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York Local plan Modifications Nei“
March 2023

Chartered Town Planning Consultants

Modification Ref: MM3.1; MM3.2; MM3.4; MM3.5; and MM5.4

Representation on behalf Galtres Garden Village Development Company

(For information, our comments will reference our previous representations made at Submission Stage
in 2018 and representations on the modifications in 2019 and 2021. Galtres identification number is
SID 620)

1 We object to the proposed modifications.

2 Modification 3.1 states that the plan period is 2017-2032/33 and that to ensure
Green Belt permanence beyond the plan period, sufficient land is allocated for
development to meet development needs for a further minimum period of 5 years
to 2038. It further states that the plan will deliver a minimum average annual net
provision of 822 dwellings over the plan period.

3 We object to this modification on several grounds.

Plan Period

(i) What is the Plan period? Already 7 years of the plan period have elapsed,
and the six largest strategic allocations have yet to deliver a single dwelling.
Indeed, the Trajectory presented in Table 1 of Housing Trajectory Note
EX/CYC/107/1 (August 2022) indicates that the two largest allocation ST14
and ST15 will not deliver their first completions until 2021/26 and 2027/28
respectively. However, even those anticipated first completions are overly
optimistic. Our revised trajectory for sites H1a&b; ST4; ST5; ST8; ST14; ST31
and ST33 is set out in Table 1 below and the full trajectory presented at
Appendix 1 of this representation. What our adjusted trajectory
demonstrates is considerable slippage in housing delivery. With 7 years of
the 16-year plan gone, the plan is, de-facto a 9-year plan. Even including
the additional 5 years for Green Belt would make it a 14-year plan, well
short of the 15-year plan period recommended in paragraph 157 of the
NPPF (2012). Put simply, the Plan will not meet the development needs of
the City and in this respect it is fundamentally unsound.

(ii) Through the Plan preparation we have argued in our representations that
what the Plan requires is additional housing allocations to increase the
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number of outlets that could deliver housing so that in event some sites
were delayed, as is proving to be the case, the trajectory could be
maintained. For example, the Council's trajectory is anticipating 1,199
completions in 2025/25. Our revised trajectory demonstrates that is more
likely to be 797 units. That is primarily because site H1a&b is unlikely to
deliver 215 completions in 2024/25 given that construction has not yet
started. That takes 215 units out of completions for that year.

It is quite extraordinary that 8 years into the Plan period in 2025/26 the
trajectory is anticipating an ‘in year' undersupply of 88 dwellings and a
cumulative undersupply of 360 dwellings. What this demonstrates is the
Plan Spatial strategy and the allocations that flow from it simply will not
deliver the housing needs of the City.

We have consistently maintained in our representations that the trajectory was
always ambitious, but Table 1 of EX/CYC/107/1 proves that. When compared to
the Trajectory presented at the examination in March 2022 (which has a base date
of 2021) the delivery of some sites has moved significantly. Some examples are

given in table 1 below. What this table demonstrates is that the delivery of some

sites which lie at the heart of housing delivery and, affordable housing delivery in

particular, has slipped significantly. For example, first delivery of dwellings on the
largest site ST15, will not happen until 2027/28 - 10 years after the start date of
the Plan!

This calls into question the credibility the Local plan strategy.

2 Neill



Table 1

First completions anticipated
Site EX/CYC/69 | Appendix 1 of Our Comments
base date 1 EX/CYC/79 | amendments
April 2021 Appendix 1 to Appendix
Housing of EX/CYC/79
trajectory
base date 1
April 2022
(Supersedes
EX/CYC/69)

H1a&b | 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 Planning permission
but no construction
has started.

ST4 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 Application
submitted but not
determined.

ST5 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26

ST7 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 No Application
submitted

ST8 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Outline PP granted
but no reserved
matters submitted.

ST14 2023/24 2025/26 2026/27 No Application
Submitted.

ST31 2023/24 2023/24 2024/25 Application
submitted but not
determined.

ST33 2023/24 2023/24 2024/25 Application
submitted but not
determined.

3
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We believe our estimates of revised delivery trajectory is reasonable based on our
experience of similar schemes and the Council's assumptions on delivery set out
in paragraph 2.110f EX/CYC/76a. These (conservative) changes alone remove 460
dwellings that the Council were anticipating would be completed in 2022/22 -
2026/27 and push 379 dwelling that should have been completed on sites ST5, ST8
and ST14 in the Plan period the Syear beyond the plan period.

In many respects many of the elements of housing supply such as windfall aan
student housing that the Council have includes will not address the 3 keys issues
we identified in our representations:

e The shortage of housing
e The shortage of affordable housing
e The shortage of purpose built housing for an older population

These needs can only be addressed by strategic allocations. But most of the
strategic allocations will not deliver housing for another 3-4 years - almost 10 years
into the plan period!

Safeguarded Land
Proposed modification MM3.1 states:

“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.”

The evidence we have submitted at the various stages of the Local plan
Consultation and to the examination demonstrates the Plan does not provide
sufficient land to ensure Green Belt permanence. Leaving aside the question of
additional allocations, an obvious way to address the issue of permanence would
have been to identify safeguarded land which would have met the NPPF
requirement of providing for the development needs well beyond the Plan period.

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.

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.

“ Neill
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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 our
previous evidence has demonstrated, the Draft Plan has not allocated adequate
land to meet housing needs within 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.

As we pointed out in our representations the 2019 Modifications exactly what
constitutes “...well beyond...” the plan period was considered by officers in a report
to the Local Plan Working Group on 29" January 2015 and by the advice obtained
from John Hobson QC who advised the Council that in his opinion a 10 year
horizon beyond the life of the Plan would be appropriate. His opinion concluded
by advising the Council that:

“....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”

Having received this advice, offices recommended to the January 2015 Local Plan
Working Group that safeguarded land designations be included 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.

The omission of this key component of safeguarded land from the Local Plan
spatial strategy results in the Plan being fundamentally unsound, particularly as
the Plan period is only up to 2033 and from the point of anticipated adoption in
2023 it will only be a 9-year plan with land identified for development needs for a
further 5 years. This would give a Green Belt Boundary of 14 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.

Unmet need for Family housing

When it comes to the type of housing most needed in the City both the 2016 SHMA
(SD051 and SD052) and the more recent analysis in the Local Housing Needs
Assessment by Iceni (EX_CYC_92) confirm the majority of new units (up to 80%)
should be 2 and 3 bedroom houses rather than flats, although consideration will

5 Neill
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need to be given to site specific circumstances (which may in some cases lend
themselves to flatted development). Additionally, the Council should consider the
role of bungalows within the mix - such housing can be particularly attractive to
older person households downsizing and may help to release larger (family-sized)
accommodation back into the market.

Continued demand for family housing can be expected from newly forming
households. There may also be some demand for medium-sized properties (2-
and 3-beds) from older households downsizing and looking to release equity in
existing homes, but still retaining flexibility for friends and family to come and
stay. In addition the Iceni analysis finds that the proportion of households with
dependent children in York is fairly low with around 25% of all households
containing dependent children in 2011 (compared with regional and national
averages of 29%).

However, this finding is not surprising given that significant shortfall in housing
completions since 2011 coupled with the high level of communal establishments
and student accommodation include included as part of the total completions. We
have addressed this issue extensively in our representations over the years and
in our submission to Phase 2 Matter 2 of the Examination (Housing Need and
Requirement). Our evidence, based on the Council's annual monitoring reports’
and the Council's housing trajectory identifies the shortfall in family housing in to
be 2,605 dwellings (see table 2).

Table 2

Shortfall in family housing 2012/13- 2021/22
A | Requirement (790 x 10) 7,900
B Completions 7,013
C Shortfall (A-B) 887
D Student accommodation and communal establishments 1,718

included in completions

E Potential shortfall in family housing (D+E) 2,605

So, in many respects the finding by Iceni of a smaller proportion of households
with dependent children in the population can be explain in large part be
explained by the shortfall in housing provision generally and the shortfall in family
dwellings in particular.

I As summarised in Table X on page é of our paper presented on Matter 2 of the Phase 2 hearings.

6 Neill
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This points to the need to include within the Plan even greater provision for sites
that can deliver family housing, to redress this imbalance.

We have maintained through our representations, that the housing requirement
figure is too low and, consequently, the level of house allocations it informs will
not maintain a sufficient or steady supply of housing to meet the City’'s needs.

Affordable Housing

One of the more serious consequences of the slippage in the housing trajectory is
the consequential slippage in the provision of affordable housing. Both the 2016
SHMA (SD051 and SD052) and the more recent Local Housing Needs Assessment by
Iceni (EX_CYC_92) highlight the pressing need for affordable housing. Paragraph
4.61 of the Iceni assessment notes that “...the analysis identifies a notable need
for affordable housing, and it is clear that provision of new affordable housing is
an important and pressing issue across the City”.

The Iceni analysis suggests a need for 592 affordable homes per annum across
the City an additional need across the City for 467 Affordable Housing Ownership
(AHO) units per annum. However, additional supply from resales of market homes
(below a lower quartile price) could reduce the need for AHO. Regardless, the
need for affordable housing is significant.

One of the bullet points in modified policy SS1 (MM3.1) states:

Deliver at least 45% of the 9,396 affordable dwellings that are needed
to meet the needs of residents unable to compete on the open market.

This would mean the Local plan delivering 4,228 affordable dwellings in the Plan
period.

The Council's Affordable Housing Note EX/CYC/107/2 (August 2022) indicates a
total delivery of 3,255 affordable dwellings in the plan period. We estimate that
at best delivery will be 3,046, allowing for slippage in the trajectory of Sites ST5,
ST7, ST8 and ST14. In addition, we believe the Council has double counted site
H56, Land at Hull Road. That site was completed in 2021/22 so would have been
included in the figures for completions between 2017 and 2022. That reduces the
completions in Table 2 of Appendix 1 of EX/CYC/107/2 to 2,151.

7 Neill
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Table 3 - Affordable Dwellings Delivery 2017/18-2032/33

Councils | Galtres
Figures* | Adjusted
Sites with Extant Permission 223 223
Completions Apr 2017-Apr2022 | 612 612
Council dleivery progam 60 60
Local Plan Allocations 2360 2151
3,255 3,046

* Appendix 1 of EX_CYC_107-2

The annual average affordable delivery is therefore 190 dwellings per annum
(3046+16), compared with a need for 592 affordable homes (excluding AHO). This
is an extremely low rate of affordable provision against the identified need. In
addition, as we highlighted in our submission to Matter 1 of the Phase 3 hearings
of the Examination (affordable housing), the existing stock of affordable housing
in the City is being reduced annually by right to buy sales. In the 4 years 2017/18
to 2020/21, right to buy sales averaged 59 units per annum (Table 2 of our
submission to Matter 1 Phase 3). If this rate were to be maintained over the Plan
period, the annual addition of 190 affordable dwellings would be reduced to a net
annual addition of 131 affordable dwellings.

The Council state thst their aspiration of trying to achieve 45% of the identified
affordable housing need would require an additional 88 affordable houses per
annum to be delivered over the remainder of the Plan period (paragraph 11 of
EX/CYC/107/2. Based on our estimates of affordable housing delivery the figures
would be 107 units per annum ((4,228 - 3046) + 11)) There is no evidence
whatsoever to demonstrate that this is achievable.

Consequently, the objective to realise 2,360 affordable homes through the
operation of these policies cannot realised. Changes to the wording of paragraph
3.3 (MM3.5) are therefore proposed.

For the reasons set out in our submission to Matter 1 Phase 3 the significant need
for affordable housing alone points to a need for additional housing provision and
additional allocations.

8 Neill



)

(ii)

(iii)

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE PLAN

Policy SS1 (MM3.1)

The plan will not ensure permanence of the Green Belt boundaries beyond the
Plan period, because, de facto, there will only be 9 years of the Plan period left
assuming the Plan is adopted in late 2023. In other words, the 5 years beyond
the Plan period have become part of the Plan period. This shortfall could be
remedied by identifying safeguarded land that could be brought forward in
the event there is a shortfall in housing provision at the first review of the Plan.
The Inspectors have evidence before them of omission sites, such as Galtres
(Site ref: 964) that were considered suitable for allocation, that could be
identified as safeguarded land.

The following sentence to be added at the end of the first paragraph of
MM3.1

“In addition safeguarded land is identified to ensure that any deficiency in housing
supply arising at review of the Plan can be rectified”

Policy SS1 (MM3.1)

The minimum annual average annual net provision of 822 dwellings per
annum in bullet point of MM3.1 should be replaced with a figure of 1,026. In
our previous representations at the various stages of the Local Plan and in our
submissions the Examination we have present out case for an uplift to the
housing requirement of 1,026 dwellings per annum. (Our representations on
the proposed Modification in 2021 set out our evidence).

We have made the case in our previous representations on the Local Plan for
the allocation of additional land (Galtres Garden Village) (Site Ref. )to address
this uplift in the housing requirement but the modifications do not
accommodate further discussion on this point.

Bullet point 4 of MM3.1 should be deleted

9 Neill



(iv)  Policy SS1 explanation paragraph 3.3 (MM3.5) suggested revised wording

Policies H7 and H10 set out the Plan’s policy approach to this, and &t
least 2,360 affordable homes are—expected—te could be delivered
within the plan period through the operation of these policies.
Combined with recorded completions (to 1st April 2022), other
sources of forecast supply on windfall sites and known provision
secured through the Council's Housing Delivery Programme, it is
estimated that around 3,265 3,046 affordable homes could w4l be
delivered in the plan period.

(v) Figure 5.1 - modification MM5.4
Because of the changes we have outlined to the Housing trajectory in Appendix
1, consequential changes will have to be made to the graph at Figure 5.1 of the
Plan.

; Neill



APPENDIX 1

Revised Housing Trajectory

(Our changes to Site trajectories are highlighted in Green)
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Table 1 Galtres revision to the "Table 1 CYC Housing Trajectory, August 2022" in T°;Iaa':°r ;:’:)':; post
Housing Trajectory Note August 2022 CYC_EX_107_1 TOTAL 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 |23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33  Period 33/34 34/35 35/36 36/37 37/38  plan 2038
1. Net Housing Completions 2017 to 2020 Actual Completions

Net Housing Completion 1296 449 560 622 402 3329 0

Net Communal Establishment and Student Accommodation Completions (Ratios

applied) 35 2 67 82 252 438 0
Total 1331 451 627 704 654 3767
2. Housing Allocations Below 5 ha (H Sites)
Hla & b Former Gas Works, 24 Heworth Green (National Grid Properties) 607 215 392 607 0
H3 Burnholme School 83 63 15 5 83 0
H5 Lowfield School 165 69 24 93 0
H7 Bootham Crescent 93 25 35 33 93 0
H8 Askham Bar Park & Ride 60 35 25 60 0
H10 The Barbican 187 187 187 0
H20 Former Oakhaven EPH 36 36 0
H29 Land at Moor Lane Copmanthorpe 92 2 40 50 92 0
H31 Eastfield Lane Dunnington 82 6 40 37 83 0
H38 Land RO Rufforth Primary School Rufforth 21 10 11 21 0
H39 North of Church Lane Elvington 32 17 15 32 0
H46 Land to North of Willow Bank and East of Haxby Road, New Earswick 117 20 35 40 22 117 0
H52 Willow House EPH, 34 Long Close Lane 15 15 15 0
H53 Land at Knapton Village 4 4 4 0
H55 Land at Layerthorpe 20 20 20 0
H56 Land at Hull Road 0 0 0 0
H58 Clifton Without Primary school 15 15 15 0
A lised Projected Completions H Sites (Hide) 0 0 100 194 222 381 82 579 0 0 0 0 0 1558 0 0 0 0 0 0
3. Housing allocations above 5ha (ST Sites)
STla British Sugar/Manor School 1100 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 1050 50 50
ST1b Manor School 100 35 35 30 100 0 0
ST2 Former Civil Service Sports Ground Millfield Lane 263 0 53 78 52 50 30 263 0
ST4 Land Adj. Hull Road and Grimston Bar 211 35 40 40 40 40 16 211 0 0
ST5 York Central 2500 45 107 107 107 107 119 119 119 830 119 143 143 143 143| 691 979
ST17 Land East of Metcalfe Lane 845 50 90 120 120 120 120 120 740 105 105 0
ST8 Land North of Monks Cross 970 30 70 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 800 100 70 170 0
ST9 Land North of Haxby 735 45 90 90 90 90 90 90 585 90 60 150 0
ST14 Land to West of Wigginton Road 1348 60 60 160 160 160 160 160 920 160 160 108 428 0
ST15 Land to West of Elvington Lane 3339 35 70 105 105 105 140 560 210 210 280 280 280( 1260 1519
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Terrys Clock Tower (Phase 1) 22 21 21 0
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Terrys Car park (Phase 2) 0 0 0 0
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Land to rear of Terrys Factory (Phase 3) 0 0 0 0
ST17 Nestle South (Phase 1) 279 279 279 0 0
ST17 Nestle South (Phase 2) 425 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 22 302 0 123
ST31 Land to the South of Tadcaster Road, Copmanthorpe 158 35 35 35 35 18 158 0 0
ST32 Hungate (Phases 5+) (Blocks D & H) 375 196 179 375 0 0
ST33 Station Yard Wheldarke 150 7 35 35 35 38 150 0
ST36 Imphal Barracks, Fulford Road 769 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 169
A lised projected Completions for ST Sites 0 0 74 357 159 501 687 812 963 1116 895 879 1001 7444 934 743 631 523 523 3354 2790
4. Projected Housing Completions From Non Allocated Unimplemented Consents
Total 1713 483 333 363 250 105 143 36 0 0 0 1713 0 0 0 0 0
5. Projected ci letions from c | establist ts and student accommodation 0
Total 436 357 26 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 436 0 0 0 0 0 0

0
Supply Trajectory 0
Actual Net Completions (2017 to 2022) 1331 451 627 704 654 3767 0
Projected Completions (all sites) 0 0 1014 910 797 1132 874 1534 999 1116 895 879 1001 11151 934 743 631 523 523 3354
Windfalls 0 0 0 0 0 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 1592 199 199 199 199 199| 995
Actual and Projected Housing Completions (Inc Windfall Allowance) 1014 910 797 1331 1073 1733 1198 1315 1094 1078 1200 12743 1133 942 830 722 722 4349
Cumulative Completions (Including Windfalls) 1331 1782 2409 3113 3767 4781 5691 6488 7819 8892 10625 11823 13138 14232 15310 16510 17643 18585 19415 20137 20859
Requirement (790pa plus 32 under supply) 822dpa 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 13152 822 822 822 822 822| 4110
Cumulative Requirement 822 1644 2466 3288 4110 4932 5754 6576 7398 8220 9042 9864 10686 11508 12330 13152 13974 14796 15618 16440 17262 0
Over/Under Suppy 509 138 -57 -175 -343 -151 -63 -88 421 672 1583 1959 2452 2724 2980 3358 3669 3789 3797 3697 3597 0
0

Detailed Trajectory (including 10% Non-Implementation Rate) 0
Projected Completions (all sites) 0 0 0 0 0 1014 910 797 1132 874 1534 999 1116 895 879 1001 11151 934 743 631 523 523 | 3354
Projected Completions (all sites) - 10% Non-implementation Rate Applied 0 0 0 0 0 913 819 717 1019 787 1381 899 1004 806 791 901| 10035.9 841 669 568 471 471| 3018.6
Windfall Allowance 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 1592 199 199 199 199 199| 995
Total Projected Completions (with 10% Non implementation rate applied and windfalls) + Actual
completions 2017-2022 1331 451 627 704 654 913 819 717 1218 986 1580 1098 1203 1005 990 1100 15395 1040 868 767 670 670| 4013.6
Cumulative Completions (with 10% non implementation rate applied and windfalls) 1331 1782 2409 3113 3767 4680 5499 6216 7434 8419 9999 11097 12300 13305 14295 15395 16435 17302 18069 18739 19409
Annual Target (Inclusive of Shortfall) 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 13152 822 822 822 822 822| 4110
Cumulative Annual Requirement (Inclusive of Shortfall) 822 1644 2466 3288 4110 4932 5754 6576 7398 8220 9042 9864 10686 11508 12330 13152 13974 14796 15618 16440 17262
Over/Under Supply of Housing (calc = Cumulative completions - cumulative annual target) 509 138 -57 -175 -343 -252 -255 -360 36 199 957 1233 1614 1797 1965 2243 2461 2506 2451 2299 2147
5 year housng supply
5 year requirement (822*5) 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110
Shortfall to be carried over remainag plan period (Absolute value of H) 343 227 165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shortfall within 5 years (5x(G=Remaining Plan Period) (Liverpool) 156 114 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20% buffer (0.2*(J+L)) 853 845 840 822 822 822 822
5% buffer (j*.05) 206 206 206 206 206
Rolling total 5 year requirement (J+L+Buffer) 5119 5068 5042 4932 4932 4932 4932 4316 4316 4316 4316 4316
Rolling 5 year land supply (Row D) 4652 5319 5598 6085 5871 5876 5396 5338 5002 4764 4444 4014
Over/Under Supply (with NI applied) against total 5 year requirement (P-0) -467 251 556 1153 939 944 464 1022 686 449 128 -302
Land supply in Years (no account for previous oversupply) 4.54 5.25 5.55 6.17 5.95 5.96 5.47 6.18 5.80 5.52 5.15 4.65
Rolling 5 year requuirement (J=(M orN)-H) 5292 4896 4733 3975 3083 2701 2519 2351 2073
Land Supply in years inclusive of past oversupply 5.75 6.00 6.21 6.79 8.66 9.26 9.46 9.45 9.68




York Local plan Modifications Nei“
January 2023

Chartered Town Planning Consultants

Modification Ref: MM5.3;

Representation on behalf Galtres Garden Village Development Company

(For information, our comments will reference our previous representations made at Submission Stage
in 2018 and representations on the modifications in 2019 and 2021. Galtres identification number is
SID 620)

1 We object to the proposed modification.

Paragraph 5.3

2 Paragraph 5.3 of proposed modification M5.3 states that:

The sites allocated for housing will provide a range and choice of
sites capable of meeting future requirements and in line with the
spatial strategy for the City detailed in section 3.

3 This statement is clearly incorrect and misleading. The representations we have
made to proposed modifications MM3.1; MM3.2; MM3.4; MM3.5, demonstrate
that because of slippage in the delivery of first completions on strategic sites, the
proposed housing allocations and therefore the Local Plan will not meet the future
requirements of the City

4 Paragraph 5.3 goes on to state that:

An estimated yield is attributed to each site and is an indicative figure
to demonstrate how the Local Plan housing requirement can be met.

5 Again we believe this statement to be incorrect because the Council's Trajectory
has demonstrated there is a cumulative shortfall in housing delivery 7 years into
the Plan Period. Our revision of the housing trajectory (see appendix 1)
demonstrates this shortfall persists 8 years in to the Plan period.

Suggested Amendment to the wording of paragraph 5.3 (MM5.3)
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strategyfor-the City detailed—in-section-3. An estimated yield is
attributed to each site allocated for housing te-each-site and is an

indicative figure to demonstrate how the Local Plan housing
requirement ear might be met.

Paragraph 5.9 (MM5.3)

References in paragraph 5.9 to 822 dwellings should be amended to 1,024
dwellings for the reasons set out in our representations on proposed
modifications MM3.1; MM3.2; MM3.4; MM3.5

Paragraph 5.10 (MM5.3)
Paragraph 5.10 of modification MM5.3 states that:

A number sites are not expected to complete within the plan period.
The total allocated capacity of sites exceeds the Council’s housing
requirement and if delivery rates can be increased then these sites
could provide additional supply to react to market signals.

This statement contradicts the Councils own evidence set out in the housing Land

Supply Update EX/CYC/76a. That document explains that the Council considers it

appropriate to retain the previously assumed rate of 35 dwellings per outlet per

annum having regard to:

e build rates recorded up to 2021 on completed and under development sites,
(evidence presented in table 4, EX/HS/P2/M5/HLS/1);

e local intelligence from site developers and promoters, provided through the
Council’s bi-annual Developer Forum; and,

e build rates recently applied in neighbouring local authorities, including those
which are in/partly in the same housing market area.

What this demonstrates is that the build out rates are based on reasonable
evidence and cannot simply be turned up in response to increased demand. The
development of sits is based on requirements for construction workers, materials
orders; sales staff etc.... and is determine by the anticipated sales rates and cannot
be quickly changed - particularly in an industry with well documented worker
shortages.

We have explained in our previous representations that consistency of supply can

only be guaranteed by having a broader range of sites and outlets and not by
simply “turning up” supply on existing outlets.

Neill



Suggested Amendment to the wording of paragraph 5.10 (MM5.3)
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APPENDIX 1

Revised Housing Trajectory

(Our changes to Site trajectories are highlighted in Green)
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Table 1 Galtres revision to the "Table 1 CYC Housing Trajectory, August 2022" in T°;Iaa':°r ;:’:)':; post
Housing Trajectory Note August 2022 CYC_EX_107_1 TOTAL 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 |23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30 30/31 31/32 32/33  Period 33/34 34/35 35/36 36/37 37/38  plan 2038
1. Net Housing Completions 2017 to 2020 Actual Completions

Net Housing Completion 1296 449 560 622 402 3329 0

Net Communal Establishment and Student Accommodation Completions (Ratios

applied) 35 2 67 82 252 438 0
Total 1331 451 627 704 654 3767
2. Housing Allocations Below 5 ha (H Sites)
Hla & b Former Gas Works, 24 Heworth Green (National Grid Properties) 607 215 392 607 0
H3 Burnholme School 83 63 15 5 83 0
H5 Lowfield School 165 69 24 93 0
H7 Bootham Crescent 93 25 35 33 93 0
H8 Askham Bar Park & Ride 60 35 25 60 0
H10 The Barbican 187 187 187 0
H20 Former Oakhaven EPH 36 36 0
H29 Land at Moor Lane Copmanthorpe 92 2 40 50 92 0
H31 Eastfield Lane Dunnington 82 6 40 37 83 0
H38 Land RO Rufforth Primary School Rufforth 21 10 11 21 0
H39 North of Church Lane Elvington 32 17 15 32 0
H46 Land to North of Willow Bank and East of Haxby Road, New Earswick 117 20 35 40 22 117 0
H52 Willow House EPH, 34 Long Close Lane 15 15 15 0
H53 Land at Knapton Village 4 4 4 0
H55 Land at Layerthorpe 20 20 20 0
H56 Land at Hull Road 0 0 0 0
H58 Clifton Without Primary school 15 15 15 0
A lised Projected Completions H Sites (Hide) 0 0 100 194 222 381 82 579 0 0 0 0 0 1558 0 0 0 0 0 0
3. Housing allocations above 5ha (ST Sites)
STla British Sugar/Manor School 1100 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 1050 50 50
ST1b Manor School 100 35 35 30 100 0 0
ST2 Former Civil Service Sports Ground Millfield Lane 263 0 53 78 52 50 30 263 0
ST4 Land Adj. Hull Road and Grimston Bar 211 35 40 40 40 40 16 211 0 0
ST5 York Central 2500 45 107 107 107 107 119 119 119 830 119 143 143 143 143| 691 979
ST17 Land East of Metcalfe Lane 845 50 90 120 120 120 120 120 740 105 105 0
ST8 Land North of Monks Cross 970 30 70 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 800 100 70 170 0
ST9 Land North of Haxby 735 45 90 90 90 90 90 90 585 90 60 150 0
ST14 Land to West of Wigginton Road 1348 60 60 160 160 160 160 160 920 160 160 108 428 0
ST15 Land to West of Elvington Lane 3339 35 70 105 105 105 140 560 210 210 280 280 280( 1260 1519
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Terrys Clock Tower (Phase 1) 22 21 21 0
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Terrys Car park (Phase 2) 0 0 0 0
ST16 Terrys Extension Site - Land to rear of Terrys Factory (Phase 3) 0 0 0 0
ST17 Nestle South (Phase 1) 279 279 279 0 0
ST17 Nestle South (Phase 2) 425 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 22 302 0 123
ST31 Land to the South of Tadcaster Road, Copmanthorpe 158 35 35 35 35 18 158 0 0
ST32 Hungate (Phases 5+) (Blocks D & H) 375 196 179 375 0 0
ST33 Station Yard Wheldarke 150 7 35 35 35 38 150 0
ST36 Imphal Barracks, Fulford Road 769 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 169
A lised projected Completions for ST Sites 0 0 74 357 159 501 687 812 963 1116 895 879 1001 7444 934 743 631 523 523 3354 2790
4. Projected Housing Completions From Non Allocated Unimplemented Consents
Total 1713 483 333 363 250 105 143 36 0 0 0 1713 0 0 0 0 0
5. Projected ci letions from c | establist ts and student accommodation 0
Total 436 357 26 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 436 0 0 0 0 0 0

0
Supply Trajectory 0
Actual Net Completions (2017 to 2022) 1331 451 627 704 654 3767 0
Projected Completions (all sites) 0 0 1014 910 797 1132 874 1534 999 1116 895 879 1001 11151 934 743 631 523 523 3354
Windfalls 0 0 0 0 0 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 1592 199 199 199 199 199| 995
Actual and Projected Housing Completions (Inc Windfall Allowance) 1014 910 797 1331 1073 1733 1198 1315 1094 1078 1200 12743 1133 942 830 722 722 4349
Cumulative Completions (Including Windfalls) 1331 1782 2409 3113 3767 4781 5691 6488 7819 8892 10625 11823 13138 14232 15310 16510 17643 18585 19415 20137 20859
Requirement (790pa plus 32 under supply) 822dpa 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 13152 822 822 822 822 822| 4110
Cumulative Requirement 822 1644 2466 3288 4110 4932 5754 6576 7398 8220 9042 9864 10686 11508 12330 13152 13974 14796 15618 16440 17262 0
Over/Under Suppy 509 138 -57 -175 -343 -151 -63 -88 421 672 1583 1959 2452 2724 2980 3358 3669 3789 3797 3697 3597 0
0

Detailed Trajectory (including 10% Non-Implementation Rate) 0
Projected Completions (all sites) 0 0 0 0 0 1014 910 797 1132 874 1534 999 1116 895 879 1001 11151 934 743 631 523 523 | 3354
Projected Completions (all sites) - 10% Non-implementation Rate Applied 0 0 0 0 0 913 819 717 1019 787 1381 899 1004 806 791 901| 10035.9 841 669 568 471 471| 3018.6
Windfall Allowance 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 199 1592 199 199 199 199 199| 995
Total Projected Completions (with 10% Non implementation rate applied and windfalls) + Actual
completions 2017-2022 1331 451 627 704 654 913 819 717 1218 986 1580 1098 1203 1005 990 1100 15395 1040 868 767 670 670| 4013.6
Cumulative Completions (with 10% non implementation rate applied and windfalls) 1331 1782 2409 3113 3767 4680 5499 6216 7434 8419 9999 11097 12300 13305 14295 15395 16435 17302 18069 18739 19409
Annual Target (Inclusive of Shortfall) 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 822 13152 822 822 822 822 822| 4110
Cumulative Annual Requirement (Inclusive of Shortfall) 822 1644 2466 3288 4110 4932 5754 6576 7398 8220 9042 9864 10686 11508 12330 13152 13974 14796 15618 16440 17262
Over/Under Supply of Housing (calc = Cumulative completions - cumulative annual target) 509 138 -57 -175 -343 -252 -255 -360 36 199 957 1233 1614 1797 1965 2243 2461 2506 2451 2299 2147
5 year housng supply
5 year requirement (822*5) 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110 4110
Shortfall to be carried over remainag plan period (Absolute value of H) 343 227 165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shortfall within 5 years (5x(G=Remaining Plan Period) (Liverpool) 156 114 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20% buffer (0.2*(J+L)) 853 845 840 822 822 822 822
5% buffer (j*.05) 206 206 206 206 206
Rolling total 5 year requirement (J+L+Buffer) 5119 5068 5042 4932 4932 4932 4932 4316 4316 4316 4316 4316
Rolling 5 year land supply (Row D) 4652 5319 5598 6085 5871 5876 5396 5338 5002 4764 4444 4014
Over/Under Supply (with NI applied) against total 5 year requirement (P-0) -467 251 556 1153 939 944 464 1022 686 449 128 -302
Land supply in Years (no account for previous oversupply) 4.54 5.25 5.55 6.17 5.95 5.96 5.47 6.18 5.80 5.52 5.15 4.65
Rolling 5 year requuirement (J=(M orN)-H) 5292 4896 4733 3975 3083 2701 2519 2351 2073
Land Supply in years inclusive of past oversupply 5.75 6.00 6.21 6.79 8.66 9.26 9.46 9.45 9.68




York Local plan Modifications Nei“
March 2023

Chartered Town Planning Consultants

Modification Ref: MM5.21; MM5.22

Representation on behalf Galtres Garden Village Development Company

(For information, our comments will reference our previous representations made at Submission Stage
in 2018 and representations on the modifications in 2019 and 2021. Galtres identification number is
SID 620)

N

We object to the proposed modifications.
2 Paragraph i. of modified Policy H10 states:

affordable housing is provided in accordance with Table 5.4 as a
minimum.  Higher rates of provision will be sought where
development viability is not compromised.

3 The modification to paragraph 5.22 (policy H10 explanation) however states:

Based on viability evidence prepared in support of the Local Plan,
developments within York are expected to provide minimum levels of
affordable homes set out in Policy H10. Therefore, no individual
assessment will be required where proposals achieve these policy
requirements.

4 There is clearly a contradiction between the policy wording and supporting text.
In order to determine whether higher rates of affordable housing could be
provided in a scheme, as required by the policy, a viability test would be required
for every scheme subject to an affordable housing requirement. However, the
supporting text wording clearly says that no individual assessment will be required

if the policy requirement is met.

5 Furthermore, the policy should not specify minimum requirements as some
schemes may not be able to achieve the “minimum?” if other cost requirements,
for example remediation of contamination, impact on viability. In addition, the
Draft CIL charging schedule proposes a levy of £200 per sqg m on residential
development which could impact schemes - bearing in mind that the levy is

calculated on “typical typologies” and is not scheme specific.
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6 Suggested amendment to Policy H10 wording: (MM5.21)

affordable housing is provided in accordance with Table 5.4. as—&
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7 Suggested amendment to Paragraph 5.22 wording: (MM5.22)

Based on viability evidence prepared in support of the Local Plan,
developments within York are expected to provide the target
minimum levels of affordable homes set out in Policy H10. Therefore,
no individual assessment will be required where proposals achieve
these policy requirements.
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