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MATTER 8 – NON-STRATEGIC HOUSING ALLOCATIONS (ASIDE FROM H59) 

 

8.2 If their development is to be governed by general development control policies, is this 

sufficient? 

Directions Planning Consultancy are agent to a number of developers with land located in City of York 

district and we have been submitting planning applications for a variety of different development 

proposals over the last decade or so. Consequently, we have experience of drafting and submitting a 

variety of planning applications, including on both allocated and non-allocated sites to City of York 

Council. 

 

For example, we have submitted an application for development of site H46 on behalf of JRHT. The 

development is for 117 dwellings under reference 20/02495/FULM. At the same time, we have 

submitted two further applications for residential development on sites within the same vicinity for six 

dwellings under reference 22/00456/FUL and 14 dwellings under reference 22/00440/FULM. 

 

In all instances, the nature of supporting information required to accompany the applications has been 

standard for the type of development. We have largely ignored the Council’s Local Validation Checklist, 

because it is more than three years old and is therefore out of date. Instead, we have reviewed the 

matters we consider pertinent to the applications and also referenced general policies and guidance. 

Given the nature of the development, there is no reason to suspect the Council would require 

information over and above what is typical for such applications. This has been confirmed through the 

application process in each instance where we have not been asked for any further reports in addition 

to those originally submitted. 

 

There have, however, been discussions and negotiations regarding a number of matters, including 

planning obligations, compensatory habitats, the need for separate cycle ways to footpaths, and bin 

stores but none of these matters are particular to the allocation of site H46 or the other two applications. 

To this end, it would be useful if several of the matters raised by consultees, particularly in relation to 

bin and bike stores were addressed in general development control policies given the standard nature 

of comments being returned but where there is no planning guidance in the public domain that might 

have been referenced in advance of the applications being submitted. 

 

As far as we are aware, the purpose of allocating land within a Local Plan is to provide certainty in the 

supply of land over the Plan period. Allocating land is not, however, supposed to then introduce 

onerous or additional requirements that might not otherwise be sought from windfall sites. 

 

As such, the process of drafting the Local Plan provides certainty that the sites are deliverable, suitable 

and available. In respect to site H46, the Council’s assessment and our own understanding of the site 

does not suggest there is any need for additional policies or site-specific requirements. This has been 

borne out through the application process. 

 

We therefore do not believe a site-specific policy for each of the general housing allocations is required. 

Instead, further development control policies would be useful. 
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8.3 Are these sites deliverable? 

We are the agents for site H46: Land to North of Willow Bank, New Earswick. We can confirm the site 

is deliverable. A planning application has already been submitted under reference 20/02495/FULM. 

Determination of the application is currently dependant on agreeing alterations to the drainage design 

following further survey work and also agreeing the Section 106 Agreement. All other matters have 

been addressed to the satisfaction of the Case Officer and statutory consultees. 

 

Before submitting the application, the scheme was subject to a viability appraisal by JRHT to ensure it 

would be financially viable. JRHT intend to build the properties and retain ownership, which means 

being assured that the development will cover the initial costs over its lifetime. The properties will be 

offered for rent or shared ownership by JRHT with a policy-compliant proportion being offered for 

Council nominations. Development is expected to commence upon granting of planning permission. 

 

We would suggest that for the Local Plan to be up to date and accurate, it should be updated to reflect 

the site area of the planning application, along with the amount of open space to be provided and also 

the number of homes being proposed. The allocation under Table 5.1 refers to only 104 dwellings 

whereas the application is for 117 dwellings, as a former garage site to the south of site H46 has been 

incorporated into the application scheme. 

 

8.4 Are there any site-specific issues relating to any of them? 

I can confirm there are no site-specific issues that would alter the proposed allocations or prevent site 

H46 from being developed. In relation to site H46, planning application 20/02495/FULM is for 117 

dwellings rather than the capacity referenced in Table 5.1 for 104 dwellings. This is because the site 

area of the application is 4.71 ha, which includes a former garage site to the south and also a slightly 

different area of open space to the east of the site. 

 

It transpires that there are several easements crossing the site which mean there are 10m wide strips 

crossing the site that are undevelopable. Furthermore, Council Officers have required the corridor of 

trees along the northern boundary to be kept free of development. 

 

Also, there has been an insistence that footpaths and cycle paths are to be kept separate, wherever 

possible. Ecological mitigation with the creation of new compensatory habitats has also taken up areas 

of otherwise developable land. These matters have all reduced the extent of the net developable area 

and require a technical solution by the applicant, but none are fundamental to preventing the site from 

being delivered or considered suitable.  

 

8.5 Where relevant, are the Green Belt boundaries of these sites reasonably derived? 

In relation to site H46, the site has never been considered to be within the general extent of the green 

belt, although the eastern boundary does form a boundary with the inner green belt boundary. We have 

enclosed a copy of a letter under Appendix Two prepared in support of application 20/02495/FULM, 

which explains how the site has never been considered to be within the green belt. 

 

In terms of defining the inner green belt boundary along the edge of New Earswick, the proposed 

boundary is located in the correct position against the edge of site H46. However, there is an anomaly 

on the south side of the site where an extremely slim finger of green belt is defined penetrating into the 

urban extent of York. The effect is that the artificially applied green belt boundary acts to sever New 
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Earswick from Huntington. This is an anomaly where the significance is only emphasised further when 

considered in light of how the Council treat New Earswick and Huntington as one community, including 

in relation to open space and education provision within the Local Plan and when negotiating planning 

obligations. 

 

Any sense of there being one community, is however, limited to administration purposes only given 

that the green belt boundary only serves to preserve a physical distinction between the two suburbs of 

the same city. There is no policy reason for the green belt boundary to include the sliver of land on the 

south side of H46 and instead the development boundary should continue to follow the line of the 

eastern boundary of site H46. 

 

We raised this same concern in our response to the proposed modifications consultation in July 2021, 

when we made the point in relation to Section 5 EX/CYC/59 Topic Paper 1: Green Belt, Boundary 11-

15 East of Woodland Place to the rear of Pollard Close. 

 

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 viewed as one settlement and the various 

neighbourhoods are not a group of separate ‘towns’ 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. 

 

With 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 character of the historic city, the Council’s 

own assessment makes clear how this site does not aid the understanding of the historical relationship 

of the city to its hinterland. 

 

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. 

 

Furthermore, the Council’s assessment within EX/CYC/59d concludes “the land within the 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 with the 

Local Plan strategy.” 
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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 the ‘finger’ and 

be drawn across the ‘mouth’ to create an east / west boundary as a continuation of the outer extent of 

the urban area. There is absolutely no need to include the ‘finger’ within the Green Belt when it 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. 

 

We would therefore kindly ask that this matter is reviewed and the green belt boundary drawn in an 

appropriate location to follow the edge of the woodland and extent of development. 
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APPENDIX ONE: PROPOSED LAYOUT PLAN FOR APPLICATION 20/02495/FULM  
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APPENDIX TWO: HISTORY OF SITE H46 AND ITS EXCLUSION FROM THE GREEN BELT 
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