belt (Addendum) (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are available to view on the council’s website at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, if open in line with the Government’s Coronavirus 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

Yes   No 

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

Yes   No 

6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does ‘Sound’ mean? 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘showing 
good judgement’. The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework’s four ‘tests of soundness’ listed below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan “sound”? 
 

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

We make no representations on Legal Compliance, or on the Duty to Cooperate. 

EX/CYC/59; EX/CYC/59f; EX/CYC/46  

Various 

TP1 Addendum; TP1 Addendum Annex 4; Key Diagram Update  
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Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  
 
Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities  
 
Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies in the Framework  

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

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

 

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

 
 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Positively prepared Justified 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
examination

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

9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 
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Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 
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1

From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 10:18
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: (6a) City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications (Post Submission) SA 

Consultation
Attachments: Consultation-Response-PPO-012-080-335.docx

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
   Dear Forward Planning team 
 
   Following the policy consultation on 25 May 2021, please find attached our comments 
   relating to the above policy. 
   If you would like to discuss any of the issues raised, please contact us. 
 
   Regards 
 
   Planning and Local Authority Liaison team 
 
    
    
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
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City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications (Post Submission) SA 
Consultation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

    
 
Date 
5 July 2021 
 
Dear Local Plan Team  
 
City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications - Sustainability Appraisal Consultation 
 
Thank you for your notification received on the 25 May 2021 in respect of the above consultation.   
 
I can confirm that the  has no specific comments to make in respect of the proposed 
modifications to the Sustainability Appraisal.   
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this further. 
 
Yours faithfully 
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 14:20
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: City of York: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Consultation
Attachments: Consultation-Response-PPO-012-080-336.docx

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
   Dear Forward Planning team 
 
   Following the policy consultation on 25 May 2021, please find attached our comments 
   relating to the above policy. 
   If you would like to discuss any of the issues raised, please contact us. 
 
   Regards 
 
   Planning and Local Authority Liaison team 
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City of York: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Consultation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

    
 
Date 
5 July 2021 
 
Dear Forward Planning Team  
 
City of York: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Consultation 
 
Thank you for your notification received on the 25 May 2021 in respect of the above consultation.   
 
As you will be aware the York City area has very limited coal mining legacy with the information 
we hold indicates only 2 recorded mine entries, in the location of the North Selby Mine.   
 
I can confirm that we have no specific comments to make on the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment update, dated April 2021. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this further. 
 
Yours faithfully  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 15:31
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: (6) City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications (Post Submission) Consultation
Attachments: Consultation-Response-PPO-012-080-334.docx

This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
   Dear Forward Planning team 
 
   Following the policy consultation on 25 May 2021, please find attached our comments 
   relating to the above policy. 
   If you would like to discuss any of the issues raised, please contact us. 
 
   Regards 
 
   Planning and Local Authority Liaison team 
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City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications (Post Submission) Consultation 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
  

    
 
Date 
5 July 2021 
 
Dear Forward Planning Team 
 
City of York Local Plan: Proposed Modifications (Post Submission) Consultation 
 
Thank you for your notification received on the 25 May 2021 in respect of the above consultation.   
 
I can confirm that the Coal Authority has no specific comments to make in respect of the Main 
Modifications proposed.   
 
Yours faithfully  
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From:
Sent: 07 July 2021 20:26
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: Local Plan Modifications - representations on behalf of Galtres Garden Village 

Development Company
Attachments:  

 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Dear Sirs, 
 
Please find attached representation on the Proposed Modifications on behalf fo  

  Should you have any queries please get back to me. 
 
Kind regards 
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Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021, up until midnight.  
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made. 

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 

be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
 we will not keep it for longer than is 

necessary. 

 
 
 
 

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  

 



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

 

 

1 Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012  
We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we 
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some 
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date 7 July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 

x 



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

 

 

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

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

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

   

   

   

 
 

 
 

  
  

  
 

     

     

     

     

     

   

    

           



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
 G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 

 
 
 
 
 
 



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

 

 

 
 
Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 



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

 

 

Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 
 
 
 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes   No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes   No  
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does  
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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

In our representations on the 2019 modifications, we highlighted outstanding concerns from adjoining 
authorities  Hambleton; Leeds City Region LEP; Ryedale Council and Harrogate Council.  We cannot find 
any information in the proposed modifications evidence base that answers those concerns. 

 

Various 

Belt: Addendum;  EX/CYC/59g: Topic Paper 1: Green Belt 
Addendum (January 2021): Annex 5: Freestanding sites; 
Annex 1: Evidence Base EX/CYC/59a 
 



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

 

assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements 
from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with 
achieving sustainable development.  
 
 
Justified  the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  
 
Effective  the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities  
 
Consistent with national policy  the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies in the Framework  

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

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

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

 
 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Positively prepared Justified 

Effective Consistent with  
national policy 

1 The Plan is not Positively Prepared because it makes inadequate provision for the housing 
needs of the City; the Green Belt boundaries are tightly drawn around the urban area; 
Consequently, the permanence of the Green Belt beyond the plan period is not guaranteed. 

2 The plan is not justified because elements of the evidence base are incorrect.  For example, 
the housing supply trajectory over-estimates the amount of housing in the Plan period 

3 The Plan is not effective as it does not make adequate land provision for housing or 
employment needs; 

4 The Plan is not consistent with national policy as it does not provide a permanent Green Belt 
Boundary; The Plan is not consistent with national policy for meeting identified and known 
requirements for sustainable development including housing development. 

i. Our view is that a substantial amount of additional housing land will need to be allocated if the Council is to 
meet its identified housing requirements and confirm a permanent Green Belt for York.  The proposed Green 
Belt boundaries are therefore not defensible. 

ii. 
assessment on the contribution that the Galtres Garden village site can make to housing supply is 
fundamentally flawed.  

iii. The Green Belt boundaries in the emerging Local Plan therefore do not correctly interpret and apply the 
requirements of NPPF 2012 para 85, in that the Council has:-  

 not ensured consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable 
development; 

 failed to ensure that the Green Belt boundary will not need to be altered at the end of the development 
plan period; 

 included land which is not necessary to keep permanently open 
 

Our comments are set out in more detail in our representation document. Ref. 210707.gvdc.modreps   



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

 

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

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
Examination  

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

To make the Plan sound the following changes should be made: 
 
 The housing requirement should be increased to 1,026 dwellings per annum for the Plan Period; 
 The housing delivery trajectory set out in PM63a and PM63b should be altered to reflect what is likely to happen; 
 Galtres Garden village site should be identified as a free standing settlement; 
 Safeguarded land should be identified to a level that will ensure the Green Belt boundary will not need to be altered 

at the end of the development plan period. 
 
Justification for our changes are set out in more detail in our representation document. Ref. 210707.gvdc.modreps   

 
 



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

 

 

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



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

 

 

 

 
 
City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications  
Consultation Response Form 
25 May  7 July 2021 

 

 

 
This form has three parts: Part A How we will use your Personal 
Information, Part B Personal Details and Part C Your Representation  
 
To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them, we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination. Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination. 
 
Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 
form. Please ensure you sign the form on page 2. 
 
Please fill in a separate Part C for each issue/representation you wish to make. Failure to 
fully complete Part C of this form may result in your representation being returned. Any additional 
sheets must be clearly referenced. If hand writing, please write clearly in blue or black ink.  
 

Part A - How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data, CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 

 reference Z5809563. 
 

What information will be collected: The consultation only looks at the specific proposed 
modifications and specific evidence base documents and not other aspects of the plan. The 
representations should therefore focus only on matters pertaining to those main modifications and 
documents being consulted upon. We are collecting personal details, including your name and 
address, alongside your opinions and thoughts.  
 
What will we do with the information: We are using the information you give us with your 
consent.  You can withdraw your consent at any time by contacting the Forward Planning team at 
localplan@york.gov.uk or 01904 552255. 
 
The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors, together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination1. Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 

be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full.We will protect 
 we will not keep it for longer than is 

necessary. 

 
 
 
 

OFFICE USE ONLY:  

ID reference:  

 



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

 

 

1 Section 20(3) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17,22, 35 & 36 Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) England) Regulations 2012  
We will not use the information for any other purpose than set out in this 
privacy notice and will not disclose to a third party i.e. other companies or individuals, unless we 
are required to do so by law for the prevention of crime and detection of fraud, or, in some 
circumstances, when we feel that you or others are at risk.  
 
You can find out more about how the City of York Council uses your information at 
https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
We will also ask you if you want to take part in future consultations on planning policy matters 
including Supplementary Planning Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Storage of information: 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff.  
 
How long will we keep the information: The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 
the Plan2. When we no longer have a need to keep your information, we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it. Where required or appropriate, at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information. 
 
Further processing: If we wish to use your personal information for a new purpose, not covered 
by this Privacy Notice, we will provide you with a new notice explaining the purpose prior to 
commencing the processing and the processing conditions. Where and whenever necessary, we 
will seek your consent prior to the new processing. 
 
Your rights: To find out about your rights under data protection law, you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office (ICO): https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 
 
You can also find information about your rights at https://www.york.gov.uk/privacy  
 
If you have any questions about this privacy notice, want to exercise your rights, or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used, please contact us at 
information.governance@york.gov.uk on 01904 554145 or write to: Data Protection Officer, City 
of York Council, West Offices, Station Rise, York YO1 6GA. 

 
1. Please tick the box to confirm you have read and understood the 

privacy notice and consent to your information being used as set  
out in the privacy notice   

 
 
2. Please tick the box to confirm we can contact you in the future about 

similar planning policy matters, including neighbourhood planning 
and supplementary planning documents. 

 
 

Signature Date 7 July 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 

x 



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

 

 

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

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

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

   

   

   

 
 

 
 

  
  

  
 

     

     

     

     

     

   

   s.co.uk 

           



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

 

 

Guidance note 
 

Where do I send my completed form? 
 

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

Offices, Station Rise, York, YO1 6GA  

 By email to: localplan@york.gov.uk  
 

You can also complete the form online at: 
www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation.    
 
 
What can I make comments on? 
 

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

 
 
 City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule (May 2021) [EX/CYC/58] and City of York 

Local Plan Publication Draft (February 2018) [CD001] to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only  

 York Economic Outlook (December 2019) Oxford Economics [EX/CYC/29] 
 CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return (December 2019) 

[EX/CYC/32] 
 Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) [EX/CYC/36] 
 Audit Trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) [EX/CYC/37] 
 Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area (April 2020) [EX/CYC/38] 
 G L Hearn Housing Needs Update (September 2020) [EX/CYC/43a] 
 Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) (October 2020) Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 

Limited [EX/CYC/45] and Appendices (October 2020) [EX/CYC/45a] 
 Key Diagram Update (January 2021) [EX/CYC/46] 
 Statement of Community Involvement Update (November 2020) [EX/CYC/49] 
 SHLAA Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/56] 
 CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers (August 2018)[EX/CYC/57] 
 (January 2021) [EX/CYC/59] 

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

and Part 3 April 2021) [EX/CYC/59e] 
o Annex 4: Other Urban Areas within the General Extent (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59f] 
o Annex 5: Freestanding Sites (March 2021) [EX/CYC/59g] 
o Annex 6: Proposed Modifications Summary (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59h] 
o Annex 7: Housing Supply Update (April 2021) [EX/CYC/59i]and Trajectory Summary (April 2021) 

EX/CYC/59j 
 City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Report [EX/CYC/60] 
 Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) [EX/CYC/61] 
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Do I have to use the response form? 
 

Yes please. This is because further changes to the plan will be a matter for a Planning Inspectors to 
consider and providing responses in a consistent format is important. For this reason, all responses should 
use this consultation response form. Please be as succinct as possible and use one response form for 
each topic or issue you wish to comment on. You can attach additional evidence to support your case, 
but please ensure that it is clearly referenced. It will be a matter for the Inspector to invite additional 
evidence in advance of, or during the Public Examination.  
 
You can use our online consultation form via www.york.gov.uk/form/LocalPlanConsultation or send back 
your response via email to localplan@york.gov.uk. However you choose to respond, in order for the 
inspector to consider your comments you must provide your name and address with your 
response. We also need your confirmation that you consent to our Privacy Policy (Part A of this 
form). 
 
 
Can I submit representations on behalf of a group or neighbourhood? 
 

Yes, you can. Where there are groups who share a common view, it would be very helpful for that group to 
send a single representation that represents that view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send 
in separate representations that repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how 
many people it is representing and how the representation has been agreed e.g. via a parish council/action 
group meeting; signing a petition etc. The representations should still be submitted on this standard form 
with the information attached. Please indicate in Part B of this form the group you are representing. 
 
 
Do I need to attend the Public Examination? 
 

The scope of the Public Examination will be set by the key issues raised by responses received and other 
matters the Inspector considers to be relevant. You can indicate if you consider there is a need to present 
your representation at a hearing session during the Public Examination. You should note that Inspectors do 
not give any more weight to issues presented in person than written evidence. The Inspectors will use their 
own discretion in regard to who participates at the Public Examination. All examination hearings will be 
open to the public. 
 
Where can I view the Consultation documents? 
 

Copies of the consultation documents are 
https://www.york.gov.uk/LocalPlanConsultation.  
 
In line with the current pandemic, we are also making the documents available for inspection by 
appointment only at City of York Council Offices, 
restrictions. To make an appointment to view the documents, please contact the Forward Planning team 
via localplan@york.gov.uk or on 01904 552255.  
 
Documents are also available to view electronically via Libraries, if open in line with Government 
Coronavirus restrictions. See our Statement of Representations Procedure for further information. 
 
 

. 
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Part C  - Your Representation  
(Please use a separate Part C form for each issue to you want to raise) 
 
 
5. To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate? 

Proposed Modification Reference: 
 

Document: 
 
 
 
 
 

Page Number: 

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

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

 Yes   No 
 

6.(2) Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate? 
 Yes   No  
 
6.(3) Please justify your answer to question 6.(1) and 6.(2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does  
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinar  f showing 
good judgement . The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investigate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework s f tes sted below.  
 

What makes a Local Plan  
 

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

In our representations on the 2019 modifications, we highlighted outstanding concerns from adjoining 
authorities  Hambleton; Leeds City Region LEP; Ryedale Council and Harrogate Council.  We cannot find 
any information in the proposed modifications evidence base that answers those concerns. 

PM 48; PM 49; PM 50; PM 52; PM 53; PM 54; PM 55; PM 56 

Various 

EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note Final; EX/CYC/37: Audit 
trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares; EX/CYC/43a: Housing Needs 
Update (September 2020); EX/CYC/56: Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment Update; EX/CYC/58: Composite 
Modifications Schedule; EX/CYC/46: Key Diagram Update. 
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assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements 
from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with 
achieving sustainable development.  
 
 
Justified  the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.  
 
Effective  the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities  
 
Consistent with national policy  the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies in the Framework  

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

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

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

 
 

 

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

Please use extra sheets if necessary  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Positively prepared Justified 

Effective Consistent with  
national policy 

1 The Plan is not Positively Prepared because it makes inadequate provision for the housing 
needs of the City; the Green Belt boundaries are tightly drawn around the urban area; 
Consequently, the permanence of the Green Belt beyond the plan period is not guaranteed. 
 

2 The plan is not justified because elements of the evidence base are incorrect.  For example, 
the housing supply trajectory over-estimates the amount of housing in the Plan period 

 
3 The Plan is not effective as it does not make adequate land provision for housing or 

employment needs; 
 

4 The Plan is not consistent with national policy as it does not provide a permanent Green Belt 
Boundary; The Plan is not consistent with national policy for meeting identified and known 
requirements for sustainable development including housing development. 

Our comments are set out in more detail in our representation document. Ref. 210707.gvdc.modreps   
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8. (1)  Please set out any change(s) you consider necessary 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 
sound, having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness.  

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

 

(If you are suggesting that the plan is legally compliant or sound please write N/A) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To make the Plan sound, the following changes should be made: 

1 The Local Plan period should be reset to a date that will correspond to the adoption date of the Plan.  
April 2023 could be considered as an appropriate start date for the Plan. This would have obvious 
consequential changes for other policies and site allocations in particular. 

2 The housing requirement should be increased.  We suggest the Standard Method figure of 1,026 as 
the OAN for the Plan. 

3 Additional strategic sites that can deliver substantial affordable housing and other benefits should be 
allocated in the Plan to deliver the Substantial Boost to housing supply sought by the NPPF.  To 
achieve this objective the Galtres Garden Village Site (Site Ref 964) should be included as an 
allocation in the plan. 

4 Table 1a in PM55 presents an exaggerated representation of housing supply - particularly supply 
from Strategic Housing sites and should be revised to reflect more realistic delivery from these sites. 
A more realistic trajectory is set out in Table 3a in Appendix 4 of our representation document Ref. 
210707.gvdc.modreps  included with this form. 
 

5 Changes should be made to the wording of PM64 as follows 
 

The timescale of each site is an indication of when we think the Council considers the site is likely 
to come forward based on the assumption that the plan was adopted in April 2017 and reflects 
the timescale put forward by the landowner or developer in the discussions referred to above,... 

 
6 PM70.   Changes should to made to the wording of proposed policy G12a b)ii on the grounds it is not positively 

worded.  We suggest the following alternative wording: 
 

Proposals for other housing development which are not within plan allocations will not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated must demonstrate that they will have no adverse 
effects on the integrity of the SAC. either alone or in combination with other plans or 
projects.  Any necessary mitigation measures may be sought through planning contributions 
and must be secured prior to the occupation of any new dwellings and secured in perpetuity. 
Open space provision must also satisfy policy GI6. 
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9. If your representation is seeking a change at question 8.(1) 
 

9.(1). Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination? (tick one box only) 
 
No, I do not wish to participate at the hearing 
session at the examination. I would like my 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 
 

Yes, I wish to appear at the  
Examination  

If you have selected No, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of written representations. 
 
9.(2). If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary: 

 

 
 
The Galtres Garden Village Development Company was represented at the phase 1 hearings.  We wish to continue 
to participate in the hearings to afford us the opportunity to put across our views to the Inspectors. 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

i. These representations are made on behalf of  
 in relation to the Proposed Modifications and Evidence Base consultation on 

the emerging City of York Local Plan.  They relate to the following documents: 
 

 EX/CYC/36: Affordable Housing Note Final (February 2020) 
 EX/CYC/37: Audit trail of Sites 35-100 Hectares (June 2020) 
 EX/CYC/43a: Housing Needs Update (September 2020) 
 EX/CYC/46: Key Diagram Update (January 2021) 
 EX/CYC/56: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Update (April 

2021) 
 EX/CYC/58: Composite Modifications Schedule (April 2021) 
 EX/CYC/46: Key Diagram Update (January 2021) 
 

Addendum (January 2021) 
 EX/CYC/59g: Topic Paper 1: Green Belt Addendum (January 2021): Annex 5: 

Freestanding sites (March 2021)  
 
Site 

ii. The representations concern a proposal for a new settlement of 1,753 units of which 
1,403 will be market and affordable dwellings, 286 retirement dwellings in a mixture of 
houses, bungalows and extra care apartments and a 64-bed care home.  The 
development area comprises 77.37 hectares with an additional 15.6 hectares available 
for a country park.  Detailed representations have been made during consultation on 
the various stages of the emerging Local Plan which have resulted in the council 
accepting the site is suitable for residential development (EX/CYC/37, Table 1 site ref 
964).  For reference the site masterplan is included again at Appendix 1. 
 
Housing Supply 

iii. The representations on proposed modifications EX/CYC/58 conclude that the plan is 
fundamentally unsound for number of significant reasons: 
 

 by the time the Plan is adopted at least 6 years of the Plan period will have passed.  
This makes the Plan, effectively, a 10-year plan.  This has significant consequences 
for the permanence of the Green Belt  see below; 

 f it  housing requirement remains fundamentally 
flawed, and does not make adequate provision for housing land supply; 

 the Plan is over-reliant on a small number of strategic housing allocations to meet 
housing need and affordable housing need in particular; 
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 the proposed housing allocations simply will not deliver the housing the City needs.  
In particular the strategic housing allocations which cannot deliver the number of 
dwellings identified in the Plan Period because of the delay in the adoption of the 
plan; 

 the delivery of affordable housing will fall significantly short of what is required to 
meet this acute need in York because completions on strategic sites  the most 
significant source of supply  will occur later in the Plan period than anticipated by 
the Council; 

 changes are required to make the plan sound these include: 
o a reset of the plan period so that the start of the Plan period is more closely 

aligned with the likely adoption date of the Plan; 
o The housing requirement must be increased to more accurately reflect the 

housing needs of the City. We suggest that the Standard Method requirement 
of 1,026 dwellings per annum is a good starting point; 

o Additional strategic allocations that have potential to deliver significant 
affordable housing should be included in the Plan housing allocations to 
provide not just the amount of housing required but flexibility to respond to 
changing circumstances. 

 
Green Belt Strategy 

iv. g the Green Belt, the representations 
conclude that: 

 the Emerging Local Plan is unsound in relation to the proposed boundaries for 
freestanding settlements; 

 Local Plan document EX/CYC/59 including Annex EX/CYC/59d, and the Key 
Diagram EX/CYC/46 are unsound; 

 changes are required to identify the Galtres Garden Village site as an allocated 
freestanding settlement site as previously set out in our representations on the 
Regulation 19 consultation in April 2018 and in our representations on the first 
set of Modifications in July 2019. 

 
v. Realistically, adoption of the plan is not likely until 2023.  This will give an operational 

Plan date of 10 years.  The Council assert they have made provision for development 
in the 5 years after the end of the Plan period.  Beyond that Green Belt boundaries 
will have to be reviewed meet the development needs of the City from 2038.  In all 
likelihood the Green Belt boundaries will have to be reviewed before that date because 
at the first review of the Plan the significant shortfall in housing land supply that we 
have identified in these representations would become apparent   This would mean 
the Green Belt boundaries would only endure for 15 years or less.  This is not a 
permanent Green Belt as required by the NPPF. 
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vi. Our view is that a substantial amount of additional housing land will need to be 

allocated if the Council is to meet its identified housing requirements and confirm a 
permanent Green Belt for York.  The proposed Green Belt boundaries are therefore 
not defensible because. 
 

vii. 
boundaries, and its assessment on the contribution that the Galtres Garden village site 
can make to housing supply is fundamentally flawed.  
 

viii. The Green Belt boundaries in the emerging Local Plan therefore do not correctly 
interpret and apply the requirements of NPPF 2012 para 85, in that the Council has:-  
 

 not ensured consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified 
requirements for sustainable development; 

 failed to ensure that the Green Belt boundary will not need to be altered at the 
end of the development plan period; 

 included land which is not necessary to keep permanently open; 
 

ix. In this context, there is a case for the allocation of the Galtres Garden Village site for 
housing in accordance with our previous representations which confirm;   

 The site continues to represent a viable and deliverable housing site and would 
provide a significant level of housing including affordable housing and housing for 
older people, to make a valuable contri  

 The site has willing landowners committed to making it available in the short- to 
medium-term, contributing to housing delivery within the first 5 years of the 
allocation being confirmed in an adopted Plan. 

 Development of the site would not have an adverse impact on the setting and 
special historic character of York. 

 
 

  

.
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1.0 BASIS OF REPRESENTATIONS 
 

1.1 The Galtres Garden Village promoters wish to create a new settlement for York which 

set in well landscaped surroundings with local facilities as part of a low-carbon 
development.  The Garden Village proposed in these representations will deliver that 
vision - a high quality, sustainable residential environment that will provide 40% of its 
dwellings as affordable housing.  

1.2 Galtres Garden Village Development Company (GVDC) has made representation at 
all stages of the Local Plan Preparation including the Further Sites Consultation 
document in 2016 and on the Pre-Publication stage of the Local Plan in October 2017.  
The representations were reported to the Local Plan Working Group on January 23 rd 
2018.  Although there were some minor residual concerns, the officer conclusion in 
the report was that the site could be considered as a potential new housing allocation. 

1.3 Representations were subsequently submitted in April 2018 on the Regulation 19 
Publication Draft Local Plan updating the case for the allocation of the site and, 
following that, on the first set of Modifications to the Plan in July 2019.  In December 
2019 the GVDC was represented at the opening sessions of the Local plan 
Examination (Examination Phase 1 hearings). 

1.4 This representation addresses the latest (second set) of proposed modifications to the 
Draft Local Plan and reinforces the conclusions of our representations made in 2018 
and 2019 that: 

 The housing requirement figure is not justified and that the Draft Local Plan 
housing allocations are inadequate to meet anticipated housing needs: 

 The Councils has wrongly interpreted National Planning Policy when defining 
Green Belt Boundaries.  Green Belt boundaries are not defensible because 
insufficient land has been excluded from the Green Belt to meet development 
needs during and beyond the 16-year Plan period. 

1.5 The scale of the deficit in housing land supply is significant as explained in the body of 
these representation and in our previous representations.  The table below summarises 
our conclusions on housing land supply for the five years of the plan 2020/21-  2024/25. 
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Assessment of Five year land supply 2020/21-2024/25 

 Estimate based on 

requirement of 790  

Galtres Village Development 
Company Estimate based on 

Standard Method 1,026 

5-year land supply including Local 
Plan allocations in 5-year period 
2021/2024/25 

6.25 2.16 

 

1.6 The Galtres Village scheme will address these shortcomings. It proposes a new 
settlement of 1,753 units of which 1,403 will be market and affordable dwellings, 286 
retirement dwellings in a mixture of houses, bungalows and extra care apartments and 
a 64-bed care home.  At least 40% of the dwellings will be affordable units. The 
development area comprises 77.37 hectares with an additional 15.6 hectares available 
for a country park. 

1.7 In keeping with the Garden Village ethos, the new settlement will be set within a 
landscaped environment that will include generous planting around the boundaries of 
the settlement and large areas of open space through its core.   

1.8 The Galtres Development Company will deliver affordable housing in an innovative 
way that will provide significant benefits for the City.  The development company 
proposes to deliver major tranches of affordable housing in the early years of the 
scheme.  The scheme will also facilitate an element of self and custom build housing.  
In addition, the developers are open to working with the Councils housing 
development company. 

1.9 Our objective is to provide affordable housing at a cost that makes early and significant 
delivery of units feasible. 

1.10 The proposed vehicular accesses off North Lane to the site can be delivered in such a 
way that the highway network is not compromised.  The scheme will be designed to 
provide easy access for public transport early in the scheme development.  

1.11 Community facilities such as a primary school, retail and other outlets will provide a 
significant benefit to the residents of the development and to the local population who 
will access the site.  Generous provision of public open space, including a sports field 
and country park, will also increase the benefit to the locality. 

1.12 The Galtres Development Company has involved Oakes Energy Services Limited to 
help deliver low and zero carbon energy solution for the scheme. 
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1.13 The land is available, the development is achievable, and the scheme can deliver 1,753 
residential units in a range of affordable and market housing and retirement units that 
will make a significant contribution to addressing the three major housing issues facing 
the City of York for the foreseeable future: 

 The shortage of housing  

 The shortage of Affordable Housing  

 The shortage of Houisng and care home provision for older people 

1.14 Without additional major sustainable housing allocations such as Galtres Village these 
requirements will continue to go unmet and the housing needs of the people of York 
and their children will not be served. 

1.15 At the end of the Phase 1 hearings in December 2019, the Inspectors asked the Council 
to provided additional information to aid their understanding of the justification of the 
Policies in the Plan, in particular the approach to Green Belt.  The Council undertook 
to provide the additional information by the end of March 2020. 

1.16 It is disappointing therefore that it has taken an additional 15 months and an suggestion 
from the Inspectors to the Council that the Plan should be withdrawn, to elicit the 
information requested in December 2019.  We appreciate that the Council has been 
operating under the restrictions imposed by COVID and the tragic loss of the head of 
the Local Plan team, but as the Country emerges from the constraints of the Pandemic 
and begins to adjust to challenging economic circumstances, having an adopted Local 
Plan in place is needed more than ever.  

1.17 However, that Local Plan must be fit for purpose.  In particular the past year has 
emphasised that flexibility and the ability to respond quickly to changes in economic 

Policies.   However, for the reasons we set out in our representation view 
is that these important attributes are absent from the plan. 

1.18 Our representations on the modifications are short, primarily because most of the 
points we made in our representations at the Publication stage of the Plan in 2018 and 
the first set of modifications in 2019 have not been answered and therefore remain 
outstanding.   

1.19 So that all our current and previous representations are to hand in one document we 
attach our representations on the 2019 Modifications at Appendix 2.  
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1.20 In drafting our representations on the proposed modifications, we are mindful that the 
Draft Plan is being examined under the transitional arrangements and the relevant 
National Planning Policy is the NPPF March 2012. 
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2.0 REPRESENTATIONS ON PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS 

2.1 Table 1 below set out our response to the proposed modifications.  Additional 
commentary on our response to each modification is set out after the table.   

Table 1- Summary of our response on the Proposed Modifications and Suggested 
changes to make the plan sound 

Proposed Modification Response Change required to make the Plan sound 

PM 48 
Clarification of the Plan 
period being 2017-
2032/33 and provision 
beyond the Plan Period 
to deliver a permanent 
green belt. 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

The Local, plan period should be reset to 
a date that will correspond to the 
adoption date of the Plan.  We suggest 1st 
April 2023 as an appropriate start date for 
the plan. This would have obvious 
consequential changes for other policies 
and site allocations in particular. 

PM 49 

Clarification of Plan 
period and provision 
beyond the Plan period 
to deliver a permanent 
green belt 

We object to the 
proposed modification.  It 
is likely thst 5 year of the 
plan period will have 
elapsed at the time its is 
adopted.  With 10 years 
of the plan period 
remaining and 5 
additional years the 
Council say they have 
provided allocation for, a 
review of the Green Belt 
is likely after 15 years.  
This does not constitute a 
permanent Green Belt 
Boundary. 

The Local, plan period should be reset to 
a date that will correspond to the 
adoption date of the Plan.  We suggest 1st 
April 2023 as an appropriate start date for 
the plan. This would have obvious 
consequential changes for other policies 
and site allocations in particular.  
Additional strategic sites that can deliver 
substantial affordable housing and other 
benefits should be allocated in the Plan.  
Our representation in 2018 and 2019 
explained why Galtres Garden Village 
should be allocated. 

Table 1a in PM55 presents an 
exaggerated trajectory of housing supply -
particularly supply from Strategic Housing 
sites and should be revised to reflect 
more realistic delivery from these sites.  
The trajectory presented in our Scenario 
Tables 1, 2 and 3 at Appendix 3 and table 
3a at Appendix 4 provides a more 
realistic delivery trajectory. 

PM 50 
Policy SS1: 
Clarification of the 
housing requirement over 
the Plan period 
 

We object to the 
proposed modification.  
The allocations are 
inadequate to meet the 
housing needs of the City 

PM 52 
Amend Policy wording to 
clarify the Council 
approach to phasing in 
relation to brownfield 
land and sustainable 
location of development. 

We object to the 
proposed modification.  
The modification is not 
necessary 

PM 53 We object to the 
proposed modification.  
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Clarification of housing 
requirement over the 
Plan period 

The allocations are 
inadequate to meet the 
housing needs of the City 

PM 54 
Clarification of housing 
requirement over the 
plan period including an 
allowance for a shortfall 
in provision 

We object to the 
proposed modification.  
The allocations are 
inadequate to meet the 
housing needs of the City.   

PM 55 
Amend Policy wording to 
clarify the Council 
approach to phasing in 
relation to brownfield 
land and to clarify range 
of sites delivered within 
the Spatial Strategy 

We object to the 
proposed modification.  
Table 1a presents a gross 
exaggeration of the 
housing supply 

PM 56 
To better relate Key 
Diagram to the spatial 
strategy 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

PM 63  to PM 63b 
We object to the 
proposed modification.  
The estimated yield from 
some strategic housing 
allocations is unrealistic 
given that 4 years of the 
plan period have already 
elapsed. 

Our Scenario Tables 1,2 and 3 at 
Appendix 3 table 3a at Appendix 4 
rework Table 5.2 and provide a more 
realistic delivery trajectory based on a 
realistic assessment of when strategic sites 
will begin to deliver housing.  Table 5.2 of 
PM63b should be updated accordingly in 
accordance with our Scenario Table 3. 

PM 64 
Policy H1 Explanation We object to the 

proposed modification  
We object to the 
proposed wording and 
suggest alternative 
wording.   

Our alternative wording is: 

The timescale of each site is an indication 
of when we think the Council considers 
the site is likely to come forward based on 
the assumption that the plan was adopted 
in April 2017 and reflects the timescale 
put forward by the landowner or 
developer in the discussions referred to 
above,... 

 

PM70 
New Policy G12a New Policy G12 a.  We 

do not disagree with the 
policy in principle but 
object to the proposed 
wording. 

Our alternative wording is set out in 
Section 2 (iv) 
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(i) - PLAN PERIOD 

2.2 PM 48 clarifies that the plan period is 1st April 2017 and extending to 31st March 2033 
 16 years.  PM 49 clarifies that to ensure Green Belt permanence beyond the Plan 

period, sufficient land is allocated for development to meet a further minimum period 
of 5 years to 2038.  We will deal with issue of Green Belt permanence later in this 
representation. 

2.3 Our representations on the first set of modifications in July 2019 expressed our 
concern that, at that time, two years had elapsed since the start of the plan period and 
in the absence of the adopted plan, there has been little if any development activity on 
any of the large strategic housing sites.   

2.4 We are now two years advanced from July 2019 and little has changed, other than the 
situation with regard to housing supply has worsened.  The last set of housing 
completion figures for 2019/20 (521 dwellings)1 demonstrates, yet again, the continuing 
trend of completions falling significantly short of the Councils housing requirement of 
790 dpa (Notwithstanding we consider the 790 figure to be inadequate to address the 
housing crisis in York). 

2.5 In our July 2019 representations we said that, optimistically, the Plan would not be 
adopted until mid or late 2020 and realistically, probably not until early to mid-2021.  
In the current circumstances adoption of the plan is unlikely until 2023 at the earliest  
6 years after the start date of the Plan. 

2.6 We now have a situation that goes to the heart of the soundness of the Plan.  Paragraph 
157 of the NPPF (2012) advises that local plans should be drawn up over an 
appropriate time scale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, taking account of longer-
term requirements, and be kept up to date.  Common sense would suggest that at the 
point of adoption the local plan should be at, or close to, (within a year or two) of its 
start date, not six years out.  This common-sense point is now set out in the 2019 
NPPF which, at paragraph 22, advises that Strategic policies should look ahead over a 
minimum 15-year period from adoption2 and that policies in local plans and spatial 
development strategies should be reviewed to assess whether they need updating at 
least once every five years3 (NPPF 2019 para 33).  The situation in York, therefore, is 

 
1 (560 less 39 student units) 
2 Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development (See para 20 of 
NPPF 2019 for details of the scope of development considered for strategic policies) 
 
3 Reviews at least every five years are a legal requirement for all local plans (Regulation 10A of the Town and Country 
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012). 
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that at the point of adoption, the Council will have failed in its legal duty to have 
undertaken first review of the Plan.   

2.7 The Council is now facing a position where, at the point of adoption, 6 years of the 
plan period will have elapsed with no housing development of any significance on 
strategic housing sites.  

2.8 To ensure a sound Plan and legally compliant Plan, the plan period must be reset so 
that the start of the Plan period is at, or close to, the point of adoption. 

 

(i) PM49  GREEN BELT PERMANENCE BEYOND THE PLAN PERIOD 

2.9 Our response on previous representations have addressed this issue in some detail 
(see Section 3 of our July 2019 representations at Appendix 2). 

2.10 We are pleased to note that the inspectors and now the Council have accepted our 
arguments put forward in our 2018 and 2019 representations that the Local Plan does 
not need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances when defining Green Belt 
Boundaries, including those relating to the proposed housing allocations.  This is 
because the question of the need for exceptional circumstances is only engaged in 
respect of the alteration to established Green Belt boundaries, which is not the case 
with this Plan (para 2.5 of Topic Paper TP1 January 2021).  This is exactly the point we 
made in our representations in 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019.  

2.11 One of the consequences of the delay in adopting the Local Plan is that the Plan period 
is reduced by at least 6 years (assuming an adoption date sometime in 2023).  The 15-
year plan period becomes, in practice, a 10-year plan period.  With the additional 5 
years beyond the plan period, the Green Belt would only be in place for 15 years after 
adoption of the plan.   This falls well short of the permanence for Green Boundaries 
that National Planning Policy requires. 

2.12 The likelihood is that at the first review of the Plan, the Council would have to make 
provision for an additional housing beyond 2038 which in turn would likely give rise to 
a Green Belt review.  As set out in our July 2019 representations this failure of the Plan 
can be addressed by allocating additional land for housing development now and 
identifying Safeguarded Land in accordance with the advice in paragraph 85 of the 
NPPF. 
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(ii) THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT AND SUPPLY - PM50, , PM53, PM54, PM55, PM56 
PM63-63B   

2.13 In our previous representation we addressed the issue of the housing requirement and 

requirement and supply trajectory remain unchanged  if anything our criticisms have 
been born out by the continued underperformance of housing supply in York as 
demonstrated by completion figures available since the Phase 1 hearings.  

2.14 We remain unconvinced about the Council  approach to calculating the Objectively 
Assessed Need (OAN ) for housing for the reasons set out in paragraphs 2.4 to 2.16 
of our July 2019 representations which can be summarised as: 

(i) The use of 2016 population and household projections is contrary to 
Government Guidance.  In the face of what is recognised as a housing crisis in 
York, the continued use of the 2016 projection flies in the face of the need of 
housing in the City.  This issue is addressed in mote detail in our 2019 
representations.  Given the persistent under delivery of housing and in 
particular the major failings in affordable housing provision in the City a more 
pro-active and aggressive approach to the housing requirement is required.  
The use of a higher housing requirement figure is justified and the more relevant 
figure is the standard method requirement of 1,026 as set out in section 4 of 

d Update. 

(ii) The housing requirement calculation is too low for the reasons set out in (iii) 
(iv) and (v) below. 

(iii) The calculation of completions since 2012 is too high (i.e. the Councils estimate 
of backlog is too low).  It is generally accepted there is a housing crisis in York 
resulting from persistent under delivery and above average increase in house 
prices.  Table 2 below updates table 3 of our July 2019 representations and 
indicates that the backlog in housing completions since 2012 is 2,030  or 135 
dwelling per annum added to the housing requirement over the remaining 13 
years of the plan period (using the Council OAN of 790 dpa).  If the Standard 
method OAN of 1,026 dpa is used for the first three years of the plan period 
(i.e. the period 2017/18-19/20), the backlog would be 2,741 dwellings or 211 
dwelling per annum added to the housing requirement over the remaining 13 
years of the plan period. 

 

 



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2021 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 15 

Table 2  - Backlog assuming OAN of 790 dpa for period 2012/13 to 2019/20 

   

 

(iv) Outstanding commitments include student housing that should be excluded as 
they do not meet housing need or contribute to affordable housing.  This is 
highlighted by Table 5 below for the Years 2015/16 to 2017/18 which 
demonstrates the low percentage delivery of affordable dwellings in years when 
high levels of student units are included in housing completions.   

(v) The Council have not adequately explained the use the ONS ratios or made 
the necessary adjustments to include student housing in the completion and 
supply figures.  There are apparent inconsistencies in the figures.  Table 1 of 
the updated SHLAA has a figure of 1,296 net dwelling gain for 2017/18.  The 
text at paragraph 2.5 of the updated SHLAA explains that the relevant ONS 
rations have been applied.  However, Table 3 of the Housing Monitoring 
Update May 2018 included at Annex 3 of the SHLAA indicates that the net 
dwelling gain of 1,296 includes 637 units of student accommodation to which 
no ratio seems to have been applied. 

(vi) The assumptions on windfalls are questionable and should not be treated as a 
component of the Plan.  This is particularly the case given the significant shortfall 
in affordable housing delivery which adds even greater emphasis to the 

Year 

Net 

Dwellings 

Added 

Less 

student 

units 

Net C3 

Dwelling 

units 

 Local 

Plan 

Mods 

OAN 

Backlog/ 

Surplus 

Housing 

delivery test 

(Council 

Figures) 
indicator 

2012/13 482 0 482 790 -308 61.0% 

2013/14 345 0 345 790 -445 43.7% 

2014/15 507 0 507 790 -283 64.2% 

2015/16 1121 579 542 790 -248 68.6% 

2016/17 977 152 825 790 35 104.4% 

 2012-17 3432 731 2701 3950 -1249   

2017/18 1296 637 659 790 -131 83.4% 

2018/19 449 40 409 790 -381 51.8% 

2019/20 560 39 521 790 -269 65.9% 

 2017-20 2305 716 1589 2370 -781   

Total 

2012-20 
5,737 1,447 4,290 6,320 -2,030 63.0% 
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requirement to significantly boost the supply of housing.   Windfall completions 
deliver relatively little affordable housing.  

(vii) This analysis confirm our previous comments in 2019 and 2018 that the Plan 
housing requirement has been underestimated - because shortfall has not been 
properly accounted for  and consequently the allocations proposed in the 
Plan are inadequate to address the housing needs for the Plan Period. 

Affordable housing 

2.15 
affordable homes per annum (accepting that this need model includes existing 
households who may require a different size or tenure of accommodation rather than 
new accommodation). 

2.16 Assuming an annual housing requirement of 822 dwellings, we would expect an 
average of 25% affordable provision (205 dpa)  mid way between the brownfield 20% 
and greenfield 30% targets.  Over the 16-year lifetime of the plan this should deliver 
3,280 affordable units (205 x 16). 

2.17  (Table 10) is predicting the following housing 
and affordable delivery during the plan period based on delivery assumptions at 1 st 
April 2017: 

Table 3  Anticipated affordable housing delivery  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Data from  

  
Total Delivery Affordable Affordable per annum 

Strategic Housing sites 
over 5ha 

11,067 2,534 158 

Sites under 5 ha 1,452 429 27 

Affordable from extant 
consents  

3,578 380 24 

Housing Delivery 
Programme 

  70 4 

Housing sites approved 
since 2017 

  12 1 

Older persons 
programme 

  83 5 

Windfall Projections   31 2 

Total 16,097 3,539 221 
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2.18 However, because of the delays with the Plan, development of strategic sites has been 
pushed further back into the Plan period.  Our estimate is that strategic sites will only 
deliver 6,983 dwellings in the plan period (Allowing for 10% non Implementation), 
which would reduce affordable delivery from this source to 1,599 dwellings and total 
delivery to 2,591 or 162 affordable dwellings per annum over the plan period.  This 
figure is at the lower end of what should be achievable in a city that is experiencing 
significant house price inflation and when there is huge pressure on the limited supply 
of affordable housing.  

Table 4  Our Estimate of affordable housing delivery with revised trajectory 

  Anticipated 
percentage (Paras 11-
21 Affordable housing 

note) 

Total 
Delivery 

Affordable 
Affordable 

per annum 4 

Affordable Housing 
delivery 2017-2020 1 

  
  141 47 

Strategic Housing sites 
over 5ha  2 

22.90% 6,983 1,599 123 

Sites under 5 ha 29.50% 1,529 451 28 

Affordable from 
extant consents 3 

  3,578 204 13 

Housing Delivery 
Programme 

    70   

Housing sites 
approved since 2017 

    12   

Older persons 
programme 

    83   

Windfall Projections     31   

Total   12,090 2,591 162 

  

1 Table 12 from Affordable Housing Note and our estimate of 51 affordable completions in 2019/20 
2 Our estimate of completions from Strategic sites plus 10% non implementation 
3 380 as at 1/4/2017 less 176 completions 2017-20 
4 Figures for Housing sites assume 13 years of plan remaining.  Total affordable is divided by 16 years 

 

2.19 Furthermore, the recent record of affordable housing delivery does not give us any 
confidence that even this modest rate of 162 dwellings will be achieved.  In recent 
years the record of affordable housing delivery has been very poor.  Table 12 from the 
Councils Affordable Housing note shows that between 2013/14 and 1018/19 only 461 
affordable dwelling in total were delivered, or 77 dwellings per annum.     

2.20 But even these 461 affordable dwellings over the past 6 years has done little to ease 
the affordable housing crisis when the impact of right to buy is factored into the 
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calculation.  Table 14 from the Affordable Housing note shows that between 2013 and 
2019 there were 384 RTB sales in York  resulting in a net addition to the affordable 
stock of just 77 dwellings or 13 dwellings per annum see table 5 below.  Between 
2014/15 and 2018/19 the Council purchased 85 affordable homes with commuted 
funds, but that only increases the net addition to the social housing stock to 27 
dwellings per annum for the 6 year period. 

Table 5   
Actual Affordable housing delivery and net change in affordable stock 2013-2019 

Year  
Net Housing 
Completions*  

All affordable 
Housing 

Completions 
(resulting from 

planning 
consent) 

% of All AH 
Completions 

Compared to All 
Net Housing 
Completions  

Right to 
buy sales 

Net change 
in affordable 

housing 
stock 

2013/14  345 43 12.46% 53 -10 

2014/15  507 129 25.44% 52 77 

2015/16  1121 109 9.72% 68 41 

2016/17  977 90 9.21% 79 11 

2017/18  1296 45 3.47% 72 -27 

2018/19  449 45 10.02% 60 -15 
Totals 
2013-18  4695 461 9.82% 384 77 

 * Councils figures include student housing  

2.21 greatest potential for delivery of 
affordable housing is from strategic greenfield sites.  Student housing, communal 
establishments and windfalls simply will not deliver the scale of affordable housing 

  If there is to be a step change in affordable 
housing delivery, more consideration should be given to increasing the potential for 
additional greenfield strategic housing allocation to address the shortfall in supply 
generally and the shortfall in delivery of affordable housing in particular.  

2.22 In the course of the consultation on these modifications, press reports highlighted the 
significant increase in house prices in 2020/21 (see Appendix 5).  The 
Housing Needs update confirms that in 2019 the median workplace ratio for York was 
8.2 (i.e. median house prices are 8.2 times the median earnings of those working in the 
district) 

The Barwood Appeal 

2.23 The Councils poor record on housing delivery was picked up by Inspector Clark who 
considered a recovered appeal against the Council  refusal of outline planning 
permission for a 516 unit residential scheme at Moor Lane, Acomb, York (The 
Barwood Appeal Ref. APP/C2741/W/19/3233973).   For the purposes of the appeal 
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the appeal site was considered to fall within the Green Belt.  The Appeal decision was 
issued in May 2020 and although the appeal was dismissed, Inspector Clark made some 
telling observations regarding housing land supply in the City.   

2.24 At Paragraph 340 of his report he notes that that: 

ere is a housing crisis in York, with a wholly 
 

2.25 He went on to say at paragraph 342 that:  

permitting development harmful to the Green Belt. But housing supply in 
the face of a marked and intractable shortage of housing land supply, may 

 

2.26 The paragraph continued:  

-year housing land requirement is for 5,345 dwellings. The 
anticipated undersupply (shortage) for the next five years is 2,500 
dwellings. This proposal therefore represents just under 10% of the total 
five-year requirement, or about 20% of the currently identified shortage. 
That is a considerable benefit which could contribute towards a finding of 
very special cir  

2.27 Inspector Clark noted that York has an affordability problem in both home ownership 
and rental which is more acute than the national average.  Affordable housing supply is 
well below need.  In considering the 35% provision of affordable housing proposed in 
the scheme, he noted, at Paragraph 344, that:  

in favour of declaration of very special circumstances because policy 
required a benefit of 30% in  

2.28 Significantly, however, Inspector Clark commented at paragraph 345 that:  

this excess should not detract from its value in terms of national policy, even 
 

2.29 Inspector Clark considered that the considerable benefit from the supply of housing in 
a situation of crisis and the modest excess contribution to the supply of affordable 
housing may be given disproportionate value because of the overall deficiency of 
supply.  These benefits combined with net ecological diversity gains and contributions 
towards open space deficiencies in the local area could be considered to amount to 
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very special circumstances but in this instance the benefits were outweighed by the 
potential harm to Askham Bog SSSI. 

2.30 The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspectors decision but noted in paragraph 22 
of his letter that: 

-
year supply of housing land cannot be demonstrated. The Secretary of State 
agrees with the Inspector at IR342 that the provision of housing would be 
a considerable benefit of the proposal. He has also taken into account that 
the proposal would provide 35% of the dwellings as affordable units, above 
a policy requirement of 30%, and agrees that this has value in terms of 
national policy, particularly in the light of the o  

2.31 All of this evidence suggests that if York is to  the supply of 
housing to address the current housing crisis, significant additional housing land 
allocations are required.  

2.32 With regard to the Barwood appeal we would highlight the weight the Inspector gave 
to the 5% additional affordable provision above the required 30% and would remind 
the Examination Inspectors that the Galtres Garden Village scheme offers 40% 
affordable housing provision. 

 

REVISED HOUSING TRAJECTORY  

2.33 There are clearly many scenarios to the housing trajectory for the Plan period 
depending on assumptions that are made about the delivery from housing sites; use of 
student completions; windfalls; and the use of non implementation rates. To test the 

 a 
modified version of the update to Table 5.2 (PM 63b) on page 30 of the 
composite modifications schedule using data and assumptions from Figure 3 from the 
SHLAA Housing Supply and Trajectory Update.  These 3 scenarios are illustrated in  
Scenario Tables 1, 2 and 3 at Appendix 3: 

Scenario 1 

Scenario table 1 sets out the detailed housing trajectory but the housing delivery for 
ST sites has been adjusted to reflect our assessment of when completions are likely to 
occur assuming the Plan is adopted in 2023.  Our detailed adjusted trajectory is 
illustrated in Table 3(a) at Appendix 4.  The Council  other assumptions are also 
incorporated.  They are: 
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 Housing target (790 dwellings); 

 Shortfall (32 dwellings pa between 2020/21-2032/33) 

 Delivery of anticipated strategic and general housing site allocations incorporating 
the assumptions (including 10% non-implementation rate); 

 The anticipated delivery of extant planning permissions (including a 10% non 
implementation rate; 

 Windfall assumptions from year 2023/24 of the plan period; 

SCENARIO 1 OUTCOME Housing requirement exceeded by 2,279 dwellings 

Scenario 2 

In scenario table 2 the housing delivery for ST sites has been adjusted to reflect our 
assessment of when completions are likely to occur assuming the Plan is adopted in 
2023.  The adjusted trajectory is illustrated in Table 3(a) at Appendix 4.  However, in 
Scenario Table 2 we have also adjusted the assumptions on shortfall, windfall and 
communal and educational establishments.  They are: 

 Housing target (790 dwellings); 

 Shortfall (78 dwellings pa between 2017/18-2032/33  student accommodation 
excluded from calculations) 

 Delivery of anticipated strategic and general housing site allocations incorporating 
the assumptions (including 10% non-implementation rate); 

 The anticipated delivery of extant planning permissions (including a 10% non 
implementation rate; 

 No windfall included; 

 Communal and student establishments excluded from supply; 

SCENARIO 2 OUTCOME Housing requirement shortfall of 1,801 dwellings 

Scenario 3 

In Scenario table 3 the housing requirement adopts the Standard method figure of 
1,026.  The housing delivery for ST sites has been adjusted to reflect our assessment 
of when completions are likely to occur assuming the Plan is adopted in 2023.  The 
adjusted trajectory is illustrated in Table 3(a) at Appendix 4.  However, we have 
adjusted the assumptions on shortfall, windfall and communal and educational 
establishments.  They are: 

 Housing target (1026 dwellings); 
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 Shortfall (78 dwellings pa between 2017/18-2032/33  student accommodation 
excluded from calculations ) 

 Delivery of anticipated strategic and general housing site allocations incorporating 
the assumptions (including 10% non-implementation rate); 

 The anticipated delivery of extant planning permissions (including a 10% non 
implementation rate; 

 No windfall included; 

 Communal and student establishments excluded from supply 

SCENARIO 3 OUTCOME Housing requirement shortfall of 5,577 dwellings 

 

Table 6  Summary of Scenario outcomes on Housing Trajectory 

Council Local Plan Position - Oversupply  5,268* 

Scenario 1 - Oversupply 2,279 

Scenario 2  Shortfall -1,801 

Scenario 3 -5,577 

*This does not allow for 10% non implementation 

2.34 What this scenario testing demonstrates is the sensitivity of the Local Plan housing 
supply to small changes in the trajectory of the strategic sites and a 10% allowance for 
non-implementation (Scenario 1).   When a more robust position to housing supply is 
taken (Scenarios 2 and 3) a significant shortfall is evident highlighting the need for the 
Local Plan to take a robust, pro-active approach to significantly boosting the supply of 
housing by including additional allocations in the Plan. 

2.35 Table  6 below provides our updated assessment of 5 year land supply in the first 5 
years of the Plan Period. 
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Table 7   Year land Supply Calculation 2020/21 to 2024/25 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*    Galtres backlog is calculated using the 790 OAN.  See Table 2 
**  For the Council assessment the Figure is the projected delivery for years 2020-2024/25 from the 

Updated SHLAA Figure 2. The Galtres figure is 
from our Scenario Table 2 at Appendix 3 and includes a 10% allowance for non-

implementation. 
 

2.36 What this analysis demonstrates is that whilst the optimistic supply trajectory assumed 
by the Council results in a supply of 6.25 years, a more realistic assumption about 
commitments and a more robust approach to the housing requirement results in a 
supply of only 2.16 years, highlighting the need to make additional housing allocations. 

 

(iii)  PM 52 - PHASING IN RELATION TO BROWNFIELD 

2.37 Whilst we support the emphasis on development of brownfield land, in the York 
context the proposed change to insert an additional bullet point that says 

 is not required for the following 
reasons: 

    

Assessment using 
Councils Housing 

requirement of 790 and 
Council assumptions on 

Supply trajectory 

Galtres Assessment using 
Standard method figure 
1,026 and our revised 

trajectory and 10% non-
implementation 

 
A Requirement (5x790) 3,950 (5x1026) 5,103  

B* 
Plus Shortfall 
2012-2020 

 (7x32) 224   2,030  

C  Sub total   4,174   7,380  

D 20% buffer (C x .2) 834.8 (C x .2) 1,476  

E 
Total 5-year 
Requirement 

C+D 5,009 C+D 8,856  

F 
Annual 
requirement  

(E ÷5) 1,002 (E ÷5) 1,771  

G** 
Supply 
(Commitments) 

  5,896   3,713  

H Windfall   364   0  

I 5-year supply (G+H) ÷ F 6.25   2.16  
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 The modification duplicates guidance in paragraph 17 of the NPPF 2012 and 
paragraph 117 of the NPPF 2019 

 York does not have a legacy of heavy industry that would give rise to significant 
brownfield sites.  

 All the major brownfield sites identified in the Plan (British Sugar; Nestle; York 
Central; Terrys) have planning consent; 

 There can be genuine obstacles to development of brownfield sites that can delay 
development coming forward for several years (a good example is the 3-5 years 
required to remediate the British Sugar site). In that time development of 
sustainable greenfield sites could be held back because of this policy; 

 Owners of brownfield sites cannot be forced to develop them (although in York 
this does not appear to be a problem); 

 This additional emphasis on brownfield sites could accelerate the loss of 
employment land that is also occurring in the city centre; 

 Brownfield sites do not deliver the same level of affordable dwellings as greenfield 
sites 

 The evidence indicates that brownfield sites in York are aggressively developed 
even when development on greenfield sites is taking place.  For example, the 

 being 
developed while development is occurring on greenfield sites at Germany Beck 
and Derwenthorpe  

2.38 For these reasons we conclude the suggested text should not be included in the Plan. 

  

(iv) NEW POLICY G12A STRENSALL COMMON  PM 70 PM71 

2.39 The modifications propose a new policy to address potential impact on Strensall 
Common from new development.  The Habitat Regulations Assessment 2020 has 
established residential that development within 5.5 Km of the Common is likely to lead 
to an increase in recreational pressure which will require mitigation in the form of 
suitable natural greenspace and other such measures as may be considered necessary 
to prevent adverse effect on the integrity of the Common.  

2.40 Galtres Garden Village is 1.4 km from Strensall Common but our masterplan scheme 
has already been designed to take into account the potential impact on the Common 
as follows: 



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2021 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 25 

 As required by proposed policy G12a our masterplan includes substantial areas of 
greenspace over - 15 hectares in the form of a Country Park which will include the 
areas of natural greenspace; 

 With the residential zones substantial areas of formal and informal green space are 
proposed surrounded by significant structural landscaping; 

 The scheme can easily provide multiple walking loops in excess of 2.5km providing 
an attractive and varied alternative to Strensall Common and to discourage use of 
the footpath on the east boundary of the site; 

2.41 An Assessment of Recreation Impact is included with our representations at Appendix 
6.  This indicates that the proposed development can be accommodated and with the 
appropriate mitigation measures will not have an adverse impact on Strensall Common. 

2.42 We object to the wording of the G12a b)ii on the grounds it is not positively worded.  
We suggest the following alternative wording: 

X  Proposals for other housing development which are not within plan allocations 
will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated must demonstrate that 
they will have no adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC. either alone or in 
combination with other plans or projects.  Any necessary mitigation measures 
may be sought through planning contributions and must be secured prior to 
the occupation of any new dwellings and secured in perpetuity. Open space 
provision must also satisfy policy GI6. 
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3.0 EVIDENCE BASE  EX/CYC/59: TOPIC PAPER 1: APPROACH TO DEFINING 
GREEN BELT ADDENDUM (JANUARY 2021) 

3.1 The Council has 
.  The document revises and replaces the 2019 TP1 Addendum 

(EX/CYC/18) and seeks to provide further evidence explaining its approach to defining 
 

 
3.2 As part of the approach taken in the 2019 TP1 Addendum, the Council had produced 

a series of maps (Figures 3-6) to illustrate land associated with each purpose of the 
Green Belt (excepting Purpose 5 re. urban generation).  These maps informed an 
overall composite map (Figure 7) which identified tegic Areas to keep permanently 

Galtres Garden Village 
within the strategic areas deemed necessary to be kept open.   
 

3.3 At Para 4.17 of the 2019 TP1 Addendum, the Council stated in relation to Purpose 4 
that 

  This was considered by Inspectors to be one of several 

this was not intended to indicate that other areas 
remained unassessed: rather, more detailed assessment had been taken into account by 
reference to the Heritage Topic Paper  

 
3.4 The January 2021 TP1 Addendum aims to clarify the methodology developed and 

 to 
concerns raised by the Inspectors, including ensuring that the local assessment criteria 
have a clear and unequivocal connection to Green Belt purposes.  The Addendum 
confirms that the Council consider the following purposes as being appropriate to 
Yor  

 Purpose 4  Preserving the historic setting of York 
 Purpose 1  Preventing unrestricted sprawl 
 Purpose 3  Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

 

3.5 The TP1 Addendum sets out how the  has been undertaken 
through evaluation to the Green Belt as set out in Annexes of TP1, and as informed 
by the key evidence documents of the Approach to Green Belt Appraisal (2003, and 
Updates 2011 & 2013) and the Heritage Topic Paper (2014).  

 
3.6 The Addendum further confirms that the Green Belt assessment is informed by the 

Local Plan strategy, 
spatial principles (Policy SS1) and which states that the primary purpose of the Green 
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Belt in York is to safeguard the setting and the special character of York whilst delivering 
the spatial strategy. 
 

3.7 Leaving aside our concerns set out in sections above that the Local Plan does not meet 
identified requirements for sustainable development, in principle this seems an 
appropriate approach to defining Green Belt boundaries.  
 

3.8 However, the failure of the Council to take this opportunity to allocate safeguarded 
land to meet identified development needs beyond the plan period a major 
shortcoming of the Plan. 
 

3.9 We believe there remain fundamental issues with the way the Green Belt methodology 
has been applied in the assessment of local detailed boundaries.  In particular, we 
consider that the Council has taken an overly restrictive approach in their evaluation 
to the boundary sections set out in Annexes 2, 3 and 4 and in the assessment of 
freestanding settlements in Annex 5.   This evaluation seems intent more on serving a 
pre-
requirements must be designated as Green Belt, rather than providing a critical analysis 
of whether it is necessary to keep the land permanently open.   

 
3.10 In this respect, we object boundaries relating 

freestanding sites. 
 

3.11 With regard to the assessment of potential freestanding settlements we have set out 
the case for Galtres Garden Village in our previous representations.  We note that in 
Table 1 of the Audit Trail of Sites Between 35 and 100 hectares Submitted and Assessed 
(EX/ CYC/37 , Galtres Garden Village (site ref 964) is considered to be a reasonable 
site for residential development. 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

4.1 These representations have responded to the prosed modifications but should be 
considered in the context of the representations we have previously made on the 
Regulation 19 Consultation in 2018 and on the first set of modifications in July 2019. 
 

4.2 The latest modifications do not change the fundamental case for the allocation of Galtres 
Garden village set out in those previous representations that the plan is unsound because: 

 
 The housing requirement of 790 dpa does not address the housing needs of the City.  

This could be addressed by adopting the Standard Method figure of 1,026 as a starting 
point in estimating the housing requirement. 

 The housing allocations are inadequate to meet housing needs  particularly 
affordable housing needs.   This shortcoming can be addressed by including additional 
allocation in the plan.  Specifically, the Galtres Garden Village should be identified as 
a housing allocation.   

 The proposed Green Belt boundaries are drawn excessively tightly and are not 
consistent with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified and known requirements 
for sustainable development. 

 
4.3 To make the Plan sound the following changes should be made: 

 
 The housing requirement should be increased to 1,026 dwellings per annum for the 

Plan Period; 
 The housing delivery trajectory set out in PM63a and PM63b should be altered to 

reflect what is likely to happen; 
 Galtres Garden village site should be identified as a free standing settlement; 
 Safeguarded land should be identified to a level that will ensure the Green Belt 

boundary will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period; 
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APPENDIX 1 

Masterplan 
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APPENDIX 2 

Representations on 2019 Modifications  

Provided as a separate document 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

i. The Galtres Garden Village promoters wish to create a new settlement for York which 

in well landscaped surroundings with local facilities as part of a low-carbon development.  

The Garden Village proposed in these representations will deliver that vision - a high 

quality, sustainable residential environment that will provide 40% of its dwellings as 

affordable housing.  

ii. Representations have bene made on the Further Sites Consultation document in 2016 and 

on the Pre-Publication stage of the Local Plan in October 2017.  The representations were 

reported to the Local Plan Working Group on January 23rd 2018.  Although there were 

some minor residual concerns, the officer conclusion was that the site could now be 

considered as a potential new housing allocation. 

iii. Representations were subsequently submitted in April 2018 on the Regulation 19 

Publication Draft Local Plan updating the case for the allocation of the site.  This 

representation addresses the proposed modifications to the Draft Local Plan and the 

additional evidence presented to justify the proposed Green Belt boundaries. 

iv. Our review of the Proposed Modifications reinforces our representation made in 2018 

that: 

 The proposed reduction in the housing requirement figure is  not justified and 

that the Draft Local Plan housing allocations are inadequate to meet anticipated 

housing needs: 

 The Councils has wrongly interpreted National Planning Policy when defining 

Green Belt Boundaries.  Green Belt boundaries are not defensible because 

insufficient land has been excluded from the Green Belt to meet development 

needs during and beyond the 16-year Plan period. 

 The duty to co-operate has not been complied with because neighbouring 

planning authorities have not had the opportunity to comment on the 
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proposed reduced housing provision for the York Council area and our 

previous concerns outlined in the our 2018 representations have not been 

addressed. 

v. The scale of the deficit in housing land supply is significant as explained in the body of our 

representations. The table below summarises our conclusions on housing land supply. 

 Estimate based on 
requirement 

of 790 dpa 

Galtres Village Development 
Company Estimate based on 

1,070 dpa 

Housing Requirement 
 2017 to 2033 
 

7,945 17,097 

5-year land supply 
including Local Plan 
allocations 
 

6.39 3.01 

 

vi. The Galtres Village scheme will address these shortcomings. It proposes a new settlement 

of 1,753 units of which 1,403 will be market and affordable dwellings, 286 retirement 

dwellings in a mixture of houses, bungalows and extra care apartments and a 64-bed care 

home.  At least 40% of the dwellings will be affordable units. The development area 

comprises 77.37 hectares with an additional 15.6 hectares available for a country park (See 

Promotion brochure at Appendix 1). 

vii. In keeping with the Garden Village ethos, the new settlement will be set within a 

landscaped environment that will include generous planting around the boundaries of the 

settlement and large areas of open space through its core.   

viii. The Galtres Development Company will deliver affordable housing in conjunction with 

Home Housing (a leading social housing provider) in an innovative way that will provide 

significant benefits for the City.  The development company proposes to deliver major 

tranches of affordable housing in the early years of the scheme.  The scheme will also 

facilitate an element of self and custom build housing.  In addition the developers are open 

to working with the Councils housing development company. 



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2019 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 3 

ix. Our objective is to provide affordable housing at a cost that makes early and significant 

delivery of units feasible. 

x. The proposed vehicular accesses off North Lane to the site can be delivered in such a way 

that the highway network is not compromised.  The scheme will be designed to provide 

easy access for public transport early in the scheme development.  

xi. Community facilities such as a primary school, retail and other outlets will provide a 

significant benefit to the residents of the development and to the local population who will 

access the site.  Generous provision of public open space, including a sports field, will also 

increase the benefit to the locality. 

xii. The Galtres Development Company has involved Oakes Energy Services Limited to help 

deliver low and zero carbon energy solution for the scheme. 

xiii. An independent survey of York residents shows a significant level of support for the Galtres 

site.  A full copy of the survey is included at Appendix 2. 

xiv. The land is available, the development is achievable, and the scheme can deliver 1,753 

residential units in a range of affordable and market housing and retirement units that will 

make a significant contribution to addressing the three major housing issues facing the City 

of York for the foreseeable future. 

xv. Without additional major sustainable housing allocations such as Galtres Village these 

requirements will continue to go unmet and the housing needs of the people of York and 

their children will not be served. 

 

  



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2019 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 4 

CONTENTS 
 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
2.0 OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20A TO 20D, 

PM21A TO 21D AND PM 22  
 
3.0 GREEN BELT 
 
4.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL   
   
5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

APPENDICES 

1 Galtres Garden Village Prospectus 

2 Public Opinion Survey 

3 Extract from 23 January 2018 Local Plan Working Group Report 

4 Schedule of outstanding commitments 

5 Allocated sites development trajectory 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2019 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 5 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This submission is made in support of a potential housing allocation of land to the north 

east of Huntington in response to the Proposed Modifications to the Draft Local Plan 

June 2019 (the Draft Plan).  The detail justification for the allocation of the Galtres 

Garden village site is set out in our representations made on the Publication Draft Plan 

in April 2018.  Our case remains unchanged other than where updated by these 

representations. 

1.2 In drafting our representations on the proposed modifications, we are mindful that the 

Draft Plan is being examined under the transitional arrangements and the relevant 

National Planning Policy is the NPPF March 2012. 

1.3 Table 1 below set out our response to the proposed modifications and indicates, 

where appropriate, additional commentary to our response can be found. 

Table 1- Summary of our response on the Proposed Modifications 

Proposed Modification Response  Comment 

PM2 
Removal of deleted 
Policies from the Plan 

We agree with the 
proposed modification 

Updated evidence prepared 
by the Council supports the 
proposed modification  

PM3 
Explanation of City of 
York Housing Needs 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

Our objection is elaborated in 
section 2 of this 
representation 

PM4 
Policy SS1: 
Delivering Sustainable 
Growth for York 
 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

Our objection is elaborated in 
section 2 of this 
representation 

PM5 - 
Policy SS1: 
Delivering Sustainable 
Growth for York 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

Our objection is elaborated in 
section 2 of this 
representation 
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PM13 - 
Policy SS19: 
Queen Elizabeth 
Barracks, Strensall 

We agree with the 
proposed modification 

Updated evidence prepared 
by the Council supports the 
proposed modification  

PM14 - 
Policy SS19: 
Queen Elizabeth 
Barracks, Strensall 

We agree with the 
proposed modification 

Updated evidence prepared 
by the Council supports the 
proposed modification  

PM18 - 
Policy H1: 
Housing 
Allocations(H59) 
 

We agree with the 
proposed modification 

Updated evidence prepared 
by the Council supports the 
proposed modification  

PM19 - 
Policy H1: 
Housing Allocations 
(ST35) 

We agree with the 
proposed modification 

Updated evidence prepared 
by the Council supports the 
proposed modification  

PM20a to PM20d  
Policy H1: 
Housing Allocations 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

The allocations are inadequate 
to meet the housing needs of 
the City.  Our objection is 
elaborated in section 2 and 3 
of this representation 

PM21a to PM21d - 
Policy H1: 
Housing Allocations 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

The allocations are inadequate 
to meet the housing needs of 
the City.  Our objection is 
elaborated in section 2 and 3 
of this representation 

PM22 - 
Policy H1: Housing 
Allocations Explanation 

We object to the 
proposed modification 

The allocations are inadequate 
to meet the housing needs of 
the City.  Our objection is 
elaborated in section 2 and 3 
of this representation 
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2.0 OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS PM3, PM4, PM5, PM20a to 20d, 

PM21a to 21d AND PM 22 

The Plan Period 

2.1 The Submission Draft Plan proposes a 16-year plan period starting at 1st April 2017 

and extending to 31st March 2033.  Beyond 2033 the plan has made provision for 

Boundary.  We will deal with issue of permanence later in this representation. 

2.2 On the issue of the plan period, there is an immediate and obvious issue.  Two years 

have elapsed since the start of the plan period and in the absence of an adopted plan, 

there has been little if any development activity on any of the strategic and large housing 

sites.   

2.3 Optimistically, the plan will not be adopted until mid or late 2020.  Realistically, probably 

not until early to mid-2021.  At that point, 4 years of the plan period will have elapsed 

with no housing development of any significance on the strategic sites, leaving only 12 

years of the period remaining. 

2.4 To meet the housing needs of the City the plan period should be moved forward so 

that the development needs fo the City can be properly accommodated.   For the 

purpose of these representations and particularly for the purpose of calculating the 

housing requirement, we assume that the plan period will remain as 16 years but with 

a start date of April 2019.   

The imperative for additional housing allocations  policy context 

2.5 The primary policy context for considering the proposed modifications is the National 

Planning Policy Framework and associated National Planning Practice Guidance.  As 

the Plan is being prepared under the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 

214 of Annex 1of the 2019 NPPF, the NPPF March 2012 is the primary document but 

where appropriate cross reference will be made to the updated NPPF February 2019.  
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2.6 The NPPF was published in March 2012 and replaced all previous Planning Policy 

Guidance notes and some circulars.  The Framework sets out the Governments clear 

intention to facilitate economic growth through sustainable development.  In the 

introduction to the framework, the Minister for State says: 

The purpose of planning is to help achieve sustainable development. 

Sustainable 
for future generations. 

Development means growth. We must accommodate the new ways by which we 
will earn our living in a competitive world. We must house a rising population, which 

 

 

2.7 At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development which 

should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-

taking.  The NPPF explains that for plan making taking this means: 

 local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their area; 

 

 Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 
adapt to rapid change, unless: 

- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 
whole; 
or 

- specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted 

 

2.8 On the issue of housing the NPPF is clear about the need for a significant increase in 

housebuilding to address existing backlog and meet future needs.  Local authorities are 

encouraged to  the supply of housing.  Paragraph 47 of the 

NPPF states: 

To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

 use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area 
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 identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 
worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 

buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice and 
competition in the market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent 
under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should increase the buffer to 
20% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a realistic prospect 
of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market 

 

2.9 This advice is echoed Section 5 of the NPPF 2019 

2.10 

have identified that affordable housing is needed, they should, preferably, set policies 

for meeting this need on site. 

2.11 However, in setting the requirement for affordable housing, regard must be had to the 

viability of development.  Paragraph 173 advises that plan making requires careful 

attention to viability: 

Plans should be deliverable.  Therefore, the sites and the scale of 
development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of 
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 
threatened. 

2.12 Paragraph 174 goes on to say that the cumulative cost of policy and local standards 

imposed on development, including affordable housing. 

should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate 
development throughout the economic  

 

THE IMPERATIVE FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING ALLOCATIONS  HOUSING 

NEED 

2.13 In order to address the complex context for the assessment of the housing need for 

the City this section is set out in 4 stages: 
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 Stage 1 summaries the political decisions taken at the Local Plan Working Group 

that decided the final content of the Publication Draft Plan and latterly the 

proposed modifications; 

 Stage 2 sets out our assessment of the Housing Requirement; 

 Stage 3 includes our critique of the housing delivery proposed in the Local Plan; 

 Stage 4 sets out our assessment of 5-year housing land supply position as at the 

time of the representation; 

Stage 1  The Political Context 

Local Plan Working Group July 2017 

2.14 The report to the LPWG on the 10th July 2017 identified an annual housing 

own consultants G L Hearn in the Draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

Addendum May 2017.  The 953 figure was composed of a demographic baseline of 

867 dwellings; and an upward adjustment, , of 10%. 

2.15 The LPWG report stated that the Plan period runs from 2012 to 2033.  The Council 

acknowledged in the LPWG report that as York is setting detailed Green Belt 

Boundaries for the first time, it was also necessary to consider the period beyond the 

end date of the plan to 2038 to provide an enduring Green Belt. 

2.16 On the basis of the LPWG report, the housing requirement for the Plan period 2012 

to 2033 was therefore 20,013 (21 x 953).  The housing requirement need calculation 

for the period 2033 to 2038 would be 4,765 dwellings (5 x 953). 

2.17 In calculating the land required to meet the housing requirement for the LPWG report, 

the Council had regard to completions to date and unimplemented permissions.  The 

Council also assumed a windfall completion rate of 169 dpa from year 4 of the plan 

2020/21

estimate of the remaining housing requirement for the Plan Period presented to the 

July 2017 LPWG is set out in Table 2: 
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Table 2  

      presented to Local Plan Working Group on 10th July 2017 

Plan period 1st April 2012 to 31st March 2033 
 
Total Need 2012 -2033 (based on 953 dpa per 
annum)  
 

20,013 

Completions 1st April 2012 to 31st March 2017 
 

3,432 

Unimplemented Permissions @ 1st April 2017  
 

3,758*(3,578) 

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 169 pa  
 

2,197** 

Requirement Remaining 
  10,626 (10,806) 

 Source:  Local Plan Working Group 10 July 2017 

* We believe this to be a misprint and should be 3,578 

** For period 2020 / 21 to 2332 / 33 

 

2.18 At the Local Plan Working Group, members did not agree with the assessment of the 

housing requirement presented by officers.  Members instead set the housing 

requirement at 867 dwellings per annum and that was the figure used for consultation 

in the Pre-Publication Draft Local Plan in September 2017. 

 

Local Plan Working Group January 23rd 2018 

2.19 The LPWG on the 23 January 2018 considered the representations made on the Pre-

Publication draft plan.  The Officers report presented a number of options for the 

housing requirement based on the degree of risk for each option.  The report reminded 

members that they had previously been advised that the Councils independent 

consultants had estimated the annual housing requirement to be figure of 867 rising to 

953 to allow for a 10% market signals uplift.  Members had accepted the 867-baseline 

figure for consultation in the Pre-Consultation Draft Plan but not the figure of 953.  

2.20 Members were also informed that using the draft methodology for assessing housing 

requirement that the Government had consulted on in late 2017, the housing 

requirement for the City was estimated to be 1,070 dwellings.  Members were advised 
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that although this figure was an estimate produced by the draft methodology it 

nevertheless indicated the direction of travel anticipated for national policy. 

2.21 Members were advised of their statutory duty to ensure the Submission Draft Plan 

 Officer advice was that the direction of travel in national 

policy indicated that if the site proposals previously consulted on were increased this 

would be a more robust position.   Members were clearly advised that an increase in 

the supply of housing would place the Council in a better position to defend the Plan 

proposals at the Local Plan Examination process.  

2.22 Members were also advised of the options for increasing the housing supply that were 

set out in four tables in the LPWG report.  Those options ranged from: 

 inclusion of MOD sites (table 1);  

 the enlargement of allocated strategic sites (table 2);  

 the inclusion of previously rejected sites that following further work Officers feel 

should be reconsidered (table 3); and  

 new sites emerging in response to the consultation on the Pre-Publication draft 

plan.   

2.23 Appendix A to the LPWG report set out the Officers response to representations 

received on the Pre-Publication draft.  The Officers assessment of the representations 

submitted in respect fo the Galtres site raised only minor points such that the 

conclusion of the officers was that this previously rejected site could now be 

considered as a  (See Appendix 3 of this 

representation) 

2.24 Consequently, the Galtres Garden Village site was included in the list of sites in Table3 

of the LPWG report as a site that could potentially be included as a housing allocation 

to increase the housing provision to make the Plan more robust. 
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2.25 However, despite the advice set out in the LPWG report, Members rejected any 

proposal to increase the housing requirement in the Draft Plan and approved only the 

inclusion of the MoD sites in Table 1 of the report. 

Council Executive 25th January 2018 

2.26 The recommendations of the LPWG were reported to the Councils Executive on the 

25th January 2018.  Representatives of the promoters of the three largest strategic 

housing sites addressed the Executive ((Site ST 7 Land East of Metcalf Lane (845 units); 

Sites ST14 Land West of Wigginton Road (1,348 units); and ST15 Land West of 

Elvington Lane (3,339 units)).  They informed members that, as proposed in the 

Publication Draft Local Plan, the sites were not viable or deliverable without additional 

land and some increase in the number of dwellings proposed for each site.  The 

representative requested that change be made to the Draft Publication Local Plan 

before it went to consultation but these requests were ignored by members.   

Publication Regulation 19 Consultation Draft Local Plan February 2018 

2.27 The Publication Draft Plan proposes a 16-year plan period with a start date of 1st April 

2017.  This is a change from the report to the July 2017 LPWG that assumed a plan 

start date of 2012.  This changes the basis of the calculation of the housing requirement.  

Completions are no longer included in this calculation as the plan start date (2017/18) 

is essentially year zero in this calculation.  Instead the Council include an allowance for 

backlog (under-provision) for the period 2012 to 2017.  This has implications for the 

Green Belt boundary discussed later in this representation.   

2.28 The housing requirement in the Submission Draft Plan was therefore based on an 

annual base requirement of 867 dwellings plus an additional 56 units to account for 

undersupply in the period 2012 to 2017 giving a total requirement of 923 dwellings 

per annum 

2.29 Taking account of these changes, the housing requirement as proposed in the 

Submission Draft Plan was: 
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Table 3  Publication Draft Regulation 19 Consultation Plan  
  Housing Requirement  (At Time of Publication) 

 
Plan period 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2033 
 
Total Need 2017 -2032/33 (based on 923 
dwellings per annum 867 + 56))  
 

14,768 

Unimplemented Permissions @ 1st April 2017  
 

3,578 

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 169 pa  
 

2,197 

Requirement to be provided through allocations 
  

8,993 

 

2.30 In addition, to ensure what the Draft Plan considers to be enduring Green Belt 

Boundaries, additional land was allocated to meet the annual base requirement of 867 

dwellings per annum for the 5-year period of 2033 to 2038 which effectively increased 

the housing requirement to be provided through housing allocations to 13,328 

((8,993+(867x5)).   

2.31 Following the submission of the Local Plan, the Inspectors wrote to the Council 

questioning the Submission Draft housing requirement and allocations.  The I  

letter of 24th July 2018 commented that, without prejudice to the findings of the 

Examination, the 2017 SHMA Update 

appears to be a reasonably robust piece of evidence which follows 
both the NPPF and the national Planning Practice Guidance. The plan, 
however, aims to provide sufficient land for 867 dpa 

2.32 The Inspectors then went on to query why the Council had settled on a figure of 867 

dwellings per annum.   

This [note in the front of September 2017 SHMA Update] explains that 
the Council accepts the figure of 867 dpa, but does not accept the 
conclusions of the SHMA Update concerning the uplift or the consequent 
OAN figure of 953 dpa. The reasons given for the latter appear to relate 
to the challenge of the 'step-change' in housing delivery needed. We also 

speculative and arbitrary, rely too heavily on recent short-term 
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unrepresentative trends and attach little or no weight to the special 
character and setting of York and other environmental constraints". 

Precisely what it is about the SHMA Update that the Council considers 
"speculative and arbitrary" is not apparent to us. We are also unsure why 
you consider the SHMA Update to be "too heavily reliant on recent short-
term unrepresentative trends". We therefore ask you to elaborate on these 
shortcomings in your evidence. 

Difficulty in housing delivery and the existence of environmental constraints 
have no place in identifying the OAN. If such matters are to influence the 
plan's housing requirement, which you will appreciate is a different thing to 
the OAN, the case for this must be made and fully justified. At present, 
unless we have missed something, it is not. Overall, as things presently stand, 
we have significant concerns about the Council's stance regarding the OAN. 

2.33 In response to these queries the Council commissioned another update of the OAN 

 Housing Needs Update January 2019.  This update produced an OAN of 790 

dwellings per annum based on 2016 Sub National Population Projections and 2016 

based Household Projections.  This is a significant reduction in OAN compared with 

previous estimates.   

2.34 29 January 2019 stated that the updated 

OAN confirmed to the Council that the 867 dwellings per annum proposed in the 

submitted Plan can be shown to robustly meet requirements. There was no suggestion 

that the housing requirement was to be reduced to 790 dwellings per annum. 

2.35 Table 4 below illustrates the implication for the housing requirement of the Plan period 

of applying the updated OAN. 
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Table 4  Housing Requirement using OAN of 790 dwellings  
Per annum. 

 
Plan period 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2033 
 
Total Need 2017 -2032/33 (based on 790 
dwellings per annum 
 
plus 32 dwellings per annum to meet backlog  
 

12,640 
 
 
512 
 
13,152 
 

Unimplemented Permissions @ 1st April 2018 
less 10% for non-implementation (3,345 x 0.9) 
 

3,010 

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 169 pa  
 

2,197 

Requirement to be provided through allocations 
((13,153) -3,010 + 2,197) 
  

7,946 

 

2.36 We consider this (Council) assessment of the requirement remaining and the housing 

allocations set out in the Draft Plan to be inadequate for the following reasons: 

(i) The use of 2016 population and household projections is contrary to 

Government Guidance 

(ii) The housing need calculation is too low; 

(iii) The calculation of completions since 2012 is too high (i.e. the Councils estimate 

of backlog is too low) 

(iv) Outstanding commitments include student housing that should be excluded 

(v) The assumptions on windfalls are questionable and should not be treated as a 

component of the Plan  
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Stage 2 -Assessing the Housing Requirement 

(i) The 2016 Household Projections. 

2.37 The January 2019 HNU advises that the OAN for the district is 790 dwellings per 

annum.  This is a figure derived using the 2016 based SNPP, the 2016 based Household 

Projections and the latest mid-year estimates.  We disagree with this figure for several 

reasons. 

2.38 The Council s proposed modification to the housing requirement from 867 to 790 

adds further unnecessary confusion to the housing figure debate.  The modification is 

contradictory to the advice given by the Council in its letter of 29th January to the 

Inspectors which stated that the updated SHMA work has been undertaken to: 

seek to confirm that the 867 dwellings per annum proposed in the 
 

2.39 Fundamentally, the way the OAN has been calculated is contrary to National Panning 

Policy. This is confirmed by the Government in the updated Planning Practice Guidance 

(revised in 20th February 2019) where Paragraph 005 Ref Id. 2a-005-20190220 states 

that: 

The 2014-based household projections are used within the standard 
method to provide stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure 
that historic under-delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to 

 

2.40 standardised methodology, it is clear 

that the Government have rejected the 2016 projections and consequently their use 

 From a practical point of 

view, given the unequivocal stance of the updated Planning Practice Guidance, the 

Government is not going to revisit and update the old guidance to make clear that the 

2016 projections have been rejected.   

2.41 This is particularly 

submitted ahead of January 2019 will be assessed 

on the basis of the old methodology and importantly the evidence base it relied upon 



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2019 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 18 

at that time.  The purpose of the transitional arrangements is to avoid exactly the 

situation the Council have created by revisiting the OAN.  

2.42 The shortcomings of the use of the 2016 population and household projections are 

acknowledged in the HNU: 

2.20 The main change is the period from which household formation rates trends 
have been drawn. Previously these were based on trends going back to 
1971 but in the most recent projections trends have only been taken from 
2001.  

2.21 It is argued that by focussing on shorter term trends ONS have effectively 
locked in deteriorations in affordability and subsequently household 
formation rates particularly within younger age groups in that time.  

2.43 In addition, the HNU highlights the pressure on house prices in the City: 

4.1  As shown in the figure below, the median house price in York sits at 

is also more expensive than the North Yorkshire and Yorkshire and Humber 
equivalents of £210,000 and £157,500 respectively. 

 
4.2  Perhaps even more interesting to note is that lower quartile house prices in 

York exceed that of England by £30,000 despite having a similar overall 
median house price. Relatively higher values within a lower quartile housing 
range suggests that those with lower incomes (such as first-time buyers) 
feel greater housing pressure and are less likely to be able to afford a 
property. (Our emphasis) 

2.44 On the issues of affordability, the HNU is even more damming.  It states: 

4.17 At the median level, York has the highest affordability ratio, and thus the 
least affordable housing, relative to surrounding North Yorkshire, Yorkshire 
and Humber, and England. In addition, the affordability ratio in York has also 
increased the most in the past five years relative to the other geographies  
indicating a significant worsening in affordability  (Our emphasis) 

4.19 The affordability statistics and the market signals reveal that as a whole, 
York is becoming increasingly more unaffordable and that a market signals 
adjustment in the City is necessitated.  

2.45 The HNU reaffirms the net affordable need at 573 dwellings per annum  

2.46 

contrary to Government guidance, but also flies on the face of the evidence 
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demonstrating the very high demand for housing in the face of diminishing supply.  The 

evidence points overwhelmingly to strong and entrenched market signals issues across 

York evidenced by worsening affordability.  Fundamentally the HNU promotes a low 

housing requirement of significantly 

boosting the supply of housing particularly in areas of high housing need such as York. 

(ii) Housing Need 

2.47 In our previous representations on the Local Plan, we included an Assessment of 

Housing Need prepared By Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners.  That Assessment 

established the scale of need for housing in the City of York based upon a range of 

housing, economic and demographic factors, trends and forecasts, based on the 

application of NLP's HEaDROOM framework. 

2.48 The Assessment found that that the OAN for the City of York was in the range of 

between 1,125 dpa and 1,255 dpa. The approach allowed for the improvement of 

negatively performing market signals through the provision of additional supply, as well 

as helping to deliver affordable housing and support economic growth.  Using this range 

would have ensured compliance with paragraph 47 of the Framework by significantly 

boosting the supply of housing.  It would also have reflected paragraph 19 of the 

Framework, which seeks to ensure the planning system does everything it can to 

support sustainable development.   

2.49 Subsequent to the Assessment prepared by NLP other Assessments have supported 

its findings.  A review of local plan housing targets prepared By Regeneris Consulting 

(October 2017) in support of a planning application for up to 516 houses in Acomb 

(Applica Ref: 18/02687/OUTM) concluded that the demographic starting point should 

be 890 dwellings per annum and, with adjustment for economic growth and market 

signals, the final OAN was in the region of 1,150 dwellings per annum. 

2.50 In October 2017 the Government published a consultation document on a 

methodology for assessing housing need that every Local Planning Authority would 

have to use when preparing a Local Plan.  The methodology uses the projections of 

household growth as the demographic baseline for every local authority area.  To this 
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is added an adjustment to take account of market signals in house prices.  Along with 

the Consultation Paper the Government included a calculation of the housing 

requirement for each local authority in the country.  The calculation for York was a 

housing requirement of 1,070 dwellings per annum.  The consultation paper explains 

that this should be treated as the starting point for assessing the housing requirement. 

2.51 These 1,070 figures is the housing requirement we adopted in our previous 

representations and continue to adopt in this representation.   

(iii) Calculation of completions - Backlog 

2.52 The Council has underestimated the scale of the backlog and their annual allowance 

of 32 dwellings per annum included for backlog, amounting to 512 over the 16-year 

plan Period, is too low.  To calculate the backlog, our assessment uses the figure of 

953.  (This is the housing requirement figure recommended by the 

independent consultants, G L Hearn for the period from 2012 in the report to the July 

2017 LPWG.)  We then subtract completions in each year for from 2012/13 to 

2018/19 to obtain the backlog. 

2.53 The Local Plan must demonstrate it can provide deliverable sites for the 5-year 

tranches within the plan period.  Government guidance advises that the calculation of 

the 5-year supply must take account of any shortfall from previous years.   How far 

back the shortfall should be included is a matter of judgement.  There is a point at 

which unformed households from previous years have been permanently displaced 

and therefore the need to accommodate them has passed.  For the purpose of this 

calculation, and for some degree of convenience, the period from 2012 will be used as 

the basis of calculating the backlog.  (However, using the RSS requirement 850 

dwellings per annum for the period 2008 to 2012 the backlog for that period was 

1,607 dwellings ) 

2.54 In order to calculate the backlog, it is necessary to analyse housing completion data 

contained within the revealed that after 

many years of under provision, completion figures for the year 2015/16 suggested a 

surplus.  However, the completion figure of 1,121 for 2015/16 must be treated with 
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some caution as it includes 579 purpose-built student accommodation units (Source: 

Councils Housing Monitoring Update for Monitoring Year 2015/16).  Likewise, the 

completions figure of 2016/17 included 152 student units whilst the figures for 2017/18 

include the highest number of student units ever  637. 

2.55 The Council have included the student units in their completion and commitments 

figures based on the definition of dwelling units used in the DCLG General Definition 

of Housing Terms.  However, this is a mis-reading of the definition which excludes 

communal establishments from being counted in the overall housing supply statistics 

but adds that all student accommodation whether it consists of communal halls of 

residence or self-contained dwellings, on or off campus, can be included towards the 

housing provision in local development plans.  Government guidance (which is more 

recent than the DCLG dwelling definition) is that student accommodation units can 

only be included within the housing based on the amount of accommodation 

Reference ID: 3-042-

20180913).    

2.56 The Council has not produced any evidence to demonstrate how market housing 

supply has been increased by students transferring from traditional private sector 

shared housing.  Indeed, the available evidence presented in the City of York Council 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment June 2016 is that new purpose-built student 

accommodation has not displaced students from market or family housing.  Paragraph 

10.67 of the SHMA states: 

We have undertaken some qualitative research on the student housing 
market.  This revealed there was an increase in capacity as new purpose-
built accommodation has been built on and off campus.  However, it was 
discovered that this did not reduce demand for traditional private sector 
shared housing. 

2.57 In addition, the Council has not demonstrated that students form part of the objectively 

assessed housing need nor demonstrated that new student housing accommodation 

would contribute towards meeting the housing requirement.   
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2.58 Furthermore, case law has established that in these circumstances purpose-built 

student accommodation cannot count towards the housing supply Exeter City Council 

v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Waddeton Park Limited, The 

R B Nelder Trust. Case No: CO/5738/2104.  

2.59 Removing these student units from the completions data provide a more realistic 

estimate for the completion of residential (Use Class C3) units.  These are the figures 

used in our calculation of the backlog in Table 5 below. 

Table 5  Housing completion backlog for the period 2012-2019 
 

 Year 

Net 
Dwellings 
Added 

(Council 
Figures) 

Less 
student 
units 

Net C3 
Dwelling 

units 

2017 SHMA 
recommended 

figure 

Backlog/ 
Surplus 

Housing 
delivery 

test 
indicator 

2012/13 482 0 482 953 -471 50.6% 
2013/14 345 0 345 953 -608 36.2% 

2014/15 507 0 507 953 -446 53.2% 

2015/16 1121 579 542 953 -411 56.9% 
2016/17 977 152 825 953 -128 86.6% 
2017/18 1296 637 659 953 -294 69.2% 

2018/19 449 40 409 953 -544 42.9% 
Total 5,177 1,408 3,769 6,671 -2,902  

 

(iv) Commitments 

2.60 

estimate of un-implemented planning permissions at 1st April 2018 (Appendix 4).  The 

figure of 3,345 includes 95 student units which, for the reasons stated above should 

not be included in the housing provision figures.  This reduces the commitments figure 

to 3,250.  A further discount of 10% should be applied to account for non-

implementation of a proportion of these commitments, giving a more robust figure of 

2,925 dwellings for outstanding commitments. 
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(v) Windfalls 

2.61 The Council s assessment of housing provision includes an allowance for 169 windfalls 

per annum from year 4 of the plan  2,197 units in total.  Guidance in paragraph 48 of 

the NPPF is that windfalls can be included in the calculation of five-year supply, i.e. not 

as a source of housing supply across the plan period.  This is because the supply of 

windfalls is variable and including it across the plan period does not provide the 

certainty of delivery compared with actual allocations.  In addition, once the plan is 

adopted and housing allocations confirmed, the pressure to deliver housing through 

windfalls should decrease.  Other Authorities, for example Scarborough Borough 

Council, have adopted this approach whereby a windfall allowance is identified across 

the plan period but treated as a flexibility allowance to the allocations and not included 

in the housing provision.  The Scarborough Local Plan Inspector has endorsed this 

approach and the plan has now been adopted. 

Stage 3  Critique of housing delivery 

Meeting housing demand and delivery targets 

2.62 It is envisaged that a high proportion of the total number of dwellings to be delivered 

over the plan period will be derived from the 19 strategic sites allocated in the Draft 

Plan.  However, there is no real certainty over the rate of delivery that can be achieved 

on some of these sites.  

2.63 For example, on the Strategic Site ST1 (British Sugar) development can only 

commence following a 3-year scheme of remediation.  Outline consent was granted in 

2018.  Allowing a for a 2-year lead in following remediation, the first completions on 

this site are not likely until 2023.  The difficultly in bringing forward Strategic Site ST5 

(York Central) is also well documented.  The draft plan envisages 1,700 new houses 

being built on this site within in the period 1 to 21 years and at a projected density 

which ranges between 95  125 homes to the hectare.   

2.64 There is also a question over how the supply of new homes at York Central will be 

matched with (the existing) housing demand.  The 2016 SHMA for York reveals that 

the highest level of demand for market housing in the city is for 2 and 3-bedroom 
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family homes whereas the outline planning application approved for York Central in 

May 2019 suggests that 70% of the dwellings on York Central will be apartments.  

There is also significant unmet demand for bungalows amongst retirees seeking to 

downsize.  

2.65 According to local letting agents surveyed for the 2017 SHMA, the crucial gap in supply 

is for good quality family homes.  However, there is no perceived shortage of flats or 

apartments.  Based on projections of additional households between the years of 2017 

and 2032, the SHMA also indicates that greatest need for market dwellings is for 3-

bedroom homes, at 39.2% of additional dwellings.  This is followed by two-bedroom 

homes (37.7%) and 4-bedroom homes (16.5%). The need for 1-bedroom dwellings is 

comparatively low at 6.6%.  

2.66 Whereas the Plan appears to be reliant on the higher densities provided by apartment 

living to make a significant contribution to the overall supply of housing, the evidence 

presented in the SHMA suggests that this is not where the main area of demand lies. 

2.67 To deliver a wide choice of high-quality homes, widen opportunities for home 

ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities, the advice 

contained within paragraph 50 of the NPPF is that local planning authorities should: 

 plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market 

trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited 

to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and 

people wishing to build their own homes); 

 identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular 

locations, reflecting local demand 

2.68 In its current form, it is not clear how the allocated sites and their associated yields will 

address this requirement.  In addition, the Council powers to secure the proposed 

densities are weak. 

2.69 Taking all the above factors into account, our estimate of the housing requirement 

compared with the Councils estimate as set out in Table 4 above is: 
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   Table 6 Galtres Garden Village Estimate of Housing Requirement 2019-2035 
 

Plan period 1st April 2019 to 
31st March 2035 

 

Publication Draft 
Plan adjusted to 
2019 start year 

Proposed 
Modifications  

adjusted to 2019 
start year 

Our 
Estimate 

Total Need 2019-2035 
(16 Years) 
 

13,872 
 

(based on 867per 
annum) 

12,640 
 

(Based on 790 per 
annum) 

17,120 
 

(based on 
1,070 per 
annum) 

Backlog 
 

896 
(56 x 16) 

512 
(32 x 16) 

2,902 

Gross Requirement 
 

14,768 13,152 20,022 

Unimplemented Permissions 
@ 1st April 2018 
 

3,578 
(As at 1/4/17) 

3,010** 
(As at 1/4/18) 

2925*** 
(As at 1/4/18) 

Windfalls (from Year 4) @ 
169pa  
 

2,197 2197 0 

Net Requirement 
  

8,993 7,945 17,097 

*    Excluding student accommodation 
**  Includes 10% non-implementation discount. 
*** Includes 10% non-implementation discount and excludes student accommodation 

 
2.70 It is evident from this analysis that the Council s estimate of the housing requirement 

is significantly flawed and consequently substantial additional allocations are required 

to address that shortfall.   

2.71 In addition to meeting housing land requirement during the plan period, the Council 

also have to exclude land from the Green Belt for development beyond the plan period 

to ensure green belt boundaries will endure for some time beyond the Plan Period.  

The Council propose to meet this objective by allocating housing land for the period 

2033 to 2038.  Using the Councils baseline requirement figure of 790, the requirement 

for the 5-year period beyond 2033 would be 3,950 

figure of 1,070 the requirement would be 5,350 

2.72 We have taken the table of proposed allocations from table 5.1 of the Draft Plan as 

proposed to be modified.  From that we have applied what we believe to be 

reasonable assumptions about the potential delivery trajectory from each site based 
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on the information provided in the table and other sources (Appendix 5).  For 

example, we assume no delivery from the British Sugar site in the first 5 years of the 

plan for the reasons outlined in paragraph 2.60 above.    

2.73 The allocations in table 5.1of the Draft Plan, as amended, amount to 14,440 dwellings 

for a 21-year Plan period.  Our analysis of the allocations indicates the following rates 

of delivery. 

Table 7 Anticipated rates of housing delivery from Proposed Allocations 

Timescale Units Units 

Years 1-5 3,054  

Years 6-10 4,562  

Years 11 to 16 3,868  

Sub-total 16-year plan 
period 

 11,484 

Years 17 to 21  2,448 

Total 21-year period  13,932* 

* Does not add to 14,985 as some site delivery extends beyond 2038 

2.74 This simple analysis demonstrates that for the 16-year Plan period the housing 

provision is 5,613 dwellings short of our estimate of the housing requirement of 17,097 

dwellings (17,097  11,484 = 5,613).  For the 5-year period following the Plan period, 

the shortfall is 1,887 using the Submitted Plan figures ((867x5)-2448)) or 2,902 short 

using our figures ((1070x5)-2,448). 

Stage 4 - 5 Year Supply 

2.75 Our analysis above demonstrates that the housing land requirement in the proposed 

modifications for the 16-year plan period is significantly flawed.  Of equal concern is 

the lack of supply in the early years of the plan required to 

   

2.76 Our assessment of the 5-year supply is set out in Table 8 below and is in line with 

generally accepted practice.  The steps in our assessment are: 
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I. To provide a fair indication of the range of what the 5-year housing land supply 

position might be, we use both the Council s housing requirement figure of 790 

dwellings per annum and our assessment of the annual requirement of 1,070 

dwellings per annum to arrive at a five-year requirement. 

II. We then add the undersupply assessed against each of the housing 

requirement figures for the period of 2012 to 2019.  This is known as the 

 5-year supply and assumes any 

undersupply is made up in the 5-year calculation period and not spread over 

the remaining years of the Local Plan.  This is the approach favoured by National 

Planning Guidance which recommends: 

The level of deficit or shortfall will need to be calculated from the 
base date of the adopted plan and should be added to the plan 
requirements for the next 5-year period (the Sedgefield approach). 
Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 3-044-20180913 

III. The Council has failed the housing delivery test for 6 of the last 7 years when 

housing delivery has fallen below 85% of the 2017 SHMA requirement (See 

Table 5 above).  In these circumstances, National Planning Policy recommends 

that a 20% buffer should be added to the housing requirement. 

IV. We take our adjusted calculation of unimplemented permissions of 2,925 

(Paragraph 2.57 above). 

2.77 Our assessment of 5-year supply is set out in Table 5 below.  We provide 2 variants 

of the 5-year supply: 

 In the first calculation, our assessment assumes the supply comprises just the 

existing commitments. That gives a five-year supply of 1.48 years based on the 

estimate of an annual housing requirement need of 1,070 dwellings per annum and 

our assumptions on backlog and commitments.   

 The 5-year supply using the Council s housing requirement of 790 and their 

assumption on backlog, commitments and windfall is 3.34 years. 
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2.78 In the second calculation we have included our estimate of supply arising from the 

proposed allocations from Table 7 above: 

 Our estimate of supply from allocated sites in the first 5 years of the Plan is 3,045 

dwellings.  When this is added to the assumptions about the supply from existing 

commitments and windfalls, the five years supply using the Council figures is 6.39 

years and using our figure for commitments, 3.01 years. 

 The scale of the deficit in land supply identified by the 5-year calculation is significant 

not only in terms of the need to identify more land but also in terms of the longevity 

of undersupply.  By any reasonable assessment, there has been a significant shortfall 

in the provision of housing every year since 2012 and for the period before that. 

 Table 8: Assessment of 5-year land supply   

    
Assessment using 
Councils Housing 

requirement of 790 

Assessment using 
Government Housing 
requirement of 1,070 

A Requirement (5x790) 3,950 (5x1070) 5,350 

B 
Plus Shortfall 
2012-2017 

 (7x32) 224   2,902 

C  Sub total   4,174   8,252 

D 20% buffer (C x .2) 834.8 (C x .2) 1,650 

E 
Total 5-year 
Requirement 

C+D 5,009 C+D 9,902 

F 
Annual 
requirement  

(E ÷5) 1,002 (E ÷5) 1,980 

G 
Supply 
(Commitments) 

  3,010   2,925 

H Windfall   338   0 

I 5-year supply (G+H) ÷ F 3.34   1.48 

J 
Allocations 
Years 1 to 5 

  3,054   3,045 

K Potential supply G+H+J 6,402   5,970 

L 
Potential 5-year 
supply 

(K ÷ F) 6.39   3.01 
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OVERALL CONCLUSION ON THE REVISED HOUSING REQUIREMENT FIGURE 

2.79 

are entirely at odds with the direction of Government guidance.  The Councils appear 

content to continually reduce the housing requirement over time and ignore 

entrenched market signals indicating a restricted supply in the face of increasing 

demand. 

2.80 The calculation above demonstrates the high level of latent and unmet demand in York 

and the precarious nature of the housing supply.  In order to achieve a balance between 

the housing requirement and housing supply the requirement would have to fall 

significantly.  On the basis of the background evidence prepared for the Local Plan, this 

scenario is highly unlikely. 

2.81 Alternatively, the requirement / supply balance could be achieved by increasing the 

supply on the existing allocated sites in the 5-year period.  Again, on the basis of the 

evidence available this is less likely.  This is because a significant proportion of the draft 

housing allocations are large sites that will take several years before they deliver a 

significant increase in housing supply and our assumptions already assume a realistic 

rate of delivery from each site.  There is only so much delivery the market can take or 

accept from each site.  Increasing the amount of housing on the large strategic sites is 

likely to mean that more housing in is delivered later in, or even after, the plan period 

and not in the early years of the plan.  That rate of delivery is unlikely to increase 

without a fundamental adjustment to the business model of housebuilders and 

developers.  Providing additional allocations that include sites such as the Galtres site 

that can deliver houses in the first 5 years of the plan period will greatly assist in 

addressing that shortfall. 

2.82 Such an approach would comply with National Planning Guidance which advises: 

To ensure that there is a realistic prospect of achieving the planned level of 
housing supply, the strategic policy-making authority should bring forward 
additional sites from later in the plan period, over and above the level 
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indicated by the strategic policy requirement, and any shortfall, or where 
applicable the local housing need figure. These sites will provide additional 
flexibility and more certainty that authorities will be able to demonstrate a 
sufficient supply of deliverable sites against the housing requirement. 

Paragraph: 037 Reference ID: 3-037-20180913 
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3.0 REPRESENTATIONS ON GREEN BELT EVIDENCE BASE 

Planning Policy Context 

3.1 Before proceeding to address the updated Green Belt evidence base, we set out what 

we consider to be the main policy guidance for assessing the evidence base.   

3.2 Under the heading Protecting Green Belt the NPPF reaffirms the longstanding aim of 

Green Belt policy which is to: 

Prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. 

3.3 The NPPF states the purposes of including land in the Green Belt which are: 

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land. 

3.4 Paragraphs 83 to 85 are particularly relevant to the York Daft Local Plan.  Paragraph 

83 states: 

Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish 
Green Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for 
Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries 
should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 
preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should 
consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended 
permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring 
beyond the plan period. 

 
3.5 Paragraph 84 emphasises that: 

When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 
authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns 
of development. 
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3.6 Paragraph 85 expands on the issue of green belt permanence referenced in paragraph 

83.  It adds: 

When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should (inter alia): 
 ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting 

identified  requirements for sustai  
 

between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet 
longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan 

 
 satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be 

 
 
3.7 The advice in paragraphs 83 to 85 of the 2012 NPPF is repeated in paragraphs 138 to 

139 of the 2019 NPPF.   

Regional Policy 

3.8 The saved policies YH9 and Y1 of the RSS relating to Green Belt remain extant and 

therefore carry weight.  They state: 

Policy YH9, Green Belts  

C  The detailed inner boundaries of the green belt around York should be 
defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard 

 

Policy Y1, York Sub-Area Policy  

Plans, strategies, investment decisions and programmes for the York sub 
area should: 

C Environment 

1. In the city of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the 
outstanding sections of the outer boundary of the York Green Belt 
about 6 miles from York City Centre and the inner boundary in line 

 

2. Protect and enhance the nationally significant historical and 
environmental character of York, including its historic setting, views 
of the Minster and important open areas. 
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Response to the Council s Evidence Base 

3.9 In their letter of 25th July 2018 to the Council the Inspectors commented: 

 As we understand it, there has at no time been an adopted development 
plan for York with an adopted policies map identifying the Green Belt, or at 
least not its boundaries. The Local Plan now sets out to rectify this. It 
proposes to designate land as Green Belt and to delineate Green Belt 
boundaries. 

3.10 The Inspector s letter posed the following questions to the Council: 

i. For the purpose of paragraph 82 of the NPPF, is the Local Plan 
proposing to establish any new Green Belt?  

ii. If so, what are the exceptional circumstances for so doing, and where 
is the evidence required by the five bullet points set out at paragraph 
82 of the NPPF?  

iii. If not, does the Local Plan propose to remove any land from an 
established Green Belt? If it does, is it necessary to demonstrate that 
exceptional circumstances exist to warrant that approach? Or is it the 
case that the Local Plan establishes the Green Belt boundaries for the 
first time, such that the exclusion of land from the Green Belt  such 
as at the 'garden villages', for example  is a matter of establishing 
Green Belt boundaries rather than altering them, in the terms of 
paragraph 83 of the NPPF?  

Notwithstanding all of the above, it is not clear to us how the Council has 
approached the task of delineating the Green Belt boundaries shown on the 
Policies Map submitted. Unless we have missed something, no substantive 
evidence has been provided setting out the methodology used and the decisions 
made through the process. We ask that the Council now provides this.   

 

3.11 In response to these questions the Council has produced an extensive addendum to 

explain its approach to defining the Green Belt Boundaries.   For the reasons 

already outlined in our original representations (April 2018) we believe the Council 

has addressed the Green Belt issues on an entirely erroneous assumption that is 

highlighted by the questions the Inspectors have posed and that the Council attempts 

to answer.   This erroneous approach becomes evident in the answers and statements 

in Section 2 of the Addendum where the Council set out the scope of the addendum.   
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3.12 Our response to the Inspectors questions, having regard to the addendum produced 

by the Council, is set out below following the order of the questions in paragraph 3.10 

above.  

(i) We believe the Local Plan is not trying to establish new Green Belt.  Nor should 

it be seeking to establish new Green Belt.  The role of the Local Plan is clearly 

set out in saved regional planning policies and has been accepted and endorsed 

by Inspectors on appeal. The purpose of the Local plan is to define the inner 

and outer boundaries. 

(ii) Given our answer in (i), the Council does not have to demonstrate any 

exceptional circumstances for establishing new Green Belt 

(iii) We believe this question encapsulates the key issue for the Local Plan in 

respect of the Green Belt.  Regional Policy has established the general extent 

of the Green Belt.  We agree with the second part of the Inspectors question, 

that  in establishing the Green Belt boundaries for the first time, it follows that 

the exclusion of land from the Green Belt  such as at the 'garden villages', for 

example  is fundamentally a matter of establishing Green Belt boundaries 

rather than altering them, in the terms of paragraph 83 of the NPPF. 

It will help in understanding this process to be aware that there is a key omission 

in saved Regional Policy YH9C.  The full wording of Policy YH9C in the 2008 

Approved Regional Guidance for Yorkshire and the Humber was: 

The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York should 
be defined in order to establish long term development limits that 
safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city. The 
boundaries must take account of the levels of growth set out in this 
RSS and must also endure beyond the Plan period. 

 

The highlighted sentence, for whatever reason, never made it into the save 

policy  

saved.  However, the intention is clear and the inescapable logic of the current 
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process is that in defining the detailed Green Belt boundaries, the Council must 

exclude land required to meet the growth of the City. 

Much of the commentary relating to the Green Belt both from the Council and 

other respondents on the Local Plan Consultations, speaks from a position that 

assumes the Green Belt boundaries are fixed in an adopted plan and that any 

suggestion that sites should be allocated for development will result in land 

being taken out of the Green Belt (in which case the second sentence of 

paragraph 83 of the NPPF would apply i.e. Green Belt boundaries should only 

be altered in exceptional circumstances). 

This is, however, an erroneous assumption because the Green Belt boundaries 

around York are being defined (or established) for the first time.  They are not 

being altered.  In this case, paragraph 85 of the NPPF is therefore the Key advice 

to be considered.  In defining / establishing boundaries the Council must meet 

the identified requirement for sustainable development i.e. it must allocate land 

to meet identified needs for housing, employment, leisure etc

needs.  This is exactly what the missing sentence of Policy YH9C was referring 

to. 

In other words, it is not a question of what land should be taken out of the 

Green Belt.  The Council is at the point of deciding what land should not be 

included in the Green Belt in order to meet the identified requirements for 

sustainable development. 

3.13 The Council has therefore misunderstood and wrongly applied NPPF policy.  This 

misunderstanding is captured in paragraph 2.13 of the Addendum which states: 

This addendum also explains why exceptional circumstances exist to justify 
alterations to the general extent of the Green Belt, in order to bring forward 
strategic sites to meet development needs.     

3.14 The erroneous approach taken by the Council to defining the Green Belt boundaries 

has serious consequences in its attitude to meeting the needs for sustainable 

development over the plan period because it has resulted in an overly restrictive 
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approach to identifying land for housing and other development needs on the mistaken 

n erroneous approach to the issue of 

safeguarded land 

Safeguarded Land 

3.15 Paragraph 85 of the NPPF advises that when defining Green Belt boundaries for the 

first time, local planning authorities should identify areas of  between 

the urban area and the Green Belt, to meet longer-term development needs beyond 

the plan period and make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for 

development at the present time.   

3.16 The failure of the Council to address this requirement is a fundamental failing of the 

Local Plan and goes to the heart of the Soundness of the Plan. 

3.17 As already stated, the Green Belt boundaries around York are being defined (or 

established) for the first time.  They are not being altered.  The Council is at the point 

of deciding what land should not be included in the Green Belt in order to meet the 

identified requirements for sustainable development. 

3.18 Critically, the Council must demonstrate to the Local Plan Inspector that the Green 

Belt boundaries will not have to be altered at the end of the plan period.  As we have 

demonstrated in Section 2 of this evidence, the Draft Plan has not allocated adequate 

land to meet housing needs with the plan period and has failed to exclude land to 

meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period as 

recommended by paragraph 85 of the NPPF. 

3.19 It can do this by including in areas of safeguarded to meet development needs beyond 

the plan period.  The 2013 Preferred Options Draft Local Plan sensibly included a 

reasonable amount of safeguarded land to ensure the proposed Green Belt Boundaries 

would remain permanent beyond the Plan period.   Unfortunately, this sensibility 

appears to have been abandoned. 
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3.20 considered by officers 

in a report to the Local Plan Working Group on 29th January 2015.  Officers has sought 

advice from John Hobson QC who was asked to advise on the approach which should 

be adopted in relation to the determination of the Green Belt boundary in the 

preparation of the York Local Plan In particular he was asked to consider how long 

beyond the Plan period should a Green Belt endure once it is defined in a statutory 

plan.  

3.21 In response Counsel advised: 

9 
development needs which are to be met during the Plan period, and 

Pl
but in my opinion a 10 year horizon beyond the life of the Plan as 
mentioned in my Instructions would be appropriate.  

 

3.22 Counsels advice concluded with: 

16 In my opinion if no safeguarded land is identified in the emerging 
Local Plan this would give rise to a serious risk of the Plan being 
found unsound. There would be a failure to identify how the longer 
term needs of the area could be met, and in particular a failure to 
indicate how those longer term needs could be met without 
encroaching into the Green Belt and eroding its boundaries.  

 
17.  The only argument which it seems to me the Council could deploy 

to avoid this danger is to be able to demonstrate that there is 
sufficient land outside the Green Belt boundary which will be 
suitable for meeting the need for further development, and which 
is likely to be available when those needs arise. The important point 
is to be able to demonstrate that the Green Belt boundary will not 
be affected. I assume many authorities have adopted Local Plans 
without including safeguarded land. It would have been appropriate 
for them to do so in accordance with their local circumstances. 
However, I am unaware of a situation comparable to the 
circumstances in York.  

 

3.23 This advice was reported to the January 2015 LPWG with a recommendation: 
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 23. It is recommended that Members of the Local Plan Working Group 
recommend Cabinet to:   
Agree option 1 in this report to include safeguarded land designations in 
the Plan to ensure that the Green Belt will endure for a for a minimum of 
ten years beyond the end of the Plan period. 

 
Reason: So that an NPPF compliant Local Plan can be progressed. 

3.24 Two previous Local Plan Inspectors in 2000 and 2012 both dismissed the draft 

Development Plan due to a lack of evidence confirming that Green Belt boundaries 

would endure beyond the Plan period.  Questions about the permanence of the Green 

Belt boundary beyond the plan period have also been raised by Selby District Council. 

3.25 The omission of this key component of the Local Plan spatial strategy is a serious 

weakness and may well result in the Plan being found unsound, particularly as the Plan 

period is only up to 2033 and from the point of anticipated adoption in 2020/21 it will 

only be a 12-year plan with land identified for development needs for an further 5 

years.  This would give a Green Belt Boundary of 17 years as against a 25-year boundary 

that would be provided by a 15-year plan with safeguarded land for potential 

development needs 10 years beyond. 

Assessment of Galtres Site against the purposes of Green Belt and the 
Councils Methodology 

3.26 In order to determine whether it is appropriate to allocate the Galtres site to meet 

the development needs of the City and exclude the site from the Green Belt, the site 

is assessed against the 5 purposes of the Green Belt:  

1.  To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

3.27 The allocation of the site will assist in meeting identified requirement for sustainable 

development.  The allocation of the site will enable the Council to define Green Belt 

boundaries that will endure beyond the plan period and therefore check the 

unrestricted sprawl of the larger urban area. 
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2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

3.28 The Council  Green Belt appraisal as set out in the Addendum demonstrates that the 

site does not perform an important role in preventing neighbouring town merging into 

one another.   

3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

3.29 The allocation of the site will assist in meeting an identified requirement for sustainable 

development.  The allocation of the site will enable the Council to define Green Belt 

boundaries that will endure beyond the plan period and therefore safeguard the 

countryside from encroachment. 

4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

3.30 In the 

the setting or special character of the City (confirmed by our Heritage Appraisal).  It is 

not Stray Land, Green Wedge, an area preventing coalescence, a river corridor or as 

an area retaining the rural character of the city.  This is also confirmed by the landscape 

appraisal submitted with the representation which confirms that there will be no 

significant effects on views of the York Historic Core and its context, nor significant 

effects on views from the Historic Core.  Therefore, there is no risk to the setting and 

special character of York as a historic city. 

3.31 Furthermore, the Galtres Village site fits comfortable with the Councils spatial strategy 

of prioritising development within and /or as an extension to the urban area and 

character.  (paragraph 5.36 of Topic Paper TP1).  The Galtres site will reinforce the 

special character and setting of the historic city and its clock face of settlements. 

5. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 

urban land 

3.32 There are few areas of York in need of regeneration.  Most, if not all, of the few 

remaining brownfield sites have planning applications pending or redevelopment 

proposals outstanding.  In view of the scale of additional house allocation required to 
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meet the objectively assessed housing needs of the City, significant additional housing 

allocations are required.  In this context the development of the site will have no impact 

on the viability of remaining brownfield sites in the City. 
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4.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 

4.1 The updated evidence base published with the proposed modifications included a 

Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum.  This Sustainability Addendum included an 

audit trail to explain the further technical officer analysis of sites Between Pre-

Publication consultation 2017 and Publication 2018 which included updates to 

availability and deliverability, analysis of further evidence in relation to show stoppers 

and technical officer comments. 

4.2 The audit trail confirmed that although the Galtres site (Ref 964) had not been 

allocated at the Preferred Sites Consultation or Pre-Publication Draft Plan stage, by the 

Publication Draft Stage officers had considered the site suitable for allocation as 

previous constraints has been overcome.  Appendix K of the Publication Draft Plan 

Sustainability Appraisal explained:  

Following further consideration of responses for a revised boundary (site 
964), officers considered that there remained concerns regarding landscape, 
access and ecology.  However, given the new location of the site, it was 
considered to have reduced significant concerns and there was more 
potential for mitigation. Therefore, officers included the site as a potential 
for allocation recognising the risks that this was a revised boundary.  The 
site was not taken forward by Members at Executive January 2018 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 There is a clear imperative for the Council to 

 as required by the NPPF.  The draft Local plan does not achieve this 

objective.    More recent Government housing requirement figures for York and our 

analysis demonstrates that the Draft Plan will have to allocate land for over 5,600 

additional houses in the Plan period to 2033 ((Our estimate of housing requirement 

of 17,097 (Table 6) less our estimate of delivery 11,484 (Table 7)) 

5.2 The draft plan has not demonstrated that the proposed Green Belt boundaries will 

endure beyond the plan period.  Additional land will have to be excluded from the 

Green Belt either through allocations and/ or safeguarded land to provide robust Green 

Belt boundaries for at least 10 years beyond the Plan period.   

5.3 The proposed new settlement  Galtres Village - can address both these shortcomings 

of the Plan.  Officers consider the site to be a sustainable additional housing allocation.      

5.4 An opinion survey has clearly established that residents of York overwhelmingly believe 

that there is a need for new homes in and around York, mainly to serve the needs of 

the existing population but also to provide housing for those who wish to move into 

the area to live or work. In total, eight-in-ten people interviewed for the survey  agree 

that affordable housing should be  

5.5 The survey also established general support for the Galtres scheme, with 30% of 

respondents giving the top scores of 9-10 out of 10 and a further 35% giving scores of 

7-8 and an overall mean score of 7.1 out of 10. Younger respondents in particular 

(aged under 35) offered the strongest support, perhaps reflecting the fact that this age 

group faces the biggest housing challenges (for example, the majority rent their home). 

5.6 However, perhaps the most revealing finding in this survey is that 76% would like to 

see the proposed development included in the City of York Council Local Plan and 

only 7% said with certainty that they would not.  



City of York Council Local Plan Modifications July 2019 
Galtres Garden Village North-East of Huntington  

 

 43 

5.7 The Galtres Garden Village will be a new settlement 

ew Earswick and Derwenthorpe, with housing set within well 

landscaped surroundings as part of a low-carbon development.  The proposed 

allocation will deliver a high quality, sustainable residential environment that will provide  

40% of its dwellings as affordable housing.  

5.8 It is considered that the proposed vehicular accesses to the site can be delivered in 

such a way that the highway network is not compromised.  A dedicated cycle route 

through a proposed linear park to the west of the site will provide direct access to 

Huntington.  The development will not harm the City  historic character or setting nor 

adversely affect other interests of acknowledged importance. 

5.9 The Galtres Development Company will deliver affordable housing in an innovative 

way that will provide significant benefits form the City.  The development company 

proposes to work in partnership with Home Housing and  if possible - the Councils 

housing development company to deliver major tranches of affordable housing.   

5.10 Community facilities can be provided early in the development programme, thus 

creating a primary school, retail and other outlets which will constitute a significant 

benefit to the development and to local population who access the site. 

5.11 The land is available, the development is achievable, and the scheme can deliver almost 

1,753 dwellings and in a range of affordable and market housing and retirement living 

that will make a significant contribution to address the three major housing issues facing 

the City of York for the foreseeable future 

 The Shortage of housing  

 The shortage of affordable housing  

 The shortage of elderly persons accommodation 

9,11 Without additional major sustainable housing allocations such as Galtres village these 

requirements will continue to go unmet and the housing needs of the people of York 

and their children will not be served. 
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APPENDICES 

Provided as Separate documents 
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APPENDIX 3 

Scenario Tables 1, 2 and 3 
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APPENDIX 4 

Table 3a 
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APPENDIX 5 

Press Article June 26 2021 
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APPENDIX 6 

Assessment of Recreational Impacts 

(Separate document) 
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From:
Sent: 23 June 2021 09:50
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, INDIVIDUAL - reference: 200936

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: Roy Brown 

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 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 Sections 5 to 6 (EX/CYC/59d) 

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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PM2:SID625i
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Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: The City Of York's 
Green Belt must be protected from being developed , Brown Field sites must be used to fill York's 
need for housing. The document below sets out the best course of action to be taken to protect 
the Green Belt 
EX_CYC_59_Topic_Paper_1_Approach_to_defining_Green_Belt_Addendum_January_2021 

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: The City of York Council has often been criticised for its slow action on the Local Plan 
for York, the time taken in it's final submission shows what careful consideration has been take in 
defining York's housing needs and the protection of the Green Belt 

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 have given my reason why I 
consider the document to be sound on the previous page, I have repeated the same response to 
this justification. The City of York Council has often been criticised for its slow action on the Local 
Plan for York, the time taken in it's final submission shows what careful consideration has been 
take in defining York's housing needs and the protection of the Green Belt 

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 
believe the proposed modifications in this plan meet the needs of the people of York. I am so very 
please to see that some areas that were not included as Green Belt but are in need of protection 
are now included in this amendment . I refer to the document EX_CYC_59d Annex 3 Inner 
Boundary Part 2 5-6 in which it refers to parts of The Huntington Parish. 

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 will let the other 
participants from my local area make my presence known. 
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Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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City of York Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications 
Consultation Response Form 
25 May ~ 7 July 2021 

OFFICE USE ONLY~

ID reference~ 

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

To help present your comments in the best way for the Inspectors to consider them~ we ask that 
you use this form because it structures your response in the way in which the Inspectors will 
consider comments at the Public Examination~ Using the form to submit your comments also 
means that you can register your interest in speaking at the Examination~ 

Please read the guidance notes and Part A carefully before completing the 

form~ Please ensure you sign the form on page 2~ 

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

Part A ~ How we will use your Personal Information 
When we use your personal data~ CYC complies with data protection legislation and is the 
registered ~Controller~~ Our data protection notification is registered with the Information 
Commissioner~s Office ~ICO~ ~ reference Z5809563~ 

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

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

The information we collect will be provided to the Planning Inspectors~ together with a summary of 
the main issues raised during the representations period and considered as part of the Local Plan 
examination~~ Response will be made available to view as part of the Examination process and 
must be made available for public inspection and published on the Council~s website~ they cannot 
be treated as confidential or anonymous and will be available for inspection in full~We will protect 
it and make sure nobody has access to it who shouldn~t and we will not keep it for longer than is 
necessary~ 

I Section 20~3~ Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations 17~22~ 35 & 36 Town and Country Planning 
~Local Planning~ England~ Regulations 2012 

presentations MuSt be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 

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

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

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

Stora~ge of information~ We will keep the information you give us in CYC~s secure network drive 
and make sure it can only be accessed by authorised staff~ 

How lonci will we keep the information~ The response you submit relating to this Local Plan 
consultation can only cease to be made available 6 weeks after the date of the formal adoption of 

2 the Plan ~ When we no longer have a need to keep your information~ we will securely and 
confidentially destroy it~ Where required or appropriate~ at the end of the retention period we will 
pass onto the City Archives any relevant information~ 

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

Your ri~ghts~ To find out about your rights under data protection law~ you can go to the 
Information Commissioners Office ~ICO~~ hftps~//ico~or~g~uk/for~the~publi 

You can also find information about your rights at hftps~//www~vork~gov~uk/privacy 

If you have any questions about this privacy notice~ want to exercise your rights~ or if you have a 
complaint about how your information has been used~ please contact us at 
information~governance@york~gov~uk on 01904 554145 or write to~ Data Protection Officer~ City 
of York Council~ West Offices~ Station Rise~ York Y01 6GA~ 

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

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

Signature
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Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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~ Part B ~ Personal Details 
Please complete in full~ in order for the Inspectors to consider your representations you must provide your 
name and postal address~ 

3~ Personal Details 4~ Agent~s Details ~if applicable~ 

Title ~~~C~~~ um4 C__~~ 

First Name 
VX\0~93V_~ 

Last Name w ~~% 9~sej~_% 

Organisation 
~whererelevant~ 

Representing 
~if applicable~ 

Address ~ line 1 

Address ~ line 2 

Address ~ line 3 

Address ~ line 4 

Address ~ line 5 

Postcode 

E~mail Address 

Telephone Number 

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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Where do I send my completed form~ 

Please return the completed form by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight 
To~ FREEPOST RTEG~TYYU~KLTZ Local Plan~ City of York Council~ West 
Offices~ Station Rise~ York~ Y01 6GA 

9 	By email to~ local Pla n~@~york~qov~ u k 

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

What can I make comments on~ 

This consultation provides the opportunity for anyone to make a representation on the proposed 
modifications and supporting evidence base~ further to the Local Plan which was submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate in May 2018 and following the phase 1 hearing sessions in December 2019 as part of the 
Examination into the Plan~ You can make comments on any of the proposed modifications and a number 
of evidence base documents as set out below~ The purpose of this consultation is for you to say whether 
you think the proposed modifications and/or new evidence make the Local Plan ~Legally Compliant~ and 
~Sound~~ These terms are explained as you go through this form~ 

City of York Local Plan Composite Modifications Schedule ~May 2021~ ~EX/CYC/58 and City of York 
Local Plan Publication Draft ~February 2018~ FCDO01 to be read alongside the comprehensive 
schedule of proposed modifications only 
York Economic Outlook ~December 2019~ Oxford Economics rEX/CYC/29 
CYC Annual Housing Monitoring and MHCLG Housing Flow Reconciliation Return ~December 2019~ 
~EX/CYC/321 
Affordable Housing Note Final ~February 2020~ ~EX/CYC/36 
Audit Trail of Sites 35~100 Hectares ~June 2020~ rEX/CYC/37 
Joint Position Statement between CYC and Selby DC Housing Market Area ~April 2020~ ~EX/CYC/38 
G L Hearn Housing Needs Update ~September 2020~ ~EX/CYC/43al 

Habitat Regulation Assessment ~HRA~ ~October 2020~ Waterman Infrastructure and Environment 
Limited rEX/CYC/45 and Appendices ~October 2020~ rEX/CYC/45al 
Key Diagram Update ~January 2021~ ~EX/CYC/461 

Statement of Community Involvement Update ~November 2020~ rEX/CYC/49 
SHLAA Update ~April 2021~ rEX/CYC/561 
CYC SuDs Guidance for Developers ~August 2018~~EX/CYC/571 
Topic Paper TPl~ Approach to defining York~s Green Belt ~Addendum~ ~January 2021~ ~EX/CYC/59 
• Annex 1~ Evidence Base ~January 2021~ rEX/CYC/59a 
• Annex 2~ Outer Boundary ~February 2021~ rEX/CYC/59bl 
• Annex 3~ Inner Boundary ~Part~ 1 March 2021 ~EX/CYC/59c~~ Part 2~ April 2021 rEX/CYC/59dl 

and Part 3 April 2021~ rEX/CYC/59el 
• Annex 4~ Other Urban Areas within the General Extent ~April 2021~ ~EX/CYC/59 
• Annex 5~ Freestanding Sites ~March 2021~ ~EX/CYC/59ql 
• Annex 6~ Proposed Modifications Summary ~April 2021~ ~EX/CYC/59h 
• Annex 7~ Housing Supply Update ~April 2021~ ~EX/CYC/59iland Trajectory Summary ~April 2021~ 

EX/CYC/590 

City of York Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment ~SFRA~ Level 1 Report ~EX/CYC/60 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Composite Modifications Schedule ~April 2021~ ~EX/CYC/61 

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



C I T Y 0 F 

==YORK Part C ~Your Representation 	0YR COUNCIL 

~Please use a separate Part C form fbr each issue to you want to raise~ 

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

Proposed Modification Reference~ 

Document~ 

Page Number~ 

What does ~legally compliant~ mean~ 
Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with~ statutory 
regulabons~ the duty to cooperate~ and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal 
~SA~~ Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and 
the Duty to Cooperate Statement~ which can be fbund at www~york~_qov~uk/localplan or sent by request~ 

6~ Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document~ 

6~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant~ 

Yes 2~~ 	No___E~ 

6~~2~ Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate~ 

Yes 	No 

6~~3~ Please justify your answer to question 6~~1~ and 6~~2~ 

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

What makes a Local Plan ~sound~~ 

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

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



N~ M~ A C I T Y 0 F 
Justified ~ the plan should be the most appropdate strategy~ when considered 

lam 
against the reasonable altemabves~ based on proportionate evidence~ 	wzYORK 

if ~i% COUNCIL 

Effective ~ the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effedive joint wo*ing 
on 

cross~
boundary strategic prioribes 

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

7~ Based on the ProDosed Modification or new evidence document~ 

7~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound~ 
Yes n 	No Lr 

7~~2~ Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7~~1~~ 
~tick all that apply~ 

Positively prepared 	Justified 	21~ 

Effective 	Consistent with 	LY 
national policy 	

F 

7~~3~ Please justify your answers to questions 7~~1~ and 7~~2~ 
151~easeuse~ extra ~s~h~leet~s~if n~e~ces~sary~ 

\C 

~7 

UL 

~mf~ 	~t~~ 

IZ4ZI 	R~~ 

S~\~ ~7 

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



C I T Y O F 

8~ ~1~ Please set out any change~s~ you consider necessary Q= ~~~YORK 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 	OW~~~ ~ ~~~ C~ L 
sound~ having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness~ 

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

and cover succincby all the information~ evidence and supporting information necessary to 
support/justify your comments and suggested moddication~ as there Will not nofTnally be a 

subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the 

Inspectors~ based on the matters and issues they identify fbr examination~ 

k~~ 	
~SK ~7 

\j~p~~\ 	 ~W~qz~ 	~Z~~ \A4Z~~Oy~ ~ NZ~QS 

9~ If your representation is seeking a change at question 8~~1~ 

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

No~ I do not wish to participate at the hearing E~ 	Yes~ I wish to appear at the LZ 
session at the examinabon~ I would like my 	examination 
representation to be dealt with by wriften 
representation 

If you have selected No~ your representation~s~ vvill sfill be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of wdften representations~ 

9~~2~~ If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination~ 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary~ 

Please note~ the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination~ 

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



CiTY OF 

YORK Part C ~Your Representation 	C 0 U N C I L 

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference~ 	sck 

Document~ 	 4~~ 4~~~zz~keg_ 

Page Number~ 	 %EIX 

What does~legally compliant~ mean~ 
Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with~ statutory 
regulafions~ the duty to cooperate~ and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal 
~SA~~ Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultabon Statements and 
the Duty to Cooperate Statement~ which can be fbund at www~york~gov~uk/localplan or sent by request~ 

6~ Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document~ 

6~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant~ 

mo~ ~Fl~ ~~ 

6~~2~ Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate~ 

Yes 	No 

6~~3~ Please justify your answer to question 6~~1~ and 6~~2~ 

What does ~Sound~ mean~ 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ~fit for purpose~ and ~showing 
good judgement~~ The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and invesbgate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework~s fbur~tests of soundness~ listed below~ 

What makes a Local Plan ~sound~~ 

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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Justified ~ the plan should be the most appropdate strategy~ when considered 
against the reasonable altematives~ based on proportionate evidence~ 	x 

C 0 U N C I L 
K 

Effective ~ the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effecfive joint working on cross~
boundary strategic priodties 

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

7~ Based on the Pr000sed Modification or new evidence document~ 

7~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound~ 
Yes El 	No 0 

7~~2~ Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7~~1~~ 
~tick all that apply~ 

Positively prepared 	Justified 

Effective 	Consistent with 
national policy 

7~~3~ Please justify your answers to questions 7~~1~ and 7~~2~ 
ex~tra~shee~ts ~ifnec~essary~ 

I~ PC~~g~ 6~5 	 ~ C~~ ~V~\~ \% 

cg~Fq ~N 

L~Az~~A~ 

7 

~C 

~C 

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



V* 	C I T Y F 

8~ ~1~ Please set out any change~s~ you consider necessary 	YORK 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 	X C~U~CIL 

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

You vA need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound~ It 

will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text 

and cover succincty all the information~ evidence and supporting information necessary to 

support/justify your comments and suggested modification~ as there will not nonnally be a 
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the 

Inspectors~ based on the mattem and issues they identify fbr examination~ 

9~~ei4~cssi q~~\~ 

> 

9~ If your representation is seeking a change at question 8~~1~ 

9~~1~~ Do you consider it necessary to participate at the hearing 
sessions of the Public Examination~~tick one box onty~ 

No~ I do not wish to partiCipate at the hearing 	Yes~ I wish to appear at the 
21*4 session at the examination~ I would like my 	examination 

representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 

If you have selected No~ your representation~s~ will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of wdften representations~ 

9~~2~~ If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination~ 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary~ 

ks 

Please note~ the Inspectors will determine the most appropdate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination~ 

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 



CITY OF 

my~mmYORK Pairt C ~Your Representation 	O~R C 0 U N C I L 

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

S~ To which Proposed Modification or new evidence document does your 
response relate~ 

Proposed Modification Reference~ 

Document~ 	 0 	ZN~~~ 

Page Number~ 	 % 

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

6~ Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document~ 

6~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant~ 

Yes 
V 	

No 

6~~2~ Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate~ 

Yes 	No F~1 

6~~3~ Please justify your answer to question 6~~1~ and 6~~2~ 

What does ~Sound~ mean~ 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ~fit for purpose~ and ~showing 
good judgement~~ The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and investgate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework~s fbur~tests of soundness~ listed below~ 

What makes a Local Plan ~sound~~ 

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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Justified ~ the plan should be the most appropdate strategy~ when considered 	
C I T Y f 

against the reasonable altematives~ based on proportionate evidence~ 	YORK X~ COUNC L 

Effective ~ the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effechve joint working 

on 

cross~
boundary strategic priorites 

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

7~ Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document~ 

7~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound~ 
Yes r~I 	No Fl 

7~~2~ Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7~~1~~ 
~tick all that apply~ 

Positively prepared 	Justified 

Effective 	Consistent vAth 	D 
national policy 

743~ Please justify your answers to questions 7~~1~ and 7~~2~ 
~~~~P~1~ease m4ex~tra sheess if necessar~y ~ 

U~~LX 

Ic 

x 

~~\\AXIZ  Wj\g~~ 
\~AZJ~L~ %F~ 

zv~ 

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



4 
8~ ~1~ Please set out any change~s~ you consider necessary 	

V~~ ~kF 

to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 	
x 

COUNCIL 
K 

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

You wi need to say why this modffication will make the plan legally compliant or sound~ It 

will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text 

and cover succinctly all the information~ evidence and supporting information necessary to 
support/justify your comments and suggested modification~ as there will not noffnally be a 

subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the 
Inspectors~ based on the matters and issues they identify fbr examination~ 

7&~ 

w\~ 

9~ If your representation is seeking a change at question 8~~1~ 

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

No~ I do not wish to participate at the hearing Fi 	Yes~ I wish to appear at the 
session at the examination~ I would like my 	examinabon 
representation to be dealt with by wriften 
representation 

If you have selected No~ your representation~s~ vVill sbil be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of wriften representations~ 

9~~2~~ If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination~ 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary~ 

Please note~ the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examinabon~ 

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



J~* 	C I T Y F 

YORK Part C ~Your Representation 	
~0m COUNCIL 

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference~ 

Document~ 	1P\k4VAe_1A_ 4= 

Page Number~ 	 S 

What does~legally compliant~mean~ 
Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with~ statutory 
regulabons~ the duty to cooperate~ and legal pmcedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal 
~SA~~ Details of how the plan has been pr~epared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and 
the Duty to Cooperate Statement~ which can be found at www~vork~gov~ukAocalplan or sent by request~ 

6~ Based on the Proposed Modification or new evidence document~ 

6~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant~ 

Yes 

6~~2~ Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate~ 

Yes 	No 

6~~3~ Please justify your answer to question 6~~1~ and 6~~2~ 

What does ~Sound~ mean~ 
Soundness may be considered in this context within its ordinary meaning of ~fit for purpose~ and ~showing 
good judgement~~ The Inspector will use the Public Examination process to explore and invesbgate the plan 
against the National Planning Policy Framework~s fbur~tests of soundness~ listed below~ 

What makes a Local Plan ~sound~~ 

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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~~~~Mvtlx CITY Of 

Justified ~ the plan should be the most appropdate strategy~ when considered 	~CYORK against the reasonable altematives~ based on proportionate evidence~ 	
ox C~U ~ C ~~ 

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

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

7~ Based on the Pr000sed Modification or new evidence document~ 

7~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound~ 
Yes M 	No 2~~ 

7~~2~ Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7~~1~~ 
~tick all that apply~ 

Positively prepared 2f 	
Justified 	

FZ 

Effective 	F~ Consistent with 

national policy 

7~~3~ Please justify your answers to questions 7~~1~ and 7~~2~ 

i5i e a s~e u ~s e e i~t~r~a ~ s h e efs~ if n e 6~e~s s a r~y 

~keg r 
	 c~ 

~t~~\ C~xROZ63%~ 

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



Aw 	C I T Y O F 

8~ ~1~ Please set out any change~s~ you consider necessary ~CYORK 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 	~W C ~~~ C I L 
sound~ having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness~ 

You vA need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound~ It 

will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text 
and cover succincty all the information~ evidence and supporting information necessary to 

support/justify your comments and suggested modffication~ as there will not nonnally be a 
subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the 

Inspectors~ based on the matters and issues they identify fbr examination~ 

9~ If your representation is seeking a change at question 8~~1~ 

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

No~ I do not wish to participate at the hearing 	Yes~ I wish to appear at the 
session at the examination~ I would like my 	examinabon 
representation to be dealt with by wriften 
representation 

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

9~~2~~ If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination~ 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary~ 

Please note~ the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination~ 

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



Is CITY F 

==YORK Part C ~Your Representation 	OqR COUNCIL 

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

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

Proposed Modification Reference~ 	QSA~Z~\SF~ ck 

Document~ 	 kv%*Aej~_ %t~~XkauNq~~A 

Page Number~ 	 ~~Sck 

What does ~legally compliant~ mean~ 
Legally compliant means asking whether or not the plan has been prepared in line with~ statutory 
regulations~ the duty to cooperate~ and legal procedural requirements such as the Sustainability Appraisal 
~SA~~ Details of how the plan has been prepared are set out in the published Consultation Statements and 
the Duty to Cooperate Statement~ which can be fbund at www~vork~gov~uk/localplan or sent by request~ 

6~ Based on the ProDosed Modification or new evidence document~ 

6~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Legally compliant~ 

	

__Ye~s 	NO~0 

6~~2~ Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate~ 

	

Yes 	No 

6~~3~ Please justify your answer to question 6~~1~ and 6~~2~ 

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

What makes a Local Plan ~sound~~ 

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

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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Justified ~ the plan should be the mst appropdate strategy~ when considered 	
C I T Y O F 

against the reasonable altematives~ based on proportionate evidence~ 	YORK x 	C 0 U N C I L 

Effective ~ the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effecfive joint working 

on 

cross~
boundary strategic pdorities 

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

7~ Based on the Provosed Modification or new evidence document~ 

7~~1~ Do you consider that the Local Plan is Sound~ 
Yes Fl 	No 0 

7~~2~ Please tell us which tests of soundness are applicable to 7~~1~~ 
~tick all that apply~ 

Positively prepared 	Justified 

Effective 	Consistent vAth 

national policy 

7~~3~ Please justify your answers to questions 7~~1~ and 7~~2~ 
~~~~Pte~a~se Use ex~Ura sheets if nece~ssary~~ 

WV~w~~S~C 	k 	 ~~tsk~l W~Cwe~~~~ 

S7 ~T 

v~s 

w~~\ 

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up 
u 
ntil midnight~ 

Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 



C I T Y O F 

8~ ~1~ Please set out any change~s~ you consider necessary mm L~~~~YORK 
to make the City of York Local Plan legally compliant or 	A~ 1~~U~C~1 
sound~ having regard to the tests you have identified at Question 7 where 
this relates to soundness~ 

You vA need to say why this modification will make the plan legally compliant or sound~ It 

will be helpful if you could put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text 
and cover succinctly all the information~ evidence and supporting information necessary to 
support/justify your comments and suggested modification~ as there will not noffnally be a 

subsequent opportunity to make further representations unless at the request of the 
Inspectors~ based on the matters and issues they identify fbr examination~ 

ez~ 

~Z~> r~~~ ~ 	kk~~ 	~ 

9~ If your representation is seeking a change at question 8~~1~ 

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

No~ I do not wish to participate at the hearing 	Yes~ I wish to appear at the 
session at the examination~ I would like my 	examination 
representation to be dealt with by written 
representation 

If you have selected No~ your representation ~s~ will still be considered by the independent 
Planning Inspectors by way of wriften representations~ 

9~~2~~ If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination~ 
please outline why you consider this to be necessary~ 

oz 

Please note~ the Inspectors will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing session of the examination~ 

Representations must be received by Wednesday 7 July 2021~ up until midnight~ 
Representations received after this time will not be considered duly made~ 
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From:
Sent: 01 July 2021 14:05
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 204355

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) 

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: Complies with 
statutory regulations. 

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

Your comments: Duty to cooperate 

Do you consider the document to comply with the Duty to Cooperate?: Yes, 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: No conflict on the duty to cooperate 

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: The document is now 
wholly inaccurate and rendered obsolete by the pandemic. The economic situation is made 
entirely unclear and it is probably not even worth requesting an update of the document. The 
examiners will no doubt pay more attention to the real house price increase data, the worsening 
affordability ratios, and the societal changes brought about the by the pandemic. There is an 
increased requirement for home offices, garden space and adequate dwelling sizes. This may be 
a long term trend that the plan will have to cater for at the expense of flats and student schemes 
but it will require more land. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: An 
update to the current house price data used in the examination to provide evidence for the market 
signals analysis. 

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 not wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:  



3

Supporting documentation 

Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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From:
Sent: 01 July 2021 14:25
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 204362

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?: Joint Position Statement between CYC and 
Selby District Council Housing Market Area April 2020 (EX/CYC/38) 

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: The position of Selby 
District Council is clear. 

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: Selby District Council make it clear that it and York are not operating a joint market 
and that Selby has no role in delivering York's housing supply. 

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: Yes. It is a concise document 
clarifying the position. 

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’: No 
change to this document. However, CYC need to acknowledge that Selby will not be providing any 
of its housing supply but shall continue to provide inflows of net commuters. 

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 not 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: 



3



1

From:
Sent: 01 July 2021 15:58
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 204416

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 3 Inner Boundary Part 2 Sections 5 to 6 (EX/CYC/59d) 

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

Please justify why you consider the document to be legally compliant: It probably is legally 
compliant. 

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: Defining inner boundaries does not have a significant impact on the duty to cooperate 
with neighbouring authorities. 

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: The document makes the 
wrong decisions on inner boundaries in contrast to the evidence provided by CYC at earlier 
stages. It does not accord with the NPPF 2012 paragraphs 83, 84 and 85. Details of our case are 
in the attached submission. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: To 
define the boundaries in accordance with the NPPF 2012 and not to designate land which is 
unnecessary to be kept permanently open. More details of our case are in the attached document. 

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 not wish to participate at hearing sessions, please state why:  

Supporting documentation 
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Please provide any documents which support the comments made as part of this 
submission: 
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Response to document  

ex-cyc-59d-topic-paper-1-green-belt-addendum-january-2021-annex-3-inner-
boundary-part-2-s5-6 

 

 

(Criterion 1).  

We shall now dissect the CYC case. They write (1.1) 
permanently open as part of a wider view of a dense compact city in an open or 
rural landscape. The land between the urban edge to the west and south, and 
the outer ring road to the north and east, is relatively flat (Annex 1 - Evidence 5 
-  We can agree that 
the land is relatively flat and only the bunds constructed by Yorkshire Water 
(1997), Pilcher Homes, and North Yorkshire County Council Highways in 1988 
disturb the flatness. The examiners may have already witnessed this fact in 

employed Esther Priestley at the full public appeal and she conceded to the 
Planning Inspector Drew that the views are fleeting at best between trees and 
hedging in mid-winter. I hereby include two photographs to show that CYC is 
misrepresenting the truth. 
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The actual view of this land is from the ring road and it looks like the above. 
These photographs were taken on 14th June 2021 from the entrance to the 
training fire station. The examiners advised the attendees of the phase 1 
hearings that they would be driving and walking to and around these proposed 
inner boundaries and Pilcher Homes is very happy to grant access to our land 
North of Avon Drive to demonstrate that the obvious inner boundary using a 
physical feature that is likely to be permanent is the ring road. 
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Across land in this location there are city wide views 
from the outer ring road and general long distance views from around Sheriff 
Hutton (Annex 1  Evidence 13a  This point is then repeated in 
Criterion 2 as follows  held to be important in 
defining the special character and setting (Annex 1, Evidence 11a). The land is in 
the foreground of views of the Minster from higher ground from around Sherriff 
Hutton which show this landmark in the context of the compact city and its open 
countryside (Annex 1  Evidence 13a  YCHCCAA). We take exception to this 
pure fabrication. We went to Sherriff Hutton bank so the examiners do not have 
to in order to take the photographs below. We have included below a 
photograph from Cornborough Road on Sherriff Hutton bank at Grid reference 
SE643667 (what3words location (mocked.mailboxes.heartless)), which is 
approximately 250 yards to the west of the village of Sheriff Hutton.  

As seen without zoom from Sheriff Hutton bank 
 

 



Representation by Pilcher Homes  landowner and developer for land north of Avon Drive  
22nd June 2021 

 

Zoomed in at 5x. 3.1Mb. One can see the Minster in the centre of the horizon. 
No other houses or even the tallest buildings in the city are identifiable. Two 
storey houses on land north of Avon Drive would not be visible from this 
location.  
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We also note that this is not noted in Annex 1 13a 
ST7 and ST14 do sit in key view lines and yet CYC seeks permission to justify 
exceptional circumstances to be released from the general extent of green belt. 
Most of the proposed strategic sites (dormitory settlements) are trying to 
allocate 6000 plots in the middle of the green belt in contrast to para 84 NPPF 
2012 are definitely not channelling development to the inside or outside of the 
saved RSS belt.  
 

 
 

 
you up to Terrington Bank 15 miles north. A photo from that view is below and 
we can conclude that at that distance the rounding off site north of Avon Drive 
would have no impact on the view of the historic city.  
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Additional photo from Terrington Bank with 5 x magnification. The Minster is 
just visible behind Sheriff Hutton bank. This general view of York is not impacted 
by any of the 20th century development in Huntington and nor would it be 
affected by further infill or rounding off.  
 

 
 
CYC continues its 1.1 analysis 
for viewing and understanding the city (Annex 1, evidence 6). Whilst the 
landscaping along the A1237 in places provides a dense screen along certain 
secti this does not detract 

 This point is 
just wrong. The strong screening in this area does detract from the sense of 
openness because it is not open. To drive through this section, and that is the 
only option, is like driving through a green tunnel. There is no experience of an 

Maintaining open rural land in the 
foreground to this route allows an understanding of the compact city within 
original countryside context. The open landscape also extends north beyond the 
A1237 outer ring road. Where the buffer between the urban area and this 
important approach is at its narrowest this purpose becomes more important. In 
this location the only alternative recognisable boundary is the York Outer ring 
road and development up to this border should be resisted.
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with any of this. They are not maintaining openness where there is none. There 
is nothing to support their view that where the ring road is close to the city it 
makes open land in the foreground even more important. Indeed if this were 
the case then they would not be able to find exceptional circumstances to 
release ST8 or ST7 which lie between the York outer ring road and the city and 
are both open to the ring road.  
 
We agree with the already established position in the phase 1 hearings that 
there is no defined inner boundary yet and that the identification of sites is 
simultaneous with the creation of the inner boundary and therefore exceptional 
circumstances are not required to release ST7 and ST8 both of which could 
reasonably be within the inner boundary. Anything beyond the YOOR is certainly 
not within the inner boundary. Additionally both of which would be more 
sustainable if they were contiguous extensions of the city.  
 
It is quite clear by their reference to the York outer ring road that in this location 
it is the physical feature that is readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.  
 
 
 
Points 1.2 and 1.3 
 

The land needs to be kept permanently open as part of maintaining 
the scale, identity and distribution of York and its districts, to prevent 
coalescence and maintain a connection to open and historic setting. The 
Heritage Topic Paper identifies that a feature of the compact main urban area is 
its overall walkable scale and that this is contained within the outer ring road. 
The gap between the urban edge and the ring road is already fairly shallow in 
this location has varied depth at this location, any reduction in the openness 
between the densely built up edge of Huntington and the ring road has the 
potential to impact on how the scale of the city is experienced within its rural 
setting from the A1237 Outer Ring Road. The closer the urban edge gets to the 
ring road in this location the more valuable the land becomes in preserving the 
perception of scale and open historic setting, and therefore the importance of 
keeping land permanently open for this purpose is increased where the open land 

Much of this is a re-hash of the above, so we maintain our position 
that the land is not open and does not provide an experience of an historic city 
in a rural setting. i.e. it is not important for the 4th purpose of green belt.  
 
The Secretary of State wrote in appeal (APP/C2741/W16/3149489) that the site 



Representation by Pilcher Homes  landowner and developer for land north of Avon Drive  
22nd June 2021 

and that the proposed landscape mound has the potential to more effectively 
screen views towards existing and proposed housing within a relatively short 

proposed development would not harm the landscape character and setting of 
 

  
 

The next point for us to address is the allegation of coalescence. In this recent 
2021 document CYC write that this land (is) highly sensitive in preventing 
coalescence  also of changing the perception of scale of the main urban area 
by creating a sense of bridging the outer ring road by continuous form. In 
keeping the land to the north and east of the proposed boundaries permanently 
open, the scale, identity and rural setting of the existing urban clusters would be 
maintained and their lateral coalescence would be prevented. If development 
were allowed within this open area it would result in the coalescence of these 
separate districts and a loss in their identity and rural setting  
 
However, this is in contrast to their submitted documents in their green belt 
analysis that does not identify this boundary as significant for coalescence. 
Indeed by ex-cyc-18 Figure 7 which builds upon ex-cyc-18 Annex 1 11b concludes 
that this land is not necessary to be designated as green belt.  
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Representation by Pilcher Homes  landowner and developer for land north of Avon Drive  
22nd June 2021 

We do feel that the paragraphs below from the public appeal APP/ 
C2741/W/16/3149489 Land off Avon Drive, Huntington, York are particularly 
helpful in addressing this boundary and the concept of coalescence in the eyes 
of the planning inspector. 
 
126. The appraisal was prepared to aid in the identification of land which the 
Council believed should be kept permanently open [CD2.1, paragraph 1.1]. That 
is not to say that other land, not identified in the document, could not fulfil any 
Green Belt purpose, but the 2003 appraisal, updated in 2011 and again in 2013, 
was prepared in order to give, and does give, a clear indication of those areas of 
land which the Council considers perform a valuable Green Belt purpose. The 
appraisal and its updates, whilst not determinative, are clearly relevant to this 

that the appeal site has never been identified as falling within any of the categories 
of land said to contribute to Green Belt purposes around York within those 
assessments.  
 
127. Turning to each of the Green Belt purposes, in turn, there is no basis for 
concluding that the appeal site makes a material contribution to checking the 
unrestricted sprawl of a large built up area, or that the appeal scheme represents 
unrestricted sprawl of a large built up area. The appeal site adjoins built 
development to the south and west. To the north and north-east it is bounded by 
vegetation and the Ring Road. Accordingly, insofar as there is a risk of unrestricted 
sprawl in this part of York, it is checked by clear, permanent and substantial 
physical features.  
 
128. The appeal scheme reinforces those features. It proposes more landscaping, 
including planting, mound and fence, to strengthen the boundary to the north and 
north-east. It sets no precedent for more development, whether on the opposite 
side of the Ring Road or in the fields to the south-east of this site. 
Report APP/C2741/W/16/3149489 Land off Avon Drive, Huntington, York  
 
 

We can only conclude that CYC is wrong to now use ex-cyc-59d to suggest that 
Land north of Avon Drive should be within the green belt. The evidence that 
they created in ex_cyc_18 and the judgement provided by the appeal inspector 
acts as our evidence.  
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We would also like to address the proposed boundary 20 by way of the timeline 
of how it came to be recommended. Inspector Drew succinctly addresses this in 
the appeal decision 
 
115. The 2 unrevoked policies of the RSS together with its key diagram comprise 
the DP for York. The key diagram shows York as a sub-regional city. It shows 
diagrammatically the general extent of the Green Belt around York. The inner edge 
of that general extent is marked by a dotted line, which is unlike the inner edge 
of any of the other Green Belts shown on the key diagram. There is reference to 
policy YH9C, which says the detailed inner boundaries around York should be 
defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard the 
special character and setting of the historic city. Those boundaries must also take 
account of the levels of growth in the RSS and should endure beyond the Plan 
period.  
 
(We comment that well beyond the plan period is at least ten years beyond 
a plan which has not yet begun and requires re-dating from 2017. Therefore 
the development needs up until 2046 need to be considered). 
 
116. It is therefore clear that: (i) the unrevoked parts of the RSS do not say that 

existing urban edge; (ii) insofar as any indication can be taken from the key 

existing urban edge48; and,(iii) insofar as the inner boundary has to take account 
of long term growth and development needs the inner boundary cannot be 
coincident with the existing urban edge. Accordingly, where, as here, a site is 
adjacent to the existing urban edge of York, the key diagram provides no basis for 
concluding that the site is within the Green Belt.  
 
48 However the Appellant (Pilcher Homes) concedes that it is not 
appropriate to conduct some sort of map analysis of the key diagram to 
establish whether a site is in the Green Belt [CD5.14]. 
 

the draft 2005 LP for the conclusion that the appeal site lies within the Green Belt, 
it provides no firmer foundation than the key diagram of the RSS. The initial 
version of the draft 2005 LP was first place on deposit in May 1998. That initial 
version contained very tightly drawn Green Belt boundaries on the basis that they 
would require early review in order to address post-2006 development 
requirements [Mr Wood, paragraph 3.13). In the vicinity of the appeal site that 
boundary was shown as running along the boundary of the rear gardens on Avon 
Drive.  
 
118. The boundaries in that initial draft of the draft 2005 LP were based on draft 

draft York Green Belt Local Plan and Southern Ryedale Local Plan. It is clear that 
the development requirements extant at the time of production of those draft 
boundaries were development requirements contained in the first alteration of the 
Structure Plan approved as long ago as 1987.  
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119. The approach of adopti
version of the draft 2005 LP, placed on deposit in 1998, did not find favour with 
the Local Plan Inspector [Mr Wood, paragraph 3.14], and its progress was placed 
on hold. The Council published a third set of changes to the draft LP which 
introduced significant safeguarded land. However, a change of administration 
meant a reversal of that change, the removal of any safeguarded land, and a 
return to the very tightly drawn boundaries within the 1998 initial draft [xx of Mr 
Wood]. That fourth set of changes was never the subject of public consultation, 
or examination, and yet it was adopted by the Council for development 
management purposes. It showed the site as lying within the Green Belt. The 
Council only now accepts, that an 11-year old document (as written 2016) that 
was not consulted upon and not examined, which contains very tightly drawn 
Green Belt boundaries that were supposed to be the subject of early review, and 
prepared against the backdrop of development requirements from the mid-
should attract very limited weight.   
 
 
In response to the above I would say that the examiners need not focus on not 

but instead entirely on the intent and purposes specified by the 2012 

housing through a plan led system. Pilcher Homes need not try to demonstrate 
and or 

argue that our land does not serve any of the five purposes. Instead it is 
incumbent upon the local authority to simultaneously identify its acute housing 
need and to set its boundaries for the first time in the light of paragraphs 83 to 
85 of the 2012 framework.  
 
The proposed boundary 20 cannot provide the intended permanence in the long 
term required by paragraph 83. Boundary 20 is not capable of enduring beyond 
the plan period (even if that were only the 2037 green belt period). However, an 
inner boundary in this area should be capable of enduring at least 10 years 
beyond (EX_CYC_11a John Hobson QC advice) a 15 year plan approvable in 2021, 
which is 2046/7. A boundary along the southern edge of the ring road could 
endure indefinitely. The raw water main is a no development zone via covenant 
so it adds a 15 metre buffer against built mass inside of the ring road.  
 
We believe that boundary 20 does not promote the sustainable patterns of 
development espoused by para 84. It is clear that York and Huntington could 
take this opportunity to create a more satisfactory rounded off northern 
boundary. The land at this boundary provides an opportunity to provide 
sustainable development by channelling development towards urban areas 
inside the Green Belt boundary and to deliver a more successful urban edge than 
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some structure to illustrate the gulf between the proposed boundaries 
which are still excessively tight (without safeguarded land) as per 1987, 

local planning authorities should: ensure consistency with the Local Plan 
strategy for meeting identified requirements for sust
We believe that the identified need should come first and the allocations 
of sustainable, deliverable and viable sites can be made prior to defining 
the inner boundaries. Therefore as Inspector Wood noted in May 1998 the 
inner boundary could not endure and the urban fringe sites can deliver 
some sustainable developments in select locations without impact on 
urban sprawl or the historic character of the city. Therefore the inner 
boundary for 2021 cannot be all around contiguous with the existing 
settlement as it was the 1987, 1994, 1998 which created the 2005 (4th set 
of changes) which were not consulted upon or adopted in a local plan. 
There may well be key views or flood plains, or protected habitats that 
retain tight boundaries in certain areas but the CYC green belt analysis 
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figure 7 ex_cyc_18 diagram remains quite different to the 2021 proposed 
boundaries submitted.   
 
CYC did the work in 2003, 2011, and 2013 ex-cyc-18 and identified that 
land north of Avon Drive does not have any significant green belt function. 
The appeal inspector details the absence of urban sprawl created by this 
site in points 127 & 128 above. That evidence led to Figure 7 showing that 
it is unnecessary to keep it permanently open. Therefore Boundary 20 is 
in contrast to the intent of the framework. The same requirement to not 
include land which is unnecessary to keep permanently open exists as 
139 b) in the 2019 version. This requirement has significant weight 
because it is reinforced by it repetition in the current framework despite 
most green belts having already been defined.   
 
In earlier submissions many respondents have recommended that York 
has safeguarded land in their plan. It was excluded by the executive on 
political grounds against the recommendation of the officers (see 
Inspector Drew s comments on the 3rd set of changes). However, the point 
again required by the 2019 framework stands, and in a city with a 
proposed 82% greenbelt there will be nowhere to grow into without the 
use of exceptional circumstances in 5 year updates. It is inevitable that 
the current housing affordability crisis will worsen with these proposed 
inner boundaries. It is also clear from the lead times on the large strategic 
sites that the lack of deliverability will exacerbate the problem because the 
current strategy is dependent on too few sites. The continued failure to 
deliver large sites will see housing delivery remain well below the target, 
let alone catch up on the existing shortfall.  
 
The advice received by John Hobson QC in EX_CYC_11a enclosure 1; not 
only confirms his recommendation for a period of 10 years beyond the plan but 
crucially for all of the inner boundaries proposed clarifies that a plan without 
safeguarded land has a serious risk of being found unsound.   
 
16. In my opinion if no safeguarded land is identified in the emerging Local Plan this would give 

rise to a serious risk of the Plan being found unsound. There would be a failure to identify how the 
longer term needs of the area could be met, and in particular a failure to indicate how those longer 
term needs could be met without encroaching into the Green Belt and eroding its boundaries.  
 
17. The only argument which it seems to me the Council could deploy to avoid this danger is to be 
able to demonstrate that there is sufficient land outside the Green Belt boundary which will be 
suitable for meeting the need for further development, and which is likely to be available when 
those needs arise. The important point is to be able to demonstrate that the Green Belt boundary 
will not be affected. I assume many authorities have adopted Local Plans without including safe-
guarded land. It would have been appropriate for them to do so in accordance with their local cir-
cumstances. However I am unaware of a situation comparable to the circumstances in York.  
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We also believe that CYC cannot satisfy the examiners that boundary 20 will not 
require alteration before 2037/8 as proposed. In reality these boundaries should 
be set to endure to 2046/7 which means having in mind another 10,000 houses 
on top of this proposed housing figure (inside or outside of the green belt in line 
with para 84). We have already above raised the point that the boundaries like 
section 5 boundary 20 have not been clearly defined, using physical features 
that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. The varied hedge and 
fence line down the back of Avon Drive is not as recognisable as the ring road 
nor as permanent. We also point out that as drawn in ex-cyc-59d-topic-paper-
1-green-belt-addendum-january-2021-annex-3-inner-boundary-part-2-s5-6 it is 
does not follow the legal boundary which is to the south of the culverted 
drainage ditch and notches in and out around some unauthorised garden 
extensions.  
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From:
Sent: 05 July 2021 22:36
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Subject: New Local Plan Consultation submission, ORGANISATION - reference: 205470
Attachments: Representation_on_Wheldrake_July_21_EXCYC59f.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: It might be legally 
compliant 

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: these detached settlements do not create any conflicts with neighbouring authorities. 

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: It is not positively 
prepared because it does not seek to deliver on the NPPF desire to significantly increase the 
supply of housing and provide a range of sites. The GB boundaries are too tight and cannot 
endure well beyond the plan period. It is not justified against the alternative options. It is not 
effective at delivering housing supply and it is not consistent with national policy. 

Your comments: Necessary changes 

I suggest the following changes to make the Local Plan legally compliant or ‘sound’: 
Revised Boundary 3 at Wheldrake. Not to wash Knapton over in GB in direct opposition to 
paragraph 86. 

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:  wishes to 
be represented on its land holdings of deliverable, sustainable and viable sites which remain 
excluded. 
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Supporting documentation 

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

Representation_on_Wheldrake_July_21_EXCYC59f.pdf 



  representation on document ex-cyc-59f annex 4 other developed areas 5th July 2021 

Representation on Wheldrake  proposed boundary 3 (site 967 aka H28) 

 

  

In Appendix 1 of reserve sites it is known as H28, and has CYC planning officer backing for all technical 
matters. Its inclusion on a list of spare sites further undermines the permanence of the gb boundary.  

Our position 

The site should be allocated and has been proposed for green belt on political 
grounds to justify its non-allocation. However, it abuses green belt policy to 
unnecessarily define land as green belt that does not need to be kept 
permanently open as a method for refusal planning applications. The site is  
deliverable, sustainable and viable. We agree with the contents of the DPP 
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submission made for Mulgrave Properties Ltd. That developer has optioned 
much of the site and Pilcher Homes owns part of the land. All landowners would 
seek to deliver this medium sized site which is much needed to turn on housing 
supply and catch up on previous undersupply without dependence on large 
strategic sites. A variety of sites is espoused by paragraph 47 (2012 NPPF) and 
this site can contribute towards the much needed 20% buffer in this authority 
with its persistent under delivery. 

(We continue to refer to 2012 NPPF in all our submissions due to the transitional 
arrangements but we note the reoccurrence of almost all of these points in 2019 
NPPF which we may use to assess the next draft plan  heaven help us!) 
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Historical background  

We shall not re-hash all the stuff that is well known about the history of the York 
plan drafts etc... Nor the recent last 25 year history of the site covered by Mark 
Lane of DPP One Ltd for Mulgrave. However, as Pilcher Homes was the most 
prolific developer in the village between 1966 and 2000 we do have records and 
plans from before the village came to be controlled by CYC.  

We hereby include images of Derwent Rural District plan of Wheldrake Drawing 
No. MC.72.5A which was approved by the Derwent Rural District Council Planning 
Committee in July 1970. We request that it is added to the examination library and have 
an original 1/2500th copy in the likely event that CYC say they cannot find it. This plan shows 
the obvious settlement shape used by the Derwent Rural District Council from 
the late 1960s onwards. The drainage ditch to the north of H28 was considered 
the village limit  in the key. The hatched area was the proposed area for 
industry , which ST33 now proposes to replace those jobs with commuters.   
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We can additionally provide a drainage plan from the adopted 1966 structure 
plan. This plan detailed the long term infrastructure needs. That is why the deep 
large scale drainage below with numbered man holes is provided through the 
land above North Lane. We do have invert levels to go with this 55 year old plan. 
The Yorkshire Water pumping station is still well placed on Low Well Lane to 
cope with H28. The access was deliberately designed to go through W. A. Hare s 
site along the road now known as Valley View. The residents  particularly 
like the idea of that despite it being agreed decades before they bought and they 
effectively lobbied CYC. However, the officers know that the access can be 
delivered directly from North Lane instead and took it to the executive along 
with a number of other sustainable and deliverable sites.  

 

 

 



  representation on document ex-cyc-59f annex 4 other developed areas 5th July 2021 

 

The case that the land is not in the Green Belt 

We believe that the site H28 is not green belt today because it is was removed 
from the York green belt by the North Yorkshire County Council Post 
Modifications York Green Belt Local Plan 1995 (NYCC PMYGBLP 1995) which was 
adopted by NYCC in surrounding local authorities plans . We have been advised 
that under their powers granted in the 1991 Planning and Compensation Act the 
adoption of these changes is determinative because they were not overruled by 
the Secretary of State and are equal to the adoption at a Local Plan level. We ask 
the examiners give significant weight to NYCC PMYGBLP 1995 in this context 
because it was consulted upon and adopted by NYCC for interim purposes and 
by neighbouring authorities adopted plans.   

 

If the examiners agree with the above premise then after 1995 the revised 
boundaries were to be used to create the 1998 York draft plan (thrown out on 
too tight inner boundaries) and the 2005 draft plan with 4th set of changes which 
has been used for development control purposes ever since. Therefore one can 
conclude that the site has not been in the green belt for 26 years and was 
restrained from development by non-allocation. The evidence for the removal 
is as follows in the extract from 2005 CYC local plan draft Appendix J 

 

 

To build upon this position we could then reason that the boundary 3 is not 
sound and demonstrative of a positively prepared plan. CYC has not 
demonstrated exceptional circumstances to create new green belt in this 
village. By now seeking to add the site 967 back in to the general extent of 
the green belt as prior to NYCC PMYGB Local Plan 1995 CYC is pursuing an 
avenue incompatible with Para 82 NPPF 2012. This policy specifically aims to 
resist this heavy handed approach. 
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If the land is within the general extent of the Green Belt then this is our case 
for removal through this plan process. 

 

If the examiners are minded to dismiss the NYCC PMYGB Local Plan 1995 and 
it modifications as having very little weight then we can make our case to 
show that this land ought not to be unnecessarily defined as green belt at 
this stage of the plan making process. Even more so this land should have 
been the first and probably the only allocation in this village. 

 

This land does not prevent urban sprawl which is the fundamental aim of 
Green Belt policy. Its inclusion in the York Green Belt would not check 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, it cannot prevent neighbouring 
towns from merging, it has no practical purpose in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment because it is surrounded by the village. It 
does not preserve the setting and special character of the City of York 
because this boundary is over 6 miles from the historic city. We cannot agree 
with CYC (who stretch the 4th purpose) that it is necessary to be Green Belt 
to preserve the setting and special character of Wheldrake s Main Street. The 
absence of any meaningful development in the village for 30 years is not 
encouraging the recycling of derelict land in the village nor in York because 
the housing supply is not impacting the deliverability of York s well known 
brown field sites and the village itself has none. The land is optioned for 
housing development and will not come forward to assist with paragraph 81 
purposes. If it is not green belt already then no exceptional circumstances 
have been offered to designate it as such. If the review of the GB boundary 
line is now due as part of the local plan process then to accord with para 84 
the boundary must endure beyond (or well beyond the plan period). This 
settlement is currently only bringing forward one site which has more faults 
than this one (in the eyes of the 1995 analysis) and would in its current ST33 
format remove employment land from the village further damaging the 
sustainability of the settlement. Over 25 years from 2021 Wheldrake would 
have the tightest boundaries possible as proposed and would have to seek 
the release of GB at a 5 year interim review. That would not be a permanent 
boundary. Furthermore sustainable patterns of development encourage infill 
and rounding off to generate the most sustainable settlement shapes. H28 is 
clearly closer to services and the school than the proposed ST33 and should 



  representation on document ex-cyc-59f annex 4 other developed areas 5th July 2021 

have come prior to that allocation. We can also contest that Wheldrake is at 
the edge of the outer boundary and development in this location accords 
with paragraph 84 s inside or outside of the York GB. 

 

We feel that the current plan strategy for defining GB must be at fault to 
move the GB boundary out for ST33. It extends on three sides in to open 
countryside. In contrast to see the obvious rounding off opportunity for H28 
must be an error in the assessment or a reflection on the politics of site 
selection. It is not necessary to include H28 in the GB because it need not 
remain permanently open. The tepid CYC assessment acknowledges the 
more obvious boundary during sentencing. 

 

 

While we may have contested in the early nineties prior to the 1995 analysis 
that it may have been sensible then to make H28 safeguarded land we agreed 
with the Inspector Shepherd s assessment that it was (or should have been) 
removed from the green belt. Indeed it may be sensible for the site formerly 
known as H49 to be safeguarded land while H28 makes up the near term 
allocation. A CYC map is included below to illustrate this point. We believe 
that the loss of employment land is significant for the sustainability of the 
proposed strategic site ST33. The below map is not what is proposed in the 
current draft plan. The current draft plan has no safeguarded land because 
the executive would not support it. John Hobson QC explained to CYC that 
this omission is one of the reasons why this draft plan cannot make it to 
adoption.  
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Finally in our analysis of Wheldrake boundary 3 against the 2012 framework 
we note that CYC cannot satisfy themselves (or the examiners) that Green 
Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development 
plan period. We know that as soon as the standard methodology applies and 
market signals in this severely affected authority are enforced then the 
boundaries will require immediate changes to release deliverable sites. H28 
is one of these Appendix 1 sites that would be quickly called up. We also 
believe that the clear boundary 3 using the clear physical feature would be 
the straight line across the top along the drainage ditch. We recommend this 
modification to the examiners.  
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PREFACE 
 

Having been engaged in the planning process for 59 years, practicing either as a solicitor or 
(in the last 20 years) as a Chartered Town Planner, I have extensive experience of involvement 
in the Plan-making process. However, in the past I have always had that involvement based 
on instructions from a client and my involvement has been to promote a specific interest in 
the outcome. Whilst I do not consider I have ever presented a case which I regard as not being 
based on a sound professionally foundation, free from bias or deliberately withheld evidence, 
I appreciate that the involvement has been from a limited perspective. 
 
In preparing this submission, I have not acted for any client but am motivated to undertake 
the work at my personal expense and in my personal time. I do so primarily for two reasons:  
 

 That my past involvement led me to believe that this Local Plan is predicated on a false 
premise and is fundamentally flawed, and 

 
 In those circumstances I feel a sense of responsibility to the wider community within 

which I lived and a sense of duty to place my accumulated knowledge and experience 
to benefit what I consider a most important issue, the appropriate resolution of a 
green belt for the historic City of York. 
 

I made a pledge to myself at the outset of this task, that should I accept any instructions to 
act for a client in this process, I would identify any additional text or removal or alteration of 
any text to highlight the fact it was written following the acceptance of such instructions. 
 
For the sake of completeness, I set out my relevant experience at Appendix 8, though the 
most significant aspect of that was my involvement in the Green Belt Round Table process 
related to the 1998 Local Plan and my involvement (jointly with two other senior locally-based 
Chartered Town Planners), in establishing a policy to preserve the York Green Belt in the RSS 
process in 2007. That intervention resulted in the current policy which establishes the general 
extent of the York Green Belt through the RSS process, a policy which would not exist had the 
approach of the Regional Planning Body and the City of York Council prevailed. 
 
George E Wright MA MRTPI 
July 2021 
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Pag 

 
THE RESPONSE 

 
1. I refer the Inspectors to Chapter 3 of my response to the Consultation on the 

publication draft of the Local Plan delivered in April 2018 [The Initial Response]. This 

concludes that the Green Belt proposals of the Local Plan were not based on 

proportionate evidence.  

 

2. Having considered the Topic paper on Green Belt, delivered immediately following the 

conclusion of that Consultation, it became apparent to me that the LPA were going to 

attempt through a process of post submission justification to introduce evidence after 

the event and that the Topic paper was such a document. 

 

3. The evidence is contrived to underpin the justification and it is not shown to be 

evidence upon which the Plan was based (my emphasis). I commend to the Inspectors 

that their inquisitorial responsibility in this process should direct them to require 

evidence to be demonstrated that underpinned the proposals to establish the 

submitted boundaries and not evidence subsequently delivered to justify the case 

presented by the LPA. 

 

4. My starting point for retaining my objection, that the Local Plan proposals for Green 

Belt boundaries are not evidence based, is maintained having considered the Topic 

Paper 1 and the addendum and annexes subsequently submitted.  Accordingly, I 

challenge every element of the LPA’s submitted material that seeks to support an 
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argument that the Green Belt proposals of the Local Plan are based on proportionate 

evidence. 

 

5. The framework of this Response firstly addresses the fundamental issue of how the 

boundaries were formulated and why that process was not evidence based.  I then set 

out in schedules observations on the individual documents submitted in this 

Consultation. 

 

Preliminary Issue. 

6. The Consultation is limited to the documents listed and this list does not include Topic 

Paper 1 itself only the Addendum. This seems to be a very peculiar basis for a 

Consultation and the Consultation should have included the Topic Paper itself. 

Although the Topic Paper was included in the 2019 Consultation, the Addendum now 

listed replaces the early version addressed in the 2019 consultation. It is relevant to 

the modifications and terms to which this Consultation is directed. 

 

7. I consider the failure to include the Topic Paper an issue which makes the process 

unfair unless the position is that TP1 is now withdrawn. 

 

8. The Topic Paper 1 is listed in the Core Documents and Evidence Library whereas it was 

delivered after submission and was not part of the Publication Consultation.  It should 

be referenced in the Local Plan Examination Library, if it remains a document in the 

process. 
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The overarching reasons for this objection. 

9. The boundaries of the Local Plan are principally those of the 1990 York Green Belt 

Local Plan.  This was not an evidenced based plan and was not subject to scrutiny on 

the basis of soundness. 

 

10. The evidence which the was identified at the date of publication and included in the 

evidence base then listed, was the material listed at items 11 and 12 only of the 

claimed Evidence base described in Annex 1 to the Addendum.  Those documents are 

addressed in my original submission, and are here repeated, but these documents 

themselves postdate the resolution of boundaries in 1990. 

 

11. My justifications for stating the boundaries are based on the 1990 YGBLP are as 

follows: 

 The boundaries of the YGBLP were adopted for the 1998 Local Plan for the 

particular reason that this would mean that in any Public Inquiry into the 1998 

Plan the objections raised in 1990 could not be re-run.  That position is 

explicitly set out in the 1998 Plan. 

 

 The boundaries used in 1998 are only altered in this Local Plan to the extent 

of the consequence of intervening authorised development. Any alterations 

arising since submission are made to retro-fit the evidence then claimed to 

underpin the proposal. 
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12. This conclusion becomes self-apparent from any comparison of the plans in these 

processes with those of the 1990 YGBLP Inquiry. See Annexe V iii of the Initial 

Response. 

 

13. I invite the Inspectors to require the LPA to respond to that position and I consider 

that this is a fundamental obligation of the Inspectors inquisitorial duty. 

 

14. So, what the LPA are in essence arguing is that a Plan prepared in 1990 without any 

evidence base but predicated upon a political compact set out in the Greater York 

Study designed to apportion development obligations between the various 

Authorities involved, produces the same outcome as arises from an evidenced based 

Plan.  This point alone makes clear that the so-called evidence listed in Annex 1 is not 

evidence upon which the Plan was based but material to achieve a post-submission 

justification. 

 

15. I have explained in detail how the 1990 Plan was formulated. It was done so in 

accordance even with the then overarching policy but based on a hotchpot of old 

sketch plans for an array of pre-1974 Local Government bodies together with some 

additions and deletions arising from the agreement set out in the Greater York Study 

by the then group of District Authorities that were involved in the geographic area of 

the general extent. This is demonstrated on the County Councils consultation plan 

produced at my original Annex V i. This document is very significant evidence for a 

number of reasons. 
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16. This Plan also shows the radius at 6-miles from the City Centre rather than the 

contrived version set out in the Addendum which is not centered on the city centre 

but from the outer edge of the City’s historic core, the Walls. This is just a further 

example of the disingenuous nature of the LPA’s submissions but an amorphous area 

cannot be the centre of a radius. It is apiece of contrived nonsense. 

 

17. The material submitted and referred to in the Annexes does not specify when it was 

assessed and that that assessment came before the boundaries were resolved and 

how that evidence then guided that decision.  Were that the case the LPA would be 

referring to reports prepared for a decision process occurring both before the 

publication date and also before the boundaries were selected for the Plan. 

 

18. There is no attempt made even to define the extent and specificity of the material, 

such as in respect of OS maps and aerial photographs and no reason given as why this 

evidential material was not listed in the publication evidence base. 

 

19. Those circumstances mean that those engaged in the process cannot comment on the 

merits of the so-called evidence and cannot see what conclusions are drawn for the 

claimed assessment of that evidence.  That does not constitute a fair process.  

However, I submit that it is a fiction and that the majority of the identified evidence 

was not assessed for the purpose of resolving boundaries and in fact no such process 

(other than adopting those proposals which already existed) ever took place. 
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20. Added to this concern is the existence of appropriate and proportionate evidence that 

has been ignored or deliberately obfuscated by the LPA. This I address in the 

Schedules. However, the failure to produce evidence that determines what 

constitutes the nationally significant historic and environmental character of the City 

and how that has been related to the inner boundary proposals, as required by policy 

Y1, demonstrates that the submitted material fails to establish conformity with the 

saved RSS policy.   

 

21. I do not consider the material described as evidence underpinning the justifications in 

the Annexe, constitutes evidence upon which the Plan was based.  In that regard the 

Plan is not legally compliant, and in those circumstances, it is pointless to critique the 

evidential points made in the further Annexes and therefore the conclusions drawn.  

The process set out in the Addendum material is outwith the regulatory process, as it 

should be limited to an evidence base upon which the Plan was based not a process 

to introduce evidence to support a justification for the outcome.  

 

22.  However, having scanned that material it is apparent there are significant flaws in the 

appraisals and justifications in any event but to address those would be a waste of 

time as the Plan is fundamentally flawed due to its failure to be Legally Compliant as 

an evidenced based document. It also fails to fulfil the Duty to Cooperate. Further it 

ignores evidence that would have been proportionate had the correct process been 

employed. 
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23 The Duty to Cooperate has not been discharged as I have previously represented to 

the EiP and, in respect of this specific consultation material, due to the failure to 

consider obvious alternative approaches to the determination of the boundaries, 

namely 

 

 By not addressing the methodology set out as a recommended approach in 

1990 by that Inquiry Inspector, who described a methodology for resolving the 

Outer Boundary as : 

‘I consider that the most appropriate way therefore to judge the outer 

boundary is to seek first to find recognisable and durable boundaries that 

approximate as closely as possible to an exact 6-mile radius, and only to vary 

from this for reasons of practicability or for reasons which directly related to 

the purposes of the Green Belt.’ , 

 

 And, by not considering an inner boundary based on the extent of green belt 

of 50.000 acres as defined in PPG2 1988 and/or as an interpretation that the 

RSS Key Diagram placed that inner boundary outside the central core. 

 

24. I commend to the Inspectors that they should advise the LPA that the Local Plan is not 

Legally Compliant and the Duty to Cooperate was not fulfilled in circumstances that 

this EiP process cannot correct and therefore the Inspectors will be bound to 

determine the Plan unsound if it proceeds to a conclusion. 
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SCHEDULE 1 
The (revised) Addendum to Topic Paper 1 

 
1. The Addendum sets out that it is intends to explain the methodology used for establishing the 

boundaries and that it revises TP1. 

 

2. This implies that this methodology described was employed before any boundaries were 

determined. As the majority of boundaries were those set out for the 1990 YGBLP, the 

methodology would have to be applied prior to that date.  However, that cannot be the case 

as the Evidence base described relates to a significant extent to documents produced in the 

period 2011 to 2013 and in so far as the origin of the documents is set out, the earliest appears 

to be that of 2003. At no point within the mass of paperwork produced does it state a time 

or times when this methodology was applied to resolve the boundary proposal before the 

submission of the Local Plan. The impression given is that the evidence of the methodology 

being applied only exists within the creation of the Consultation material itself. Such a 

circumstances would not render the Plan sound as it would not in consequence have been 

established that it was evidenced base of the proposals. 

 

3. So, at the very least there should be documentary evidence of the exercise of applying the 

methodology to the boundaries already established, but not evidenced based. This would 

occur post-2013, the dated of the Heritage Topic Paper and pre-publication. There is no such 

evidence and no trace of such an exercise being conducted and appraised within the records 

of the Council (Committee Minutes etc,). 

 

4. The correct position is that the exercise of applying the methodology as set out in the 

Addendum only occurs simultaneously with the production of the documentation in this 

consultation. Paras 5.24 to 5.26 of the Addendum suggest the methodology was applied after 
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2013 but states this in such vague terms that it is unclear when that occurred.  It is my opinion 

that this is a deliberate ploy by the LPA to obfuscate the fact that the resolution of the 

boundaries as at publication date was not evidenced based and thereby to mislead the 

Inspectors. 

 

5. The relevant sections of the Addendum in relation to the issue of evidence upon which the 

Plan was based are those in Sections 5 and 6 and upon which I make observations below. 

 

 Section 5 of the Addendum 

6. The Addendum focusses on an approach to issues relating to the inner boundary based around 

three concepts, which can be characterised as : 

 Compactness, 

 Views from the outer ring road, and 

 The setting of rural villages in farmland setting. 

 

7. These concepts are not based on clear cut evidence but are presented by the LPA as self-

evident truths. However, there exists a body of evidence not deduced in the process by the 

LPA which suggests an alternative approach. This is the evidence base which I also describe at 

Schedule 2 and which for clarity I summarise as being : 

 The Sheffield University analysis commissioned by the LPA in 2000 and set out at 

Annexe IV ii, which indicates that there would be character and appearance benefits 

to develop in certain areas on the outer edge of the urban core, 

 

 The assessment in the Government Booklet issued alongside PPG2 1988 ‘The Green 

Belts’. This explains that of the 3 cities where purpose 4 is paramount, no specific 

reason is perceived to constrain expansion at York.  That assessment does not indicate 
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that the separate settlements close to the urban core cannot be absorbed, a process 

which at Cambridge is highlighted as a constraint. 

 

 The statement in PPG2 1988 that the area of the general extent of the YGB should be 

50,000 acres.  With the outer boundary at 6-miles this places the radius of an inner 

boundary well beyond the outer ring road. 

 

 The interpretation of the RSS key diagram that might also indicate a similar location 

for the inner boundary, 

 

8. Equally, there is evidence that exists which has not been highlighted or sought by the LPA : 

 The fact that the 4 key distant views can remain unaltered by development expansion 

around the inner core.  I note that the YCHCCAA which identifies these views limits 

their number to 4 whereas in Annexe 1 to the Addendum the LPA state there are 26. 

 

 Whilst in 1990, shortly after the construction of the Outer Ring Road there were many 

inward views of the Minster, these have largely disappeared due to hedge planting 

and the management scheme employed. A reappraisal would have been appropriate 

if this was relevant evidence. 

 

 The fact there are settlements beyond the inner core which are more urban than rural 

in nature such as Haxby/Wiggington, Poppleton, Copmanthorpe and Bishopthorpe 

and as such they do not provide the setting of rural villages in open countryside 

whereas those beyond are more likely to have retained some of that character. 
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However, to prevent that being eroded development must be directed to the inner 

core. 

 

 That the villages beyond the 6-mile radius (as depicted by the County Council in 1990 

on the plan for the YGBLP consultation and produced at Annexe V I of my Initial 

Response) can be protected from development by open countryside policies and 

Green Belt policy is not to be deployed for that purpose as explained by the Secretary 

of State in respect of the first Green Belt policy in 1980. 

 

9. These matters indicate clearly that an alternative approach to the Inner Boundary exists 

and, as such, it was an essential aspect of the Duty to Cooperate to present that to the 

adjacent Authorities. These adjacent Authorities have a clear interest in ensuring York 

provides for its long-term development needs by not unnecessarily enlarging the Green Belt 

from that was envisaged at the outset and described in PPG2 1988. I understand Selby have 

expressed concern more recently and I am aware overspill demand for housing is a concern 

both for Ryedale and Hambleton. 

 

Compactness. 

10. This is a reference which is difficult to appreciate in the Local Plan context and the matters 

expressed in the Addendum in that regard. The term ‘Compact City’ is a prescriptive term in 

Town Planning and relates to a form of development and not a geographic extent of a place. 

 

11 The term first arises, so far as I can see, in the YCHCCAA, which is a document prepared by 

Landscape Architects not Chartered Town Planners and so it might not in that case be being 

used prescriptively.  However, when it appears in documents prepared by the LPA for the 
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Local Plan Examination, the assumption must be it is being used in it ‘town planning’ 

prescriptive meaning. 

 

12. Compactness in that arena refers to a form of development described as ‘continuous urban 

fabric’.  This form of development and others has been the subject of academic study and 

debate in the planning arena for many years. The OECD produced a comparative analysis of 

Compact City Policies in 2012, which is available in English, French, Japanese and Mandarin. It 

is a planning concept recognised on a world-wide scale. In the EU, in which York was located 

at the date of publication of its Local Plan, the Commission have had academic institutions 

survey cities and prepare maps to recorded the accepted categories of urban form and 

landscape. These maps are known as Corine Maps and in my Initial Response Annexe V xiii, I 

produced the 2018 version for York. The extent of continuous urban form is so small it does 

not record at two decimal places as a %. On that basis it is incorrect to describe York as a 

compact city and the evidence available to the EiP is to the contrary. As a point of reference 

Paris is regarded as the most notable example of a compact city within the EU.   

 

13. There is a significant level of ‘Discontinuous Urban Form’ in the central core but that form also 

applies to outlying settlements such as Strensall, Wheldrake, Elvington and Dunnington. 

 

14. Again, this is an evidence base that has value to the process of resolving the Green Belt 

boundaries but has not been explored by the LPA. 

 

Section 6 of the Addendum. 

15. This section is essentially directed to the outer boundary. It records the boundary position 

taken by the adjacent Authorities of Hambleton, Harrogate, Ryedale and Selby.  It is clear that 

all these Authorities based their proposals on the 1990 YGBLP proposals. In the case of 
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Ryedale, the referenced Local Plan was run in tandem with the YGBLP. Whilst the LPA indicate 

when they were adopted, they do not identify or make clear the fact that all these 

neighbouring Authorities used the 1990 Plan (not evidenced based) but would have taken 

their lead from York as the principal LPA in this regard.  This is further evidence that the 

proposals in this Local Plan are no more than a reproduction of the 1990 proposals with minor 

amendments to reflect subsequent development events. 

 

16. Equally these boundaries go beyond the 6-mile radius but this is due to the fact the 1990 Plan 

was not subject to a soundness test. However, the Plan Inspector set out that the correct 

approach would be to start from the 6-mile radius point and seek the nearest appropriate 

boundary feature to define the boundary. Why was no such exercise done to underpin the 

boundary proposals by York.  That I would promote as an essential first step.  No reference is 

made to this approach by the LPA and they should be required to justify why that exercise was 

not undertaken.  Of course, on the basis no exercise was undertaken but simply the 1990 

proposals replicated, would explain the absence of such an exercise. 

 

17. The areas in adjacent Districts are of little consequence to the spatial planning of those 

Districts and if they were required to review their Green Belt boundaries, I do not anticipate 

that would be a material issue for them.  Certainly, the fact they were not properly addressed 

when those adoptions took place is no justification to support the LPAs position in this Plan 

and it is reasonable to assume that if this process reveals that historic error the adjacent 

Authorities will wish to correct it. The argument in the Addendum seems to be 4 wrongs make 

a right. Again the right thing for the LPA to have done would have been to pointed out during 

the Duty to Cooperate process that the baseline for its boundary proposals were not 

evidenced based but merely a re-use of the 1990 YGBLP outcome. 
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18. Para 6.16 and Figure 10 provide an incorrect approach to the determination of the radius. 

Policy interpretation should give words their ordinary meaning and radius is a figure which is 

based on a central point. Even with the best will in the world, the amorphous area enclosed 

by the City Walls cannot be described as a point. Equally this approach ignores, and therefore 

does not address the evidence of : 

 the North Yorkshire County Council Consultation Plan of 1990, which is before the EiP 

as produced in my Initial Response Annexe V I, which has imposed a radius line at six 

miles.  This was centered on the central tower of the Minster, and 

 

 Both this NYCC Plan and the Plan produced at my Initial Response Annexe V xii are to 

a recognised scale and the distances can be measured with a scale rule, that the 6-

mile radius does not reach the River Derwent (the western boundary to York), though 

it comes close at one point north of Kexby (and might in that location be an 

appropriate boundary), at all other stretches of the boundary it is at some distance.  

Also, these plans very clearly demonstrate that Wheldrake and Elvington are beyond 

6-miles and for the LPA to indicate otherwise is inaccurate and misleading. 

 

 The North Yorkshire County Structure Plan Key Diagram (alteration 3) produced to the 

EiP at my Annexe V v, which shows the green Belt not reaching the County boundary 

(the River Derwent) by some margin. 

 

19. Additionally, the LPA submitted that St Sampson’s Square was the centre of the radius in the 

Strensall Inquiry held in recent years and to which the LPA submitted a witness from Arup, 

who gave that evidence on their behalf. That location only makes a minimal difference (I 

would estimate no more than 100 metres) to the resulting radii by comparison to the two 

plans referred to in the last paragraph.  
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20. This is a clear example of the veracity and credibility of the evidence produced by the LPA in 

this process. It is no more and no less than a tendentious pejorative. 

 

21. At 6.17 of the Addendum the LPA refer to the Inspectors’ Letter 12.06.2020 and their 

reference to the issue of the 6-mile radius constraint being a matter of planning judgement. I 

have indicated to the Inspectors that that issue and the issue of the application of the inner 

boundary as indicated on the RSS Key Diagrams are not in my opinion matters related to 

planning judgement but are questions of interpretation of policy and as such matters for the 

Courts.  I set out at Appendix 1 my note which details that argument. 

 

22. The material in that Appendix, in so far as it is applicable to this consultation is also submitted 

in this consultation. 
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SCHEDULE 2 

Annex 1 – The Evidence Base. 

1. This Schedule reviews the references to evidence in the Annex and considers how that 

evidence was used as a base for resolving the Green Belt boundary proposals, otherwise what 

status the evidence has and the issue of what relevant evidence has been excluded. 

 

2. Consideration of the evidence set out in the documents at items 11 and 12 was addressed in 

my consultation response to the published plan and those comments are relevant to this 

response also. 

 

3. For the purposes of the objection raised in this response, the issue relating to evidence is not 

that evidence exists as set out in the justification of the Addendum and its Annexes but that 

evidence only relates to the justification and therefore only merits analysis if that were to be 

an issue for the Inspectors. However, the primary focus of this Response is whether there was 

an evidence base upon which the Green Belt boundary proposals were based ? 

 

4. The case set out in my Response to the published Local Plan (The Initial Response) is that there 

was no evidence base for the determination of the boundaries put forward and that it is only 

evidence arising subsequently that has caused some minor changes to those original 

proposals. 

 

5. The original proposals were those formulated for the 1990 YGBLP, which were incorporated 

into the 1998 Local Plan for the City and have thereafter been carried forward.  All the 

evidence described post-dates the proposals for the vast majority of the boundaries and the 

exceptions only arise where circumstances of authorised development have impacted on 

those original boundaries. 
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5. It is always difficult to prove a negative because the proposition is the event did not occur 

there is no positive evidence and the Inspectors in their inquisitorial role have to uncover the 

non—event by analysis of what matters should have occurred were that the events alleged by 

the LPA, namely that there was an appraisal of evidence which underpinned the 

determination of the boundaries presented in the published Plan.  The significant amount a 

material now produced in the documents subject to this Consultation exercise is not evidence 

that underpinned the Plan proposals but justification for those proposals after the fact. 

 

6. It is therefore necessary for the LPA not only to demonstrate that evidence exists but that it 

was used as a basis to formulate the proposals.  That is not demonstrated or even attempted. 

 

7. It is accordingly, recommended to the Inspectors that to fulfil their inquisitorial duty they need 

to : 

 Clarify whether the main element of the proposed boundaries is that which was 

resolved in the 1990 YGBLP process, and 

 

 If so, how and when were those proposals reviewed against the body of evidence set 

out in their justification, and 

 
 

 How those proposals remained appropriate both in light of the fact they were not 

conceived upon an evidence base or against the overarching policy as now exists. 
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8. Logic suggests that such an outcome challenges belief.  I therefore review the evidence 

elements as to how and when they were assessed against the proposals prior to the 

publication date. 

 

Item 1 – OS map material, and Item 2 – Aerial Photography. 

9. The Annexe does not specify the material covered under these items or when they were used 

in conjunction with formulating the proposals. Had such an event occurred one would expect 

Officers would have prepared a Report which would contain an analysis of the material and 

how that analysis related to the formulation of proposals. There is no evidence of such an 

event and I have reviewed minutes and agendas of meetings between 1998 and April 2018 

where such considerations are likely to have been reported to Members for decision and 

comment, and I can find none. 

 

 Item 5 – Topography; Item 7 – Land Use; Item 6 – Open Approaches; Item 15 – Listed Buildings; 

Item 16 – Scheduled Monuments; Item 17 – Conservation areas; and Item 18 Historic Parks 

and Gardens. 

10. The Annexe does not make clear how this data might be applied to the issue of formulating 

Green Belt boundaries or when such an exercise was undertaken and what its outcomes were 

for the process. 

 

 Item 7 – the North Yorkshire and York Landscape Character Project; Item 8 – the York 

Landscape Appraisal: Item 10 – the Open Space Study; Item 15 – The NY and Lower Tees Valley 

Historic Landscape Characterisation Project. 

11. The Annexe does not make clear how this data might be applied to the issue of formulating 

Green Belt boundaries or when such an exercise was undertaken and what its outcomes were 

for the process. 
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12. The Annexe nor the Addendum address the issue of, if these assessments were relevant to 

the formulation of the boundaries, whether the assessment and analysis needed to be made 

both individually and cumulatively in respect of these reports. 

 

 Item 13 and 14. 

 

13.  These documents were prepared as part of the process of formulating Heritage policy and 

resolving the conservation are for the central area.  I can find no trace of this material been 

considered in connection with the formulation of the inner boundary in particular or at all. 

They were not listed as part of the evidence base for the Green Belt proposals at the time of 

the publication of the Plan. 

 

The omission of evidence. 

14. The overarching policy requires the LPA to have regard to the nationally significant historical 

and environmental character (my emphasis) of the City and specifies particular aspects to be 

addressed. No such assessment appears to have been made prior to the Plan being submitted 

and no such evidence appear to exist. In the absence of such an appraisal it seems impossible 

to demonstrate that the proposals comply with the overarching policy.  Clearly this was not 

an issue which applied to the policy in place in 1990 and accordingly it is unlikely that those 

proposal would address the requirement coincidentally. 

 

15. The Counsel did hold very pertinent evidence relating to the formulation of the boundaries to 

the Green Belt as it had commission a study from Sheffield University to underpin the policy 

as prevailing in 2000.  This document I have presented to the EiP at my Initial Response Annexe 

IV ii.  No reference is made to this document or its contents in the Topic Paper and its 
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Addendum and Annexes.  It is surely not the appropriate approach for a public authority such 

as the LPA to obfuscate evidence which is relevant to an EiP. 

 

16. I submitted a set of plans in my Initial Response Annexe Vi, which depicted a 6-mile radius 

from the City Centre as prepared by North Yorkshire County Council who were the lead 

authority in the 1990 Local Plan inquiry and the LPA responsible for the initial policy to provide 

the general extent of the YGB. Whilst this evidence is before the Inquiry the LPA have chosen 

to ignore it and submit a proposal that ‘City Centre’ should tb interpreted as the City Walls. 

No evidence is produced to support that contention or dispute the definition used by the NYCC 

in 1990, which was supported by all the Authorities involved at the time. 

 

17.  Most significantly is the absence of any Reports by the Officers of the LPA to set out how the 

boundaries of the Green Belt are established at any time during the time that the LPA has 

existed (since 1996) with the exception of the 2003 Paper ‘Approach to the Green Belt 

Appraisal’.  This document was produced as a last-ditch attempt to save the 1998 Local Plan 

process, which the Inspectors had consistently indicated was flawed due to the short term 

proposed life for the Green Belt, when it sought to argue the proposals could be accepted as 

a basis for a long-term solution. Following its consideration by the Inspectors that process was 

abandoned.  That document cannot be regarded as an evidence base for the plan as not only 

has it been rejected previously as part of the 1998 Local Plan process, it was prepared against 

a different policy context than that which now applies. The LPA has submitted countless 

papers to Members over the lifespan of the Local Plan process (now going on for 25 years) on 

issues relating to the intended content of a Local Plan. So, why does no such Report exist 

which addresses the formulation of the Green Belt boundaries based on an analysis of 

evidence. It is this absence of a report pre-dating the publication which above all confirms 

that the Plan proposals are not evidence based. 
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18. What clearly arises from an analysis of the referencing material listed in this Annexe and its 

application within the Addendum, is that whilst the material may establish a post-submission 

explanation it is not material that provided a base for establishing the proposals. Had the 

material been applied as and when it arose, there would be a history of amendments, albeit 

minor on occasions throughout a period of several years.  There is no evidence that this 

occurred. If on the other hand the evidence was collected together for a comprehensive event 

to establish proposals that would have been addressed through a document which 

demonstrated that approach but again that would have been the principal document in the 

evidence base for this topic. The conclusion must be that although this material is relied on 

for the purpose of justification of the proposals after the plan was prepared , it is not material 

that was used to base the proposals upon. 

 

19. The Inspector are requested to advise the LPA that this defect in the process renders the 

plan unsound and that unsoundness is incapable of rectification as the fundamental defect 

relates to events prior to submission and those events cannot now be altered. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

 

Examination of the City of York Local Plan 

The Inspectors letter to CoYC dated 12.06.2020. 

 

 

 

 

Note on concerns arising from the Inspectors’ decision that  

the Local Plan greenbelt proposals are in general conformity  

with the RSS Policy. 
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Section 1.0 Introduction. 
 
 
1.1 The Inspectors’ letter of the 12.06.2020 sets out, in numbered paragraphs, the 

‘Context’ to their findings from the Phase 1 hearings. These are:  

 
1.  York does not currently have an adopted development plan that includes Green

 Belt boundaries. This Local Plan proposes to introduce Green Belt 

boundaries for the first time in a development plan for York. The boundaries 

proposed are:  

  (a) an ‘inner boundary’ around the city of York;  

  (b) an ‘outer boundary’;  

(c) boundaries around some villages, ‘insetting’ them rather than including 

them in the Green Belt; and  

  (d) boundaries around sites proposed for development in the Local Plan.  

 

2. The examination is being held under the ‘transitional arrangements’, such that 

it is the policies of the 2012 NPPF that apply. Paragraphs 82 and 83 of the 

NPPF both require a demonstration of exceptional circumstances. The former 

relates to situations where new Green Belts are being established, the latter of 

the alterations of established Green Belt boundaries.  

 

3. Two policies of the RSS - being Policies YH9C and Y1C - and the RSS Key Diagram 

have not been revoked, insofar as they relate to the Green Belt around York. 

These have a bearing on the question of whether or not it is necessary to 
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demonstrate exceptional circumstances for the purposes of paragraphs 82 and 

83 of the NPPF. For the Local Plan to be legally compliant, including in relation 

to the Green Belt boundaries proposed, it must be ‘in general conformity with’ 

the RSS.  

 

4. In the light of all this, we consider below the need or otherwise for exceptional 

 circumstances to be demonstrated for the purposes of paragraphs 82 and 83 

of the NPPF, and also consider whether or not the Green Belt boundaries are in 

general conformity with the RSS. In coming to our conclusions, although we do 

not refer to all the specific representations made, we have had regard to all of 

the evidence that we have read and heard.  

 
1.2 This Note is restricted to the issue of the ‘general conformity with the RSS’. In 

particular that means the RSS policies preserved by the Regional Strategy for Yorkshire 

and Humber (Partial Revocation) Order 2013. As in my submissions to the Local Plan 

the expression ‘Primary YGB Policy’ means the higher order policy created at County 

or Regional level namely through the Structure Plans and Regional Spatial Strategy. 

The expression ‘the urban core’ means the continuous built-up area of the City of York 

as shown coloured grey within the inner circle of the RSS Diagram of the general extent 

of the York greenbelt. 

 

1.3 This Note addresses the issues identified by the Inspectors in the Context of their letter 

(set out above at para. 1) and numbered 1 (a) and 1 (b), that is in respect of the inner 

and outer boundaries. 
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1.4 My concerns primarily focus on the issues of the correct interpretation of these 

policies in respect of the inner and outer boundaries and I conclude that the correct 

interpretation could only lead to a conclusion opposite to that expressed by the 

Inspectors. I recognise that the Inspectors letter does not set out their intelligible and 

adequate reasons in respect of this principal important controversial issue. However, 

the only means by which that finding could be reach is by an incorrect interpretation 

of the policy.  That would be an error in law. 

 

1.5 I am aware this Note does include references to the evidence base but in that regard, 

it is not comprehensive of the extent of my concerns.  That issue along with others 

raised in the Phase 1 hearings are reserved though I can foresee the likelihood of 

further grounds for challenge in that regard but that should not be construed as 

acceptance of those findings.  

 

1.6 This Note, therefore, sets aside the Inspectors’ consideration of exceptional 

circumstances, inset boundaries around settlements and the exclusion of areas within 

the general extent for development sites.  

 

1.7 I consider the Inspectors’ conclusions must be made on an interpretation of the RSS 

policies and their interpretation appears to be misconceived. This misconception 

underpins their conclusions on points 1(a) and 1(b). These matters, namely the 

interpretations are not maters of planning judgement, which is an issue for the 

Inspectors as decision makers but interpretation of policy is a matter for the Courts.  
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1.8 The format of this Note is to set out the legal framework in relation the issue of 

policy interpretation and then to separately consider the interpretation in relation of 

the RSS saved policies to their application to the outer boundary and then the inner 

boundary. 

 

1.9 In Section 2, I  set out a summary of the broad history of the YGB through historical 

events of relevance to boundary issues. The importance of this is resolved in the 

opening paragraphs of the Supreme Court ruling in Samuel Smith Old Brewery 

(Tadcaster) v North Yorkshire County Council [2020] UKSC 3.  In its opening paragraphs 

Carnwath LJ stated that the history and aims of green belt policy were relevant to its 

current interpretation.  In regard to the YGB policy, the history and aims are important 

to not only National Policy but also the Primary Policy. 

 

1.10 My conclusions set out in my main submissions, at the Phase 1 hearings and expanded 

upon here, have led me to identify a further issue of interpretation of the RSS policies. 

This is in respect of Policy Y1C2.  On re-reading the Revocation Order and the original 

text of the adopted RSS (its history), it now appears to me, Y1C2 is an environmental 

policy but one separate from the issue of the York Green Belt.  

 

1.11 If that is correct, it becomes very relevant to the issue of general conformity and the 

inner boundary because the ‘important open areas’ referred to in Y1C2 are the open 

areas known as The Strays. These open areas penetrate into or are within the urban 

core of the City. I have argued these areas should not be treated as green belt but that 
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green wedge style policy would better protect the areas. However, if these areas are 

addressed in RSS as a separate policy from those relating to the Green Belt, it supports 

the interpretation of the Key Diagram that these areas are not envisaged by the RSS 

policy to be included in the York Green Belt [YGB]. This further supports that the inner 

boundary is to be located outside the outer ring-road.  

 

1.12 The absence of any comment relating to this in the Inspectors letter confirms my 

perception that they have mis-interpreted the RSS policy.  
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2.0 Relevant history of the YGB, National Green Belt Policy and Primary YGB Policy. 

  

 

YGB History.  

2.1 Between 1955 and 1980, there had been a number of sketch green belt proposals 

promoted which affected parts of the area around York. However, all these proposals 

were for partial or limited areas adjacent to the urban core of York and successive 

Ministers rejected the partial proposals, requiring a comprehensive approach. No 

sketch plan greenbelts were ever approved. 

 

2.3 The underlying problem was the lack of a single organ of local government to provide 

this  comprehensive approach. Until 1974, the environs of York were divided 

between 3 County  Councils and a larger number of secondary authorities (rural 

district councils). York itself  was not within any County but was an independent 

County Borough.  

 

2.4 In the 1974 Local Government reorganisation, the whole area became comprised 

within one County area (North Yorkshire). York itself, which had previously been 

independent of any county structure became a second-tier authority along with 

Harrogate, Hambleton, Ryedale and Selby. York remained a small area with its 

outskirts split between these other 4 second- tier authorities. 
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2.5 The County Council proposed, in 1980, in its first Structure Plan a policy for the general 

extent of a greenbelt around York. That policy remained in Structure Plan policy 

unchanged until replaced in 2008 by RSS policy. 

 

National Green Belt Policy.  

2.6 The national policy extant at the time of the policy which created the general extent 

of the YGB (The North Yorkshire Structure Plan 1980) was contained in the Ministerial 

Circulars 42/55 and 50/57.  

 

2.7 At the date the draft York Green Belt Local Plan was deposited in 1991, national policy 

was set out in Planning Policy Guidance 2 (1988). That post-dated the Structure Plan 

policy E8 designating the general extent of the YGB with an outer boundary at about 

6-miles from York city centre (The Structure plan policies were typed entirely in upper 

case but the RSS policy sets the words city centre in lower case, though it is incorrectly 

re-produced in the CoYC Clarification Note). PPG2 stated the structure plan policy had 

been approved, displayed a map based on the Structure Plan Key Diagram and stated 

the approximate area of the YGB to be 50,000 acres.  

 

2.8 The Department of Environment, which produced PPG2 also produced a Booklet, 

entitled The Green Belts, in 1988. This repeated the material on the approximate area 

and added a dialogue about the YGB as follows:  

York. A Green Belt around York has been approved in principle for many years 

and a belt whose outer edge is about 6 miles from York City centre was formally 

approved in 1980 as part of the North Yorkshire County Structure Plan. Its main 
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purpose is to safeguard the special character of the historic city, which might 

be endangered by unrestricted expansion. The bulk of the land in the Green Belt 

is good and pleasant farmland providing links with open land running into the 

built-up area of the city.  

 

2.9 There is dialogue related to each of the Provincial Green Belts. That identified for York 

the main purpose of the YGB, which had not been set out in the Structure Plan policy.  

In addition to York, Cambridge and Oxford are identified as having the same main 

purpose. In the case of Oxford, it states the green belt is to prevent further growth 

and at Cambridge to limit its size. There is no such limitation to growth indicated for 

York. That must imply that a tight inner boundary is not anticipated. The caution 

against unrestricted growth has to be considered in the context that at the date of the 

Booklet the requirement for District-wide Local Plan did not exist and did not arise 

until the reforms of 1992. 

 

2.10 For clearer understanding of the implication of these phases – ‘the about 6-mile outer 

boundary’, ‘the belt’ and ‘the 50,000-acre area’ - it is possible to deduce a median or 

average depth for the YGB and in consequence a general starting point for detailing 

the inner boundary as well as locating an outer radius. This concept I have displayed 

in my main submissions as an exhibit at Annexe V xii on an OS plan at 1:25000 by red 

circumferences for the 6-mile outer boundary and the median or average line(radius) 

of the inner boundary. For ease of reference, I attach a copy of that exhibit to this 

Note. The inner boundary circumference thereby displayed is consistent with the 

inner boundary of the RSS Key Diagram. In this regard, I assume the circumference of 
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the dots on Key Diagram is a line based on the outer edge of dots indicating the inner 

boundary. That assumption reflects where the inner boundary would be assumed to 

be if the dots were replaced by a line of similar thickness.  

 

2.11 I also infer from the Booklet description that there is good and pleasant farmland 

between the inner edge of the green belt and the Strays and the urban core, that is 

open land running into the City.  

 

2.12 None of this interpretation of policy is consistent with the green belt coming up to the 

urban core let alone extending into it. 

 

2.13 I also consider an objective assessment of the Booklet (1988) dialogue was that 

expansion of York was acceptable and no specific limits were envisaged merely that 

unrestricted expansion was to be avoided. This is particularly so as the Booklet 

describes this area as ‘the bulk of the land is good open farm land’.  The same applies 

to the land inside the inner radius and so it would seem logical that building on the 

land within the inner radius is by and large not going to cause adverse impact to the 

setting provided by the green belt which remains as this open farmland. The issue for 

the area between the inner boundary and the urban core is does development 

adversely impact on the character and setting of the historic city.  So, therefore, one 

would expect to see an evidence base which produced that assessment in respect of 

land up to the median line of the inner boundary at least. I perceive no such evidence 

is deduced by the LPA. Without such evidence any Plan proposals must fail to fulfil the 

aims of the RSS policy. 
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2.14 I record here, for completeness, that PPG2 1995 was published after the date of the 

Inspector’s Report into the objections to the York Green Belt Local Plan. The relevance 

of that is discussed in Section 3 below. 

 

2.15 It is not apparent from any evidence, produced by the LPA and upon which the Plan 

could be said to based, that there is an argument to justify the connection of the 

important open areas (The Strays) to the green belt. Protection of any such connection 

areas could be achieved without the need to bring the inner boundary of the YGB 

closer to the built core. This would be by other forms of policy such as for green 

wedges, if that concept is or could be justified. Again, no justification arises from any 

evidence submitted by the LPA.  

 

2.16 A final point arises from the re-reading of the RSS policy and that is that Policy YH9C 

refers to the historic city and Y1C refers to the City of York and York. That raises at least 

a prime facie question about the meaning to be attached to the expression the historic 

city. There is no indication in the letter 12.06.2020 as to whether that issue has been 

addressed by the Inspectors and, if so, how it has been resolved. 

Primary Green Belt Policy. 

2.17 The first occasion when a policy proposal for the general extent of the YGB was 

accepted for consideration by Government was with the deposit of the North 

Yorkshire County Structure Plan in 1980. 
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2.18 I consider a relevant and important issue is that the 1980 submission Structure Plan 

did not propose the policy or the Key Diagram as it was approved by the Secretary of 

State and as subsequently adopted. The proposal in the submission version was for a 

more expansive greenbelt for York and one which conjoined with the West Riding 

Green Belt to the west and south of York. That proposal was firmly rejected by the 

Secretary of State, who put forward the revised policy and a revised Key Diagram.  

 

2.19 The Policy E8 (iv) was repeated verbatim in Alteration No1 (1987) and again in the 

replacement Structure Plan adopted in 1995.  

 

2.20 After the general extent was established in 1980, there were attempts by some of the 

second-tier authorities to establish parts of the outer boundaries within their District. 

However, the Secretary of State maintained his stance that the detail, like the general 

extent, required a comprehensive proposal.  

 

2.21 To this end, in 1990 the County Council proposed that it should promote a Green Belt 

Local Plan to resolve the inner, outer and inset boundaries due to the unlikely prospect 

that the local plan processes of the 5 second-tier authorities could be brought forward 

together.  

 

2.22 To achieve the necessary basis for these proposals the County Council embarked on 

a process of quantifying development needs up to 2006 in what was described as the 

Greater York Area. That quantification also involved agreement by the 5 second-tier 

authorities on its distribution. In 1990 the outcome of this political debate and 

negotiation resulted in an agreed document entitled the Greater York Study.  
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2.23 That Study concluded that to resolve the development needs 1996-2006 and the 

resolution of the Green Belt boundaries lay in meeting the residual requirements 

through the development of a new settlement or settlements beyond the outer 

boundary.  

 

2.24 This led to the production of a York Green Belt Local Plan YGBLP. This Plan went to 

Public Inquiry to resolve objections in 1991/1992 and the Inspector’s Report was 

published in January 1994, but the Plan was not subsequently adopted.  The 

boundaries which that Plan proposed are those which underpin the currently 

submitted York Local Plan and so that process requires some more detailed 

consideration which is set out in the following section.  

 

2.25 The PCPA 2004 provided for the replacement of County Structure plans with Regional 

Spatial Strategies. 

 

2.26 The Regional Planning Board for Yorkshire and the Humber (RPB) set out an RSS for 

consultation and to go to EiP in 2006. The Government Office statement for the EiP 

noted at para 2/7 that the York Section of the RSS made no mention of the (York) 

Green Belt and concluded the RSS should include a policy and diagram to guide the 

definition of the inner and outer boundaries.  
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2.27 The RSS replaced E8(iv) which related specifically to York with the addition of a 

statement as to the green belts primary purpose but did not repeat any part of Policy 

E8a.  

 

2.28 I along with Jennifer Hubbard and Janet O’Neill (all Chartered Town Planners in private 

practice) made submissions that for the YGB to be preserved the RSS needed to 

include a policy as to its general extent.  

 

2.29 There was no response from either the RPB or the City of York Council.  

 

2.30 At the EiP up to the day before the York session of the RSS hearing sessions no policy 

had emerged. I lodged a policy proposal supported by a SA with the Panel’s office that 

day. The Inspector, assisting the Panel Chairman, stated he would not hear any debate 

on this policy proposal at the session fixed for the following day. I respond that he had 

in the circumstances no option but to do so.  

 

2.31 The following morning Government Office produced a policy to cover the YGB (but no 

SA) and that policy was debated. The Panel’s Report concluded:  

 

‘It is our view that the quickest measure in resolving this matter is for policy 

YH9 (recast as ENVF policy) to include specific requirements to draw up an inner 

boundary through an LDF, and for this to be shown on the Key Diagram…’  
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2.32 In the event the Secretary of State re-issued a revised version of the RSS in 2008 

which went to consultation but not to any further public scrutiny. This version when 

adopted in May 2008 and contained two relevant policies:  

 

‘YH9C.  The detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York 

should be defined in order to establish long term development limits that 

safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city. The 

boundaries must take account of the levels of growth set out in the RSS 

and must also endure beyond the Plan period.’ (2026).  

 and at:  

 

‘Y1C1. In the City of York LDF, define the detached boundaries of the 

outstanding sections of the outer boundaries of the YGB about 6 miles 

from York city centre and the inner boundary in line with YH9C’  

 

2.33 These policies along with policy Y1C2 were saved by the Partial Revocation Order. 
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3.0 The YGBLP Inquiry and Inspector’s Report. 

 

  

3.1 The reason why this issue may have importance is that the current Local Plan EiP for 

York and the adopted plans which address the outer boundary of the YGB in Harrogate, 

Hambelton, Ryedale and Selby are all, I believe, are based on the YGBLP proposals for 

boundaries submitted in the YGBLP process in 1991.  

 

3.2 This raises two issues:  

• what weight attaches to the outcomes of the YGBLP, which culminated in the 

Inspector approving the Plan and rejecting the objections. The adoption of the 

Plan did not then follow but PPG2 was issued which amended green belt policy 

to accommodate patterns of sustainable development, and  

• what weight should be attached to the adopted boundaries in the Harrogate, 

Hambelton, Ryedale and Selby Local Plans.  

 

3.3 My belief is little or no weight attaches to the YGBLP proposals because: 

 They were not evidenced based but specifically had a politically agreed base 

position in the Greater York Study.  

 The Inspector in his report noted the lack of a landscape appraisal.  

 He also noted a lack of any justification that York had reached its 

environmental capacity, and  
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 he also observes the development requirement data before him was not up-

to-date.  

 He considered that his conclusions might have been different if emerging 

policy on sustainability had been in place. 

 

3.4 The YGBLP was not adopted due to a combination of factors which include, the 

publication of PPG2 1995, the fact a new settlement beyond the YGB did not carry into 

policy and in 1996 there was a further Local Government reorganisation. 

 

3.5 The YGBLP Inspector’s Report is not based upon any assessment of soundness, it was 

a Report into the resolution of specific objections in a Local Plan Inquiry procedure. 

The Inspector did observe that:  

• An outer boundary at about six miles was an arbitrary concept and that there 

was no dramatic change in the character of the landscape beyond.  

• There is no indication that the Inspector had regard to the Secretary of 

State’s decision letter of the 26.11.1980 which amended the extent of the 

green belt proposals, Policy E8 and the Key Diagram. The S of S indicated his 

reasoning in the following terms ‘he is anxious that the green belt concept 

should not be devalued by indiscriminate application or using green belt 

notation where other meaning of development control in rural areas would 

more appropriately serve the required purpose’.  

• There were objections where this position would have been a more apposite 

reason than that given by the Inspector. These were objections to extend the 
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greenbelt but the Inspector never addressed any objection which argued 

against the boundaries being significantly beyond 6-miles e.g. as at 

Wheldrake, or Elvington, rather the objection was about whether the land in 

question served a greenbelt purpose.  

• He was not presented with or, as far as I can ascertain, made aware of all the 

relevant background material such as the ‘Draft Proposals Map of 1990’, 

which showed a 6-mile circumference and significant areas proposed beyond 

6 miles particularly to encompass Elvington, Wheldrake, Escrick and Long 

Marston. 

[This Draft Proposals Map was annexed to my Submissions at Annexe 5. This Plan is 
dated December 1990 and was at scale 1:20000. It had a 6-mile radius 
superimposed and areas of earlier unadopted sketch plan green belt proposals and 
areas proposed for addition to the sketch plan areas or deletion from them. This was 
an approach entirely inconsistent with the Structure Plan policy and produced a result 
that was inconsistent with it.] 

.  

3.6 The Inspector took the view that York should be constrained to a small City size which 

would provide greenbelt within the outer ring road and that views from the outer ring 

road should provide views of York in a rural setting. Whilst that was his view, it was 

not supported by evidence as he himself pointed out. He also provided an alternative 

concept of green belt defining a star shaped city. 

 

3.7 The limited small-scale size City approach contradicts the PPG2 (1988) and the Booklet 

material, where the inner boundary is likely to be beyond the outer ring-road by some 

margin due to the outer boundary being located at 6 miles and the area limited to 

50,000 acres.  
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3.8 I would submit that, if the Inspector had addressed today the YGBLP proposals for 

soundness, he would not find them consistent with national policy (PPG2 1988) or in 

general conformity with the Structure Plan policy E8 (areas beyond 6 miles and beyond 

features that would have provided suitable durable boundaries). He would also have 

had to dismiss the YGBLP Plan as not being evidenced based.  

 

3.9 However, I consider it to be particularly relevant to the outcome that the Inspector 

was not  

 provided with the Draft Proposals Map, which had a 6-mile radius imposed 

upon it, or 

 directed to the area of the YGB as set out in PPG2 1988 at 50.000 acres and 

published just 2 years earlier than the submission of those plan proposals. 

 

3.10 The Inspector did however give a clear steer on how the outer boundary should be 

plotted whilst lamenting that he could not find a reason why the 6-miles distance had 

been chosen (see the last bullet point above). He went on to state there was no 

obvious difference in general visually or in potential to perform Green belt functions 

between land at 5.5 miles from the City centre and that which was at 6.5 miles from 

it. He stated ‘I consider that the most appropriate way therefore to judge the outer 

boundary is to seek first to find recognisable and durable boundaries that 

approximate as closely as possible to an exact 6-mile radius, and only to vary from 

this for reasons of practicability or for reasons which directly related to the purposes 

of the Green Belt.’  
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3.11 I would submit the Inspector’s Statement, in bold italics above, is the appropriate 

approach and is the correct one and as such:  

• explains why the policy uses the word ‘about’, attaching to the policy both then 

and now, and  

• indicates that relevant and proportionate evidence would have as the baseline 

position the 6-mile radius as a starting point for each boundary selection 

exercise.  

 

3.12 On a separate but related issue for the EiP Inspectors, I observe there is no evidence, 

submitted by the LPA in the current LP process that it took this approach and no 

reference has been made to indicate this was the LPA’s base position. At submission 

stage, there was no explanation or indication that boundaries were established from 

a 6-mile radius starting point. Proposals Map is in fact essentially as set out in YGBLP 

1991 but with proposals for a further extension beyond Wheldrake. This stance had 

been repeated in all documents produced by the LPA since 1998 (the first Local Plan 

produced after the 1996 Local Government re-organisation).  

 

3.13 All the subsequent material provided by the LPA is not evidence upon which the Plan 

was based but post-submission justification. Any part of this which can be regarded as 

‘evidence’ is material created after the submission date or ex post facto justifications 

as it was expressed by Mrs. Justice Lieven in the judgments in Aireborough 

Neighbourhood Development Forum v Leeds City Council [2020] EWHC 1461 and 2183 

(Admin). 
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4.0 Planning Policy interpretation. 

 

 

4.1 I have used as my base line an Approved Judgement by Mr. Justice Dove in case of Peel 

 Investments (North) Ltd v. SoSHCLG & Salford City Council CO/5073/2018 in a Sec. 288 

 TCPA 1990 challenge in a judicial review of an appeal decision.  

 

4.2 At para. 42 Mr. Justice Dove sets out the law applicable to the case in question. I 

consider  the following statements to be relevant to a consideration of the terms of the 

Inspectors’ Letter.  

‘44. the jurisdiction of the court in relation to a statutory challenge brought, as 

this challenge is, under Section 288 of the 1990 Act is an error of law 

jurisdiction. As Sullivan J observed in the case of Newsmith Stainless Ltd vs. 

Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Regions [2001] 

EWHC Admin 74; [2017] PTSR 1126 whilst an allegation that a conclusion of 

the planning merits is irrational or Wednesbury unreasonable is, in principle, 

available to  a Claimant mounting a 288 challenge, it will be a high hurdle to 

surmount (see paragraph 5 and 6 of the Judgement).  

  

45. Following the decision of the Supreme Court in Tesco Stores Limited v 

Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13; [2012] PTSR 983 the question of the 

textual interpretation of a planning policy is question of law for the court to 

determine. The Framework, in addition to being an obvious material 
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consideration to which regard must be had in accordance with the statutory 

decision-taking regime, is also an element of policy the interpretation of which 

is a question of law for the court. As noted in the case of Canterbury City Council 

v SSCLG and Gladman Developments Limited [2018] EWHC 1611 (Admin) the 

following principles emerge from the authorities to govern the resolution of 

questions of planning policy:  

 

“23. In my view in the light of the authorities the following principles 

emerge as to how questions of interpretation of planning policy of the 

kind which arise in this case are to be resolved:  

 

i) The question of the interpretation of the planning policy is a question 

of law for the court, and is solely a question of interpretation of the 

terms of the policy. Questions of the value or weight which is to be 

attached to that policy for instance in resolving the question of whether 

or not development is in accordance with the Development Plan for the 

purposes of section 38(6) of the 2004 Act are matters of judgement for 

the decision-maker.  

 

ii) The task of interpretation of the meaning of the planning policy 

should not be undertaken as if the planning policy were a statute or a 

contract. The approach has to recognise that planning policies will 

contain broad statements of policy which may, superficially, conflict 

and require to be balanced in ultimately reaching a decision (see Tesco 
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Stores at paragraph 19 and Hopkins Homes at paragraph 25). Planning 

policies are designed to shape practical decision-taking, and should be 

interpreted with that practical purpose clearly in mind. It should also be 

taken into account in that connection that they have to be applied and 

understood by planning professionals and the public for whose benefit 

they exist, and that they are primarily addressed to that audience.  

 

iii) For the purposes of interpreting the meaning of policy it is necessary 

for the policy to be read in context: (see Tesco Stores at paragraph 18 

and 21). The context of the policy will include its subject matter and also 

the planning objectives which it seeks to achieve and serve. The context 

will also be comprised by the wider policy framework within which the 

policy sits and to which it relates. This framework will include, for 

instance, the overarching strategy within which the policy sits.”  

 

(iv) As set out above, policies will very often call for the exercise of 

judgement in considering how they apply in the particular factual 

circumstances of decision to be taken (see Tesco Stores at paragraphs 

19 and 21). It is of vital importance to distinguish between the 

interpretation of policy (which requires judicial analysis of the meaning 

of the words comprised in the policy) and the application of the policy 

which requires the exercise of judgement within the factual context of 

the decision by the decision - taker (see Hopkins Homes at paragraph 

26). 
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4.3 The Supreme Court judgment in R(on the application of Samuel Smith Old Brewery 

(Tadcaster) and others v North Yorkshire County Council [2020] UKLSC 3 is a case 

specifically addressing the interpretation of green belt policy and at para. 3 of the 

judgment under the heading History and aims Carnwath LJ stated : 

  Although we are directly concerned with the policies in the NPPF (in its original 

2012 version), Green Belt policies have a very long history. It can be traced back to the 

first national guidance on Green Belt in Circular 42/55 (issued in August 1955). More 

recently Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts (published 1995 and amended in 

2001) (“PPG2”) confirmed the role of Green Belts as “an essential element of planning 

policy for more than four decades”; and noted that the purposes of Green Belt policies 

and the related development control policies set out in 1955 “remain valid today with 

remarkably little alteration” (para 1.1).  The NPPF itself, as appears from ministerial 

statements at the time, was designed to consolidate and simplify policy as expressed 

in a number of ministerial statements and guidance notes, rather than effect major 

policy changes (see Redhill Aerodrome Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government [2014] EWCA Civ 1386; [2015] PTSR 274, para16ff, 22 per Sullivan 

LJ).  

 

4.5 This judgment went on to demonstrate the value of references to the history of the 

policy to facilitate its interpretation. 

  

4.6 I consider that the decision in R (on the application of Satnam Millennium Ltd v. 

Warrington Borough Council CO/2093/2007 is relevant to the interpretation of policy 
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in relation to the inner boundary and the application of the evidence of the Key 

Diagram in particular. This decision is addressed in Section 6 below. 

 

4.7 Although the Inspectors’ Letter indicates that it does not address the detail of 

submissions made to the EiP or set out the Inspectors’ intelligible and adequate 

reasons for resolving this principally important and controversial issue,  it is apparent 

from their conclusions that they have failed to give appropriate weight to the history 

and aims of both National policy and Primary policy in respect of the YGB. 
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5.0 The Outer Boundary. 

  

 

5.1 I consider that the correct position in respect of policy in relation to the Outer 

boundary is e  limited to the following element of Policy Y1.  

‘1. In the City of York LDF, define the detailed boundaries of the outstanding 

sections of the outer boundary of the York Green Belt about 6 miles from the 

York city centre.’  (my emphasis).  Firstly, the word ‘the’ and the lower-case 

term ‘city centre’, indicate a point not an area in ordinary language. 

 

5.2 I have submitted, with supporting evidence, that the Local Plan proposals are not in 

 general conformity with the RSS York Green Belt policies as saved by the Partial 

 Revocation Order.  

 

5.3 In their letter to CoYC dated 12.06.2020 the Inspectors address this issue at para. 15-

18.  

 

5.4 The Inspectors state that the issue of general conformity with this policy limb in a 

matter of planning judgement.  

 

5.5 I disagree. Whilst the application of policy may be a matter of planning judgement, its 

interpretation is not and the Inspectors have incorrectly interpreted the policy. I 

believe that error is largely due to not having appropriate regard to the context in 
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respect of the History and Aims of the YGB policies, which were the particular focus of 

my submissions.  

 

5.6 A point is made by the LPA about the definition of the city centre. The LPA has not 

previously addressed that issue but subsequent to the first phase hearings (addressing 

this issue) the LPA submitted ‘A Clarification Note’ stating it was either St. Sampson’s 

Square or the City Walls area. This so-called Clarification Note is no more or less than 

attempt to introduce new evidence and is ex post facto justification.  I observe that 

the Clarification Note mis-states the terms of the RSS policy by adding a Capital to the 

letter c in ‘city’. It then goes on to describe the ‘City Centre’. I consider the addition of 

capital letters to the term city centre has an impact for its interpretation. 

 

5.7 The Note clarifies nothing to do with ‘evidence upon which the Plan was based.’ The 

reference to St. Sampson’s Square was an idea emanating from a Manchester based 

planning consultant employed by Arup’s, who at the Public Inquiry referred to in the 

Clarification Note, set forth that proposition. I gave evidence in that Public Inquiry and 

the said consultant approach me prior to the opening and introduced herself and 

explained she was interested to meet a person whom the Council had identified to her 

as an expert on the York Green Belt. From that conversation I am aware that this site-

specific appeal was her first encounter with the subject matter. My evidence to the 

EiP phase 1 hearings was that at the YGBLP Inquiry, the County Council had expressed 

the view that the appropriate central point was the central tower of the Minster. The 

YGBLP Draft Proposal Plans, which I exhibited with my initial submission was I believe 

based on that point and not St. Sampson’s Sq. The Plan has a circle with a 6-mile radius 
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and the centre of the circle appears to be the Minster Tower. My evidence is not 

challenged by the LPA in their Clarification Note and my evidence would be confirmed 

by anyone who attended the YGBLP Inquiry, such as Jennifer Hubbard, who attended 

many of the sessions.  

 

5.8 However, the Clarification Note then goes on to consider the city centre as an area 

rather than a point. I believe these are words to define a point not an area, an area 

would be defined as York City Centre (i.e. using capitals as a pronoun). That is then 

done by the LPA without explanation of why they alter the words to have upper case 

first letters. The effect is, however, of being misleading.  

 

5.9  Secondly the Key Diagram produced in 1980 in response to the Secretary of States 

amendment of the policy shows the 6-mile limit is clearly short of the River Derwent 

and to its west. Although, it is diagrammatic it clearly shows the two are separated by 

some distance. The City wall based central area produces a result where the outer 

boundary goes to the River Derwent and so it must be wrong for that reason alone. 

Both approaches are without foundation and there is no evidence which existed at 

the date of the Plan submission to justify either position. I accept that the distinction 

was not obvious in the Structure Plan policy because the whole policy is written in 

upper case, but that is not so the RSS policy. 

 

5.10 The 1980 proposals took the green belt general extent to 9 miles and the Secretary of 

State reduced this to 6 miles on the basis the extension potentially undermined green 

belt policy nationally.  The current Local Plan proposal takes it to 8.48 miles.  It is not 
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consistent with the policy to increase the outer extent by such a margin, some 40.5% 

greater or more importantly to take up94% of the distance the Secretary of State 

found to be unacceptable. 

 

5.11 I consider that the approach taken by Inspector Sheppard in 1991 as set out at 3.9 

above is the correct approach to resolving the location of the outer boundary. The 

word ‘about’ in the policy is to allow for a variation from the exact 6 – mile point to 

the appropriate nearby recognisable and durable boundary feature. Whilst a feature 

identified to provide the boundary might not be the nearest to the six-mile radius it 

should be near and that variation should have some justifications. The LPA would be 

expected to make practicable choices - there will be planning judgements - and the 

Plan would be based on evidence of that process and contain an explanation as to how 

it was implemented. There is no such evidence. 

 

5.12 When the EiP Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State no such evidence 

existed. Such evidence as now exists has only been deduced by the LPA in response to 

specific requests for evidence from the Inspectors. It is not evidence of a boundary 

determined from a starting point of a 6-mile radius. What has been produced in Topic 

Papers & the Clarification Note is a post submission justification. The Inspectors 

appear to give scant disregard for the need for the LPA to have established that their 

Plan is based on evidence then existing. The material put forward cannot be described 

as in conformity with the RSS policy requirement in that regard. 

 



53 
 

5.13 My belief is there was no evidence base because the basis for the YGB outer boundary 

was to adopt that of the YGBLP 1991 and add a further section beyond Wheldrake, 

which had been deleted from an earlier sketch plan in 1991. None of the 1991 

proposals was evidenced based and none were in conformity with the National policy 

or Primary policy extant at the time.  

 

5.14 To summarise my concerns on this issue, I consider the key context for the 

interpretation of outer boundary policy are:  

 

5.14.1 That the policy is limited to the words at 5.1 above and no other part of the 

text of  the Revocation Order is relevant to its interpretation.  

 

5.14.2 That when the underlying policy was created in 1980, the Secretary of State 

limited broader and wider proposals to around six miles, and  

 That the Key Diagram (arising from the Secretary of States amended 

policy) indicated that the outer radius of the general extent was at 

some distance from the River Derwent. That is a clear conclusion which 

arises even though the Key Diagram is not map based. 

 The Secretary of State stated in his justification for the amended policy 

in his decision letter of the 26.11.1980 that ‘he is anxious that the green 

belt concept should not be devalued by indiscriminate application or 

using green belt notation where other meaning of development control 

in rural areas would more appropriately serve the required purpose’. In 

that context about means as close as can be achieved to that distance. 
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5.14.3 PPG2 places the overall area of the YGB at 50,000 acres and that would require 

the green belt outer boundary to be as close to the 6-mile radius circumference 

as possible and practical or otherwise the inner boundary would be at a similar 

greater distance from the urban core. That is not indicated by the Key Diagram. 

 

5.14.4 ‘About’ is a term to facilitate the actual boundary to be located along a durable 

and permanent topographical feature. This would by definition mean close to 

6-miles but if any suitable feature was ignored it would be expected that the 

decision to do so would be recorded in supporting evidence and justification 

upon which the submitted Plan is based.  

 

5.14.5 That, in some parts of the outer boundary proposed, the Inspectors recognise 

the it is located ‘little more than a few miles or so at most’ (away from a 6-mile 

circumference) is not a credible conclusion based on an interpretation of the 

policy. A proper interpretation cannot reasonably lead to the conclusion that 

this degree of divergence is very limited. It is a misconceived and irrational 

interpretation of the policy. 

 

5.14.6 The existence of adopted Local Plans in neighbouring areas is no justification 

for York’s approach, it merely reflects the position that such the proposals 

elsewhere were equally without an evidence base as they replicated the 1991 

proposals exactly. The Inspectors should flag up that these authorities should 

review these boundaries at the first practical opportunity, particularly where 
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there is a material divergence from the 6-mile radius i.e. at Escrick (Selby) and 

Long Marston (Harrogate).  

 

5.15 In my opinion the Inspectors have erred in law by interpreting the degree of flexibility 

they have accepted at paras. 17 and 18 of their letters. This is contrary to the historic 

evidence and aims behind the 6-mile radius as required by the Secretary of State in 

1980. The current RSS policy is on that point identical to the historic policy. 
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6.0 The Inner Boundary. 

  

 

6.1 Policy YH9 sets out policy limited to the issue of the detailing of the inner boundary. It 

states: 

‘YH9C the detailed inner boundaries of the Green Belt around York should be 

defined in order to establish long term development limits that safeguard the 

special character and setting of the historic city. The boundaries must take 

account of the levels of growth set out in the RSS and must also endure 

beyond the Plan period.’ (2026).  

 

6.2 The words in Y1.1 are otiose as they merely refer to the reader back to YH9.  

 

6.3 I do not consider Y1.2 is related to green belt issues at all but is a wider environmental 

policy that should be separately addressed in the Local Plan process. I did not make 

this point expressly in my submissions but I did submit that the Local Plan had to be in 

general conformity with the policy the Partial Revocation Order and so it remains for 

the Inspectors to address that issue in the EiP but not under green belt. In my opinion 

the Secretary of State (the Lord Pickles) misunderstood the RSS policies for York and 

incorrectly considered that Y.1 2 related to greenbelt and not environmental issues 

more generally as did the subsequent sub-paragraphs of the RSS policy. This original 

policy is historic context for the interpretation of the Partial Revocation Order. 
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6.4 The Key Diagram is an important consideration on the policy interpretation having 

regard to the case of R (on the application of Satnam Millennium Ltd) v. Warrington 

Borough Council 

 

6.5 The Inspectors in their letter at paras 12 & 13 conclude, they accept the Key Diagram 

  places the inner boundary beyond the central built-core of York. 

 

6.6 The PCPA 2004 provided for the replacement of County Structure plans with Regional 

Spatial Strategies. The Regional Planning Board for Yorkshire and the Humber (RPB) 

set out an RSS for consultation and for public scrutiny at the EiP in 2006. The 

Government Office statement for the EiP noted at para 2/7 that the York Section of 

the RSS made no mention of the (York) Green Belt and concluded the RSS should 

include a policy and diagram to guide the definition of the inner and outer boundaries. 

 

6.7 I along with Jennifer Hubbard and Janet O’Neill (all Chartered Town Planners in private 

practice) made submissions that for the YGB to be preserved the RSS needed to 

include a policy as to its general extent. 

 

6.8 There was no response to Government Office’s recommendation from either the RPB 

or the City of York Council or in that regard to the submissions of the private 

consultants.  

 

6.9 At the EiP up-to the day before the York session of the RSS hearing sessions no policy 

 had emerged. I lodged a policy proposal supported by a SA with the Panel’s 
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office  that day. The Inspector assisting the Panel Chairman stated he would not hear 

any debate on this policy proposal at the session fixed for the following day. I respond 

that he had in  the circumstances no option but to do so. 

 

 

6.10 Again, I consider the issue which the Inspectors have addressed in their letter of the 

12.06.2020 in respect of the inner boundary is one of interpretation of policy not 

planning judgement as to its application. 

 

6.11 I consider RSS policy Y1C.2 is very relevant to the interpretation of YH9. In addressing 

the nationally significant historical and environmental character of York, YIC2 is not 

necessarily addressing the green belt at all but is specifically identifying the ‘important 

open areas.’  These, I believe are ‘The Strays’ i.e. areas of open land within the urban 

core. I do not accept that these important areas are in any way harmed if they do not 

link to the green belt. They have their own historic significance, character and 

appearance.  However, in addition to green belt there is an issue of protecting the 

nationally historic character of York.  I do not believe this issue has been the subject 

of any separate evidence base by the LPA but the Local Plan needs to address this to 

be compliant with the RSS.  I anticipate that the setting of the nationally significant 

historical character is potentially distinct from that encompassed by the green belt 

purpose. However, in the absence of any assessment of these features underpinning 

the submitted plan neither I nor the Inspectors know whether there is any policy in 

the submitted plan to address Y1C.2. 
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6.12 What does follow from YIC.2 is that the ‘important open areas’, the Strays, are not 

expected to be within the green belt. If that assessment is right, these ‘important 

areas’ will need separate protection and my submission states that a green wedge 

policy would be both more appropriate and afford better protection than its green 

belt policy (such as the restriction on large scale agricultural buildings). I would add 

that such policy could extend to land connecting these important open areas up-to 

the inner boundary of the green belts but that would need some justification. The LPA 

have placed great store on the need to protect these areas and has used that to justify 

the green belt being brought tight to the urban core and then extending into it. There 

seems no necessity in terms of affording protection to these areas to link them to the 

green belt around York which is land of a different character.  

 

6.13 I consider the circumstances considered by Mr. Justice Sullivan at para. 36 onwards of 

his Judgement in Satnam Millennium Ltd v. Warrington Borough Council have 

application to the circumstances of the RSS Key Diagram. If the Key Diagram provides 

clarity that the inner boundary falls short of the urban core then it cannot then be 

proposed to come within it to or towards the urban core. That in turn does not mean 

land within the inner boundary cannot be protected as open space, if necessary, to 

sustain the character of the historic city but it means the protection is afforded by 

policy other than green belt designation and would have to have its own justification. 

There is no justification to extend beyond limit identified by the Key Diagram further 

inwards towards the City and Y1C.2 underpins that separation should exist.  
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6.14 The interpretation of the Key Diagram has also to be considered in its context. The 

context means that the consequence of the green belt area in PPG2 (1988) and the 

Booklet and the description which indicates York is not at is limits are interpretive aids.  

Clearly this aligns with the Key Diagram indicating an inner boundary set away from 

the urban core. That is the context of the policy.  

 

6.15 The RSS Key Diagram was different from early Key Diagrams in Regional 

policy/guidance when the Government office was potentially relying on the outcome 

of the 1991YGBLP Inquiry rather than engaging with the detail of policy making. In 

2008 the RSS was having to become the strategic policy base for the general extent of 

the YGB, so as to replace the Structure Plan policy E8 that would lapse on its adoption. 

In consequence I submit greater attention was given to this detail including the Key 

Diagram in the RSS. I further submit that this detail aligns with the previous 

Government statements in PPG2 1988 and the Booklet – The Green Belts.  

 

6.16 The inner boundary is about protecting the character of the historic city and the open 

farmland of the green belt is its primary setting. That fact may well have implications 

for inset settlement policy but has no justification in respect of requiring the inner 

boundary to be tight to the existing urban core. Rather the contrary is the policy 

proposal as denoted on the Key Diagram and in PPG2 (1988).  

 

6.17 PPG2 (1988) and the Booklet clearly signal that there is capacity for growth of the 

urban core. It does, however, indicate there is a need for some restriction to growth 
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and that is to be provided by a 50,000-acre belt around the City with its outer edge at 

6-miles or thereabouts.  

 

6.18 PPG2 1995 and subsequent NPPF policy identify the sustainable development patterns 

that should be prioritised in any pattern of growth – channelling development towards 

the urban areas inside the Green Belt. That is clearly possible with the correct 

interpretation of YH9 but not by many of the proposals for development as intended 

by the Local Plan – such as a new settlement within the Green Belt. In this regard the 

scant evidence which did exist before the submission of the plan indicates that the 

LPA reject the approach of extending the urban core to achieve an objective of non-

coalescence with neighbouring settlements.  No explanation of why that is justified is 

offered given the imperative of NPPF policy for sustainable patterns of development 

and the fact the terms of E8(a) of Structure Plan policy was not included in the RSS 

policy. The exclusion of the terms of E8 (a) I take as clear evidence that the coalescence 

issue was intended to be dropped as a policy requirement and that would reflect the 

change in green belt policy arising in 1995 on the issue of sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 

6.19 The withheld evidence of the ECUS appraisal in 2000 indicates there are peripheral 

sections of the urban core which are outwith the character of the historic city. In these 

locations development can take place without adverse impact on the character and in 

some places mitigate the adverse visual impacts of the existing built form. That 

observation was also made by Inspector Sheppard in the YGBLP Inquiry in 1991 Inquiry 

Report para A7.4. 
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6.20 Equally, the issue of sustainable patterns of development looks to channelling 

development towards inset settlements, coupled with the fact the RSS choose not to 

include Policy E8(a) of the Structure Plan (see 2.6 above) clearly indicates those issues 

in relation to defining boundaries are not addressed in conformity with RSS or 

consistent with national policy. Excluding E8(a) from the RSS version of YGB policy 

clearly signals that: 

 The need to regulate the size and shape of urban areas,  

 Prevent coalescence with existing settlements, and   

 The need to preserve areas of open land extending into the urban area 

from the countryside, 

are not material concerns for the purpose of establishing the inner boundary. The 

deletion of the last bullet point did not mean that the Strays were not to be protected, 

that was done under a different Policy [Y1C 2.]. Yet these very issues are relied upon 

by the LPA to establish their green belt proposals in their misconceived approach to 

RSS policy. An approach which is not in conformity with the policies relating to the 

York Green Belt. 

 

George E Wright MA MRTPI 
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1. It is difficult, if not impossible, to make meaningful comment on a Local Plan process 

which has been long winded, tortuous and beset with difficulties. 

 

2. The following observations on the latest public consultation exercise are therefore 

somewhat disjointed and not in any order of importance.  Also, they are made against the 

background of the Inspectors  

approach to determining green belt boundaries and the resulting potential unsoundness of 

the Local Plan and the fact that, unlike the Inspectors  published interim responses to 

green belt issues debated at the EIP in December 2019, they (the Inspectors) have made 

no comment on the two other matters considered at that time namely the Duty to Co-

operate and housing numbers and distribution. 

 

3. The three topics considered at the EIP are inextricably linked but the Inspectors  silence 

on the Duty to Co-operate and housing issues raises an interesting question which is   Is 

(or should be) the determination of green belt boundaries the overriding constraint in the 

Local Plan based on the need to preserve the character and setting of the historic city or 

should the Local Plan provide for the immediate and long term development needs of the 

city  however these may be calculated  by allocating land for development, first, which 

makes no contribution to the purposes of green belt and thereafter allocates land which is 

least important in preserving the character and setting of the historic city?  

 

4. If the former, and bearing in mind that the current version of the draft Local Plan makes 

no provision for safeguarded land, it is very likely that er 

term development needs will spill over into adjacent Authorities.  If the latter, this 

approach would run counter to long-established national guidance which has never 

contemplated what might be described as grades of green belt importance.  The guidance 

is, and has long been, very clear that: When defining green belt boundaries, plans should 

not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open.                              

(Framework Paragraph 139  my emphasis) 

 

5. Neither the current consultation proposals nor any previously published paperwork 

explains which of the above approaches has underpinned the draft Local Plan.  What is 

clear in the current consultation documents is that the Council has responded to criticisms 
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grades of 

all land now proposed to be included in the green belt permanently open to protect the 

character and setting of the city by avoiding encroachment on the countryside.  In effect, 

the proposed green belt is a residual green belt.  This is simply an untenable position.  

What is not clear, for example, is why flat farm land with no special landscape 

characteristics or intervisibility with the built up area of the city and lying 7 miles or more 

distant from the city centre (e.g. in the Wheldrake area) needs to be kept permanently 

open whereas other land with very similar characteristics but lying outside a proposed 

green belt boundary drawn much closer to the city centre does not.  

 

6. What is also clear as a result of disclosures at and following the December 2019 EIP (and 

confirmed in the current consultation documents) is that the Duty to Co-operate 

agreement between the City Council and Selby District Council (EX/CYC/38) is based on 

both Authorities meeting their individual development needs within their administrative 

areas.  As noted previously, the Inspectors have not commented on the soundness of these 

disclosures.  However  and dealing solely with housing  the latest draft Local Plan 

proposals provide for 790 dwellings per year over the Plan period compared with a 

 1,026 

dwellings per year over the same period.  The draft Local Plan was submitted before the 

current standard method became mandatory and the Council is not therefore required to 

meet this higher figure.  Nevertheless, in the event that the green belt boundaries are 

adopted as currently proposed it seems inevitable that the Local Plan will fail to provide 

for an appropriate level of housing development with potential impacts on those adjacent 

areas which for many decades have accommodated housing needs arising in York.  This 

is particularly true in the northern parts of Selby District and, in the East Riding of 

Yorkshire, in Pocklington.  The Duty to Co-operate agreement currently in place between 

Selby DC and CYC is now out of date and needs to be re-visited. 

 

7. In the East Riding, a draft review of the Development Plan, currently out to consultation, 

proposes to de-allocate residential development sites in Pocklington.  The Council is also 

proposing to challenge a planning permission for over 300 dwellings granted on appeal 

earlier this year, only a 

dramatically jumped from c.5 years to c.10 years (in April 2021) following the 
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application of the new 

decisions have been taken by the East Riding Council to reduce the rate of housing 

development at Pocklington which, as recorded in Council papers, has been fuelled 

largely by pressures arising in York. 

 

8. The length of time it is taking to resolve the green belt around York through this draft 

Local Plan and its predecessors is, in many ways, unfortunate but in one respect it now 

allows the post-Brexit and post-Covid future to be reassessed and taken into account.  

These considerations do not feature in the current consultation documents. 

 

9. It is crucial, for example, that the employment land needs of the city are fully addressed 

to reflect changes in which industry, business (especially logistics) and retailing are likely 

to operate in the future.  The paper EX/CYC/29 York Economic Outlook, one of the 

current consultation papers, is dated December 2019 and so is already out of date.  An 

accurate and up to date picture of economic development requirements is particularly 

important since the current green belt belt proposals do not include safeguarded land.  It is 

necessary that the Local Plan should identify areas of safeguarded land between the 

urban area and the green belt, in order to meet longer term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period (Framework Paragraph 139) and also to provide flexibility 

and to meet shorter term unforeseen needs.  So, irrespective of any conclusion on the 

justification of the green belt boundaries as currently proposed, in my view the Plan 

cannot be adopted until all the development needs of the city have been properly 

addressed. 

 

10. Turning now to the revised consultation documents Topic Paper 1 Approach to defining 

Green Belt (Addendum) January 2021 and associated annexes (Documents EX/CYC/59 

and 59(a)-(g)), the first and self-evident point is that these documents cannot be part of 

the evidence base underpinning the draft Plan since they are all new post-submission 

documents.  Whether they can properly be treated  as an explanation/justification of the 

proposed green belt boundaries is a moot point but it would take a considerable leap of 

faith to believe that the additional investigations embodied in these documents has 

coincidentally resulted in exactly the same green belt boundaries as defined at an earlier 

date in the submission draft Plan.   
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11. National policy has, for decades, confirmed that the main purpose of the York Green Belt 

is to protect the character and setting of the historic city but nowhere has the Council ever 

articulated precisely what are the characteristics of York and its setting which are special 

 presumably meaning what differentiates York and its environs from many other similar 

 EX/CYC/59(a)-(g) does not 

provide the answer. 

 

12. Before setting out some points to ponder, it is necessary to repeat, briefly, a couple of 

submissions made at the December 2019 EIP  however unpalatable that may be.  First, 

the one thing that has united the City Council over many years, irrespective of political 

allegiances, in relation to Local Plan preparation is a desire to restrict the amount of new 

development to be provided in the Plan, to pursue as tight an inner green belt boundary as 

possible and to consistently ignore advice from Officers on  for example  

housing requirement.  Second, that the current version of the Plan, including the detailed 

green belt boundaries, is a consequence of horse trading between the political parties as 

housing requirement figures have fluctuated, not the outcome of a rational appraisal of 

options.  No amount of post- this fact.    

 

13. Returning to National Guidance  albeit the Framework does not entirely deal with the 

circumstances faced at York, 

the outer boundary being adopted and parts not, and none of the inner or inset boundaries 

being adopted. 

 

14. Framework Paragraph 138 deals with drawing up the as-yet unadopted boundaries.  The 

paragraph requires the need to promote sustainable development to be taken into account 

and that the strategic policy making Authority (in this case, CYC) should consider the 

consequences for sustainable development of: 

 

 Channelling development towards the urban area inside the green belt 

boundary 

It can be assumed that since this consideration appears first, it should be the 

first option to be considered.  The Council has never done this. 
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 Towards towns and villages inset within the green belt 

Largely rejected by the Council without adequate justification. 

 

or 

 

 Towards locations beyond the outer green belt boundary 

 That is, in adjacent Local Authority areas which it is believed is not acceptable 

to the Authorities concerned. 

 

15. The Framework does not offer a new settlement punched into the general extent of the 

green belt as an option and, on a related point, it is not known how Site ST15 - the 

Whinthorpe/Elvington new settlement proposal - if carried forward, will provide ways in 

which the impact of removing land from the green belt can be offset through 

compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining 

green belt land. (also Framework Paragraph 138) 

 

16. The about 6 mile wide green belt 

 

en belt should be measured from 

the city walls is a new (post-submission) concept.  I have not been able to discover any 

report, or Minute, or other Council decision which explains the rationale for this and in 

particular why a new definition has been adopted which differs from that previously used.   

Throughout the York Green Belt Local Plan Inquiry only very minor variations of the 

 that is, that the 6 miles was to be 

in the heart of the city.  One or other of these starting points has also been used in many 

planning appeals since then including an appeal relating to residential development at 

Brecks Lane, Strensall, determined in March 2015.  T  on that 

occasion 

green belt.  The only conclusion to be reached about this change  in the starting point is 

that it brings the village of Wheldrake and its environs (as well as the green belt 
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extending into Selby District) much closer to the 6 mile limit.  There is no other rational 

explanation. 

 

17. Similarly, and without similar recorded consideration and justification, the Council 

 outer boundary of the green 

belt, the correct approach was first to find recognisable and durable boundaries that 

approximate as closely as possible to an exact 6 mile radius, and only to vary from this 

for reasons of practicality or for reasons which directly relate to the purposes of the 

green belt.                                                                                                       (my emphasis) 

 

18. The justification for extending the green belt up to and beyond Wheldrake  as with the 

justification for many of the other lengths of green belt boundary considered in annexes to 

Topic Paper 1  is that it is essential for the land to remain permanently open to meet the 

purposes of green belt.  This simply cannot be the case, otherwise the general extent of 

the green belt would have been set at 6½, or 7 or more miles from the city centre or 

expressed as a belt varying between (x) and (y) miles wide. 

 

19. The methodology adopted by the Council for determining green belt boundaries post 

submission of the Local Plan is a sterile exercise and so far as I can see the boundary 

justifications in the Annexes to the Topic Paper do not flow inextricably  or at all - from 

the swathes of information, most of which is factual and which was produced for other 

purposes - not with green belt considerations in mind.  The resulting exercise is akin to a 

tick box exercise.  What is lacking is any appraisal which includes not only the items 

listed in the annexes, as background information, but a sensitivity appraisal of what is 

actually seen and experienced on the ground.  In short, the information now presented 

does not clearly identify or explain which characteristics of the city and its surroundings 

result in the specialness  which requires the protection of green belt.  Regrettably, 

therefore, I believe that if the EIP is to continue, it will be necessary for the Inspectors to 

hear evidence on each length of the proposed green belt boundary where interested parties 

have made representations opposing the draft proposals. 

 

20. 

boundary immediately to the north of Escrick which is historic and the current draft Plans 
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merely ends at the administrative boundary between York and Selby District along the 

rear gardens of houses at the northern end of the village.  This boundary has apparently 

never been questioned, but an assumption made (if, indeed, any thought was given to the 

matter) that the administrative boundary was the appropriate outer green belt boundary in 

this area.  Another equally permanent feature exists close by which would provide an 

equally if not more suitable green belt boundary and needs to be considered in the context 

 its development need

area.  

 

21. In relation to the inner boundary, it is noted in particular: 

 

 The very tight green belt boundaries proposed round, for example, a number 

of school and other building complexes, most of which do not follow any 

physical features but, if adopted, would require the site owners/operators to 

demonstrate very special circumstances to justify even the smallest of new 

developments.  This is totally inappropriate and disproportionate.  

 

 The proposed inner boundary excludes significant areas of land to the south 

east of York running down to the A64 trunk road, to be developed by York 

University, but reverts to a boundary tight up against the existing built up area 

to the north of Grimston Bar junction where the currently undeveloped land 

shares many characteristics in common with the 

similarly dominated by urban influences. 

 

 One of the valued characteristics of the setting of York identified by the 

Council is views towards the city across farmland and views towards the 

Wolds.  Along the A64  between the A19/A64 Designer Centre junction and 

Grimston Bar, views towards the city are already significantly compromised 

by the road running in cuttings and by the existing university development and 

will be further compromised as  University development extends up to the 

A64 including flood lighting and large earth bunds alongside the road.  On the 

opposite side of the road views towards the Wolds currently appear between 

blocks of woodland.  These views are on any assessment an important element 
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of the setting of York.  Site ST15, the Whinthorpe/Elvington new settlement 

proposal, appears to include (as mitigation), extensive new planting along the 

A64 road.  Taken together, these existing characteristics and proposals will 

result in a lengthy section of the A64 running in a corridor with no views of 

York or the Wolds and  

 

 The Council 

economic wellbeing, and I do not necessarily take issue with this.  

Nevertheless the restrictions which tight green belt boundaries will place on 

other developments, large and small, and the justifications for the boundaries 

elsewhere round the city sit uneasily with the Co

to disregard character and setting along the length of the A64 to the south east 

of the City.   

 

 By way of contrast, another important long distance view is noted by the 

Council, from Crayke (which sits 70-80m AOD) to York city centre 11 miles 

away and which sits at c.40m AOD.  There is no explanation of the relevance 

of this view to the definition of green belt boundaries or how peripheral 

development round York or indeed anywhere within the administrative 

boundaries of the City might compromise this view.  Another example of 

information leading to no conclusion.  

 

  I endorse his comments at his 

Schedule 2 paragraphs 8  13 (pages 19-21).   

 

 I also endorse his comments at (his) Paragraph 17 (page 22) which confirm the 

last occasion and circumstances in which a planning appraisal was produced to 

explain the rationale behind the green belt proposals at that time.  As the 

paragraph notes, that appraisal was produced in wholly different 

circumstances and was not evidence based. 

 

 The 2000 Sheffield University Study concluded that significant areas of land 

adjacent to the existing edge of the built up area of York could be developed 
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not only without causing harm to the character and setting of York but 

bringing about positive visual and environmental benefits.  The Study has 

been ignored by the Council but since it was commissioned by the Council 

itself, one would expect, somewhere, to find an explanation of why the 

Council has rejected its findings, in this respect, in their entirety. 

 

22. There are numerous additional general and detailed points that could be made but I feel it 

is not helpful at this stage in the Examination process to deal with the minutiae of the 

documents currently out to consultation.  I do not believe the current consultation 

approach to green belt. The Duty to Co-operate exercise, particularly with Selby District 

Council, needs to be revisited and the employment needs of the city need to be reviewed 

to reflect the post-Brexit world and the likely post-Covid world.  

 

23. The Inspectors are requested to issue their preliminary findings on the Duty to Co-operate 

and housing numbers and distribution and the Council should be requested to provide a 

planning appraisal which demonstrates a sensitivity and understanding of the character 

and setting of York to use as a basis for a proper consideration of long term green belt 

boundaries.  The appraisal might well use some of the extensive information provided in 

the EX/CYC/59 documents but would not be dictated by that information. 

 

24. At this point, however, my view is that the Plan is still not sound: the Duty to Co-operate 

has not been adequately discharged; housing provision which is significantly less than 

required by the standard method is not justified, and the green belt boundaries are not 

underpinned by evidence. 
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