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1.1

1.2

1.3

Preferred Sites Consultation Statement (Draft June 2017)

1.0 Introduction

Following approval at Executive on 30" June 2016, the Preferred Sites Consultation
2016 took place for a period of eight weeks from Monday 18" July 2016 to Monday
12" September 2016; the statutory 6 week period was extended to take account of
the consultation taking place during the summer school holiday period. At this stage
of plan preparation there is no regulatory framework to adhere to, however the
proposed consultation strategy is in accordance with the Council’s adopted
Statement of Community Involvement (2007).

The purpose of this report is to summarise this Preferred Sites consultation; it
outlines the consultation documents that were produced, sets out who was
consulted, outlines the methods and techniques used during the consultation and
summarises the main issues raised in the responses received. At the Plan’s
examination stage we will need to demonstrate that we have considered ‘reasonable
alternatives’; this process of iterative consultation will be critical in evidencing the
Plan’s development.

Copies of all responses received can be found on our website. A formal regulation
22(1)(c) statement will be prepared at such time as the local plan is submitted to the
Secretary of State for examination. This statement relates only to responses
received through the formal consultation period.
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2.0

Consultation Documents

2.1 A number of documents were produced as part of the consultation to inform people
of the process, how they could respond, and ways in which they could contact the
Planning and Environmental Management team.

2.2 The following main consultation documents were produced:

Local Plan — Preferred Sites (2016) including zone based maps and individual
site plans;

Strategic Housing Market Assessment & Addendum (2016)

Employment Land Review (2016)

Windfall Analysis Technical Paper (2016)

Sustainability Appraisal

Local Development Scheme (2016)

2.3 A comments form was available (see Annex A) and a series of large scale maps
illustrating the further sites on an area by area basis were also prepared to help
people interpret how the further sites relate to their communities. All relevant
supporting documents and evidence base documents associated with the local plan
were already published and available on the council’s website, with a direct link
provided from the main further sites consultation webpage.
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3.0 Who was invited to make representations

3.1 To support the production of York’s Local Development Framework (now Local

Plan), the Council have compiled a database to include statutory/specific
consultation bodies and stakeholders, alongside individuals and groups who have
registered an interest in the York development plan process, or have expressed an
interest in being kept informed of the Plan’s progression towards adoption (please
see Annex B for further details).

3.2 All Members received a briefing note setting out the proposed consultation strategy,

and a copy of the main documents was placed in the Member’s group rooms at West
Offices. Consultation with neighbouring authorities, as part of the duty to cooperate,
consisted of a series of 1-1 meetings and utilised existing structures through Local
Government North Yorkshire and York and the Leeds City Region. Internal
consultation was also undertaken with relevant officers.

3.2 Specific Consultees include Natural England, Historic England, the Environment

3.3

Agency and Highways England, neighbouring authorities and parish councils. This
group of consultees were sent an email/letter informing them of the opportunity to
comment and details of the web page and where to find more information. Meetings
with these groups were also arranged during the consultation period.

All other consultees on our database (around 10,000), which includes anyone who
commented on any previous stages of the local plan or has otherwise registered an
interest in planning in York, were sent an email/letter informing them of the
opportunity to comment and details of the web page and where to find more
information. A copy of the letter sent to consultees can be found at Annex C. In
addition, the Council sought to further publicise the Preferred Sites consultation and
give details on how and when comments could be made. This is discussed in
Section 4 below.
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4.0 How people were invited to make representations

4.1 The Local Plan Preferred Sites consultation was undertaken in accordance with the
Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement (2007).The consultation
strategy was produced alongside colleagues in the Council’s Communications Team
and Neighbourhood Management Team. The consultation included:

a press release to advertise consultation and how to respond was issued
15" July, along with key media interviews including Radio York, Minster
FM and York Press;

all documents and response forms were made available online at
www.york.gov.uk/localplan and on the main City of York website
consultation finder;

hard copies of all the consultation documents, exhibition boards and
response forms were placed in West Offices Reception; it was also
possible for those who required hard copies to ring or email the forward
planning team and request a copy of the documents;

hard copies of all the consultation documents and response forms were
placed in Council libraries for the duration of the consultation;

city wide distribution via Our Local Link of an ‘Our City Special’ with area
based maps and free post response form delivered to every household;
email or letter to all contacts registered on Local Plan database, including
members of the public, statutory consultees, specific bodies including
parish councils and planning agents, developers and landowners;

staffed drop-in sessions/public exhibitions at venues across the City (see
below);

exhibition boards and consultation documents including response forms
available at ward committee meetings;

meetings with statutory consultees' and neighbouring authorities;
presentation and question and answer session with York branch of the
Yorkshire Local Council Association (attended by Parish Councils), York
Property Forum/Chamber of Commerce and the Environment Forum; and
targeted social media campaign via Facebook and Twitter running for the
duration of the consultation.

4.2 There were several ways in which people and organisations could comment on the
Preferred Sites consultation. These were by:

filling in the comments form (available on the Council’s website, on the
back page of the city wide leaflet and at the libraries/west
offices/exhibitions);

writing to the Local Plan team, via a freepost address;

emailing the Local Plan team; or

using the Council’s online ‘Current Consultations’ tool (Survey Monkey)
and completing an online response form with questions, via the Council’s
website.

! Statutory consultees are Historic England (HE), Environment Agency (EA), Natural England (NE) and Highways
England (HEng).
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4.3 A series of targeted meetings and exhibitions were arranged to publicise the
consultation and engage with interested parties. Six exhibitions were planned at
locations across the city, to coincide with the Zones set out in the PSC document.
The exhibitions were staffed by officers and provided the opportunity for members of
the public to find out about the consultation. Consultation material and area based
maps were also available to view.

Zone 1: 24" August - Tesco (Tadcaster Road), Dringhouses

Zone 2: 16" August - York Sport, Heslington

Zone 3: 11" August - Dunnington Reading Rooms, Dunnington

Zone 4: 3" August - West Offices, York City Centre/ 9™ August - Osbaldwick
Sports Centre, Osbaldwick

Zone 5: 18" August - Acomb Explore Library, Acomb

Zone 6: 24" august - Oaken Grove Community Centre, Haxby

A further exhibition was held on request, targeting Holgate Ward, with more focus
given to the York Central development (St Paul’'s Church, Holgate — 14" September
2016).

4.4 Community Involvement (Neighbourhood) Officers were briefed and provided with
consultation material to take to ward committees during the consultation period.
These included:

Osbaldwick and Derwent - 12th July

Haxby and Wigginton - 13th July

Micklegate - 13th July

Dringhouses and Woodthorpe - 19th July
Huntington and New Earswick - 27th July
Strensall Ward - Walkabout Monday 8th August
Clifton Ward - 23rd August

Rural West Ward - 23rd August

Fulford and Heslington - 7th September

4.5 A briefing session for Parish Councils was held in July with the York Local Council
Association, which includes representatives from all Parish Councils across York.

4.6 In addition to the more formal approaches for cooperating with prescribed bodies
and other relevant organisations, City of York Council has engaged on an on-going
basis through an extensive series of informal (but recorded) meetings with such
bodies and organisations, on a largely one-to-one basis, in relation to the Duty to
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cooperate. The following meetings took place as part of Preferred Sites

consultation.

East Riding of York Discuss City of York Local Plan 26/07/16
Council Preferred Sites Consultation
Document and potential cross-
boundary issues.
The Environment Discuss potential flood alleviation 01/09/16
Agency (EA) schemes
Harrogate Borough CoYC and HBC to update each other |25/04/17
Council of the latest position regarding their
respective local plans and discuss
cross-boundary issues. Also discuss
the need for HBC to be consulted on
the Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan
HRA.
Historic England Discuss City of York Local Plan 18/07/16
Preferred Sites Consultation (PSC)
Document and strategic issues
North Yorkshire Discuss City of York Local Plan PSC [31/08/16
County Council Document and potential cross-
boundary issues.
Selby District Council |Discuss City of York Local Plan PSC |29/09/16
Document and potential cross-
boundary issues.
York, North Yorkshire |LEP-chaired workshop to enable 13/10/16
and East Riding Local |CYC’s officers to receive / discuss
Enterprise Partnership |views from the officers attending
(LEP) representing prescribed bodies to
help CYC show that cooperation
under the duty can or will lead to
improved outcomes as the CYC
Local Plan progresses from
‘Preferred Sites’ to ‘Publication Draft’.
Yorkshire Water Confirm that there are not likely to be {12/08/16

any water supply or waste water
treatment ‘showstoppers’ and discuss
Yorkshire Water’s infrastructure




Preferred Sites Consultation Statement (Draft June 2017)

investment plans.

This table excludes regular sub-regional or sub-area meetings, and meetings for
specific projects, where formal minutes or notes are otherwise available, as follows:

Leeds City Region (LCR) Strategic Planning Duty to Cooperate Group
LCR Community Infrastructure Working Group

Local Government North Yorkshire and York (LGNYY) Spatial Planning
and Transport Board

LGNYY Spatial Planning and Transport Technical Officers Group (TOG)
York Sub-area Joint Infrastructure Working Forum (YSAJIWF)

North Yorkshire Development Plans Forum

East Coast Mainline Authorities group (ECMA)

ECMA Technical Officers Group

Rail North (potential Rail Franchisor under decentralisation

Business Case for improving the York-Harrogate-Leeds line
TransPennine Electrification

Asset Board

A64 Officer's Group

4.7 Twitter/Facebook was used to publicise the start of the consultation and again
towards the end of the consultation period to make people aware that the deadline
for comments is approaching.
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5.0 Main issues raised

1.1 The purpose of this section is to outline the main issues raised by respondents as
part of the further sites consultation.

1.2 It is important to note that the Preferred Sites consultation document is not a full
Local Plan. Consultees were made aware that responses to this consultation should
only relate to the sites and / or information set out in the Preferred Sites (2016)
Consultation document or associated technical documents, and that further
consultation on a Publication Local Plan would take place at a later date. However,
acknowledging that respondents commented more widely on Local Plan ‘themes’,
our summary aims to capture responses in the widest sense — Section 6 provides
thematic summaries of key issues raised. It should be noted that the views
expressed below are of those who submitted representations as part of the
consultation and not necessarily the views of City of York Council. For clarity, a
single consultee’s response may have captured multiple times in reference to a
single site (where they have objected to some elements of the site proposal, but
support others, for example).

5.2 Respondents include residents, interest groups, parish councils, prescribed bodies?,
developers, agents and land owners.

% Under the Duty to Co-operate Local Authorities are required to demonstrate cooperation in plan
making with adjoining authorities and other organisations. The Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 prescribes those bodies to which the Duty to Co-operate
applies.
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Potential Strategic Housing/Employment Allocations
ST1: British Sugar
ST2: Civil Service Sports Ground
ST4: Land Adj Hull Road
ST5: York Central
ST6: Land North of Grimston Bar
ST7: Land East of Metcalfe Lane
ST8: Land North of Monks Cross
ST9: Land North of Haxby
ST14: Land to West of Wigginton Road
ST15: Land to West of Elvington Lane
ST16: Terrys
ST17: Nestle South
ST19: Northminster Business Park (formerley E17)
ST26: Land South of Elvington Airfield
ST27: University of York
ST31: Land South of Tadcaster Road, Copmanthorpe

ST32: Hungate (Phases 5+)
ST33: Station Yard, Wheldrake

ST1: British Sugar

Total representations: 52 | Support: 21 | Objections: 11 | Comments: 23

Key Issues Raised

Support | Amongst others, Nether Poppleton Parish Council and Upper Poppleton
Parish Council voice general support for the principle of development of
this Brownfield site as a priority over greenbelt land and other preferred
sites, particularly its completion in advance of ST2. Additional
comments made around the site’s mix of housing, density, transport and
access, biodiversity and open/play space provision.

British Sugar is committed to the regeneration of the former British
Sugar site and has worked with CYC to demonstrate the deliverability of
the site; they are working with Officers towards a target determination
date for the submitted planning applications towards the end of this
year. The site will provide significant housing numbers, in line with
CYC'’s spatial strategy and vision. Note their objections to policy content
below.

Objection | British Sugar make a number of suggested changed to the drafted policy
wording around the following issues: estimated site yield/mix, Green
Infrastructure, Access and Movement and the range of supporting
amenities to be provided on site.

RSPB notes that there is currently insufficient information on the
potentially negative impacts and required mitigation. This must be
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addressed before this allocation is adopted.

Other general objections relate to concerns around the scale of
development proposed, impact on congestion (noting the A59), potential
to exacerbate flooding, and the availability of supporting
amenities/services.

Comment | York Bus forum comment on the need to encourage public transport
usage. A number of responses refer to the need for the development to
create a successful new place with all the required facilities. Comments
refer to concerns around protecting the site’s environmental quality
(AQ/noise/ contamination), lack of need for employment land, need for
affordable housing and elderly persons housing, lack of infrastructure
(education and medical facilities etc), impact on the natural environment
and transport issues with increased traffic.

ST1: Alternative boundary proposed

909: British Sugar PSC Alternative Boundary (f‘%

British Sugar

Representation recieved includes submitted map above

ST1: General Area comments for Area 5

Total representations: 23 | Support:1 | Objections: 6 | Comments: 10

Raised
Support | General support for development in area 5

Objection | Concern for the cumulative effect of development in this area of York,
and its impact on increased congestion/traffic, inadequate drainage and
infrastructure/services.

10
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Comment | In general, comments reflect concerns raised above, namely in relation
to the large amount of housing proposed in this area of York, and its
impact on increased traffic inadequate drainage and lack of
infrastructure and services.

ST2: Civil Service Sports Ground

Total representations: 41 | Support: 8 Objections: 177 | Comments: 17

Key Issues Raised

Support | Miller Homes state that the site’s sustainable location and lack of
environmental/technical planning impediments make it a suitable,
‘inclusive’ development opportunity, offering affordable housing and a
mix range of sizes, types and tenures. The site has a willing landowner
and is controlled by a national house builder. Housing is deliverable
within the first 5 years of the plan. Note that the capacity of the site is
suggested as 292 and whilst this presents a good estimate of capacity
this should be expressed as an approximate.

Historic England supports the Plan’s stated Planning Principles,
protecting land to the southern part of the site from development; this
would help preserve the historic character and setting of the City.

British Sugar does not object in principle to the site’s development —
note further comments below.

Objection | A significant factor for those objecting to development of this site is
congestion, due to the site’s close proximity to the already highly
congested northwest portion of the northern ring road, for which no
provision for the increased traffic seems to be forthcoming. Other
common concerns raised in objecting to the site’s development include:
lack of need for housing on this site or reference to ‘overdevelopment’;
loss of Green Belt and querying the site’s brownfield status; insufficient
services and amenities to support new development (lack of education
provision/nursery space/healthcare); loss of sports facilities and open
space.

Comment | British Sugar refers to the Plan’s supporting text, noting that the need for
additional primary school capacity generated by this development (but
delivered on the British Sugar site) should be properly funded through
S106 contributions. Further, as both the British Sugar / former Manor
School sites take their primary access from Boroughbridge Road, it is
important that the Civil Service development is responsible for
addressing its own impacts. Accordingly, any highways improvements
that may be required to mitigate impacts from the development of Site
Ref. ST2 on the surrounding highways network should be funded by the
developers of the site only and should not unduly burden development
by British Sugar or other neighbouring landowners. The allocation states
that ‘the longer term potential for the British Sugar site to have rail links
to the York rail station is being investigated and this could also increase
the accessibility of this site in the longer term’. The proposed
development of the British Sugar site does not prejudice the future
provision of such rail links at a future time should this be feasible and

11
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Support

ST2: General Area comments for Area 5
Total representations: 23

viable.

Amongst other respondents, both Nether and Upper Poppleton Parish
Council state that the site should not be developed until at least 500
houses have been developed on ST1 and its impact on services is fully
analysed.

Comments reflect the general concerns of those objecting to the
scheme. A number of comments (including from the Parish Council’s)
ask that further information is made available before development
progresses further, including around: the likely housing mix; nature of
supporting infrastructure (including school, nursery and healthcare
provision); further traffic impact analysis and mitigation measures;
archaeological site inspections; impact on nature conservation.

Comments: 11
relevant

Support: 1 Objections: 5
relevant relevant

Raised

Objection

The general public express concerns for the large amount of housing in
this area of York. There are also concerns for; increased traffic
inadequate drainage and lack of infrastructure and services.

Comment

The general public express comments on the large amount of housing in
this area of York. There are also comments on; increased traffic
inadequate drainage and lack of infrastructure and services.

ST4: Land adj Hull Road

Total representations: 22 | Support: 11 | Objections: 6

Key Issue
Support

Raised

Amongst others, Heslington Parish Council, Heslington Village Trust,
Melrose Industries Plc and Persimmon Homes support the principle of
housing development on the site.

Both Heslington Parish Council and Heslington Village Trust alongside
other respondents support family housing and affordable housing on site
but state that student housing should be specifically excluded.

Melrose Industries Plc confirm that the landowner is supportive of the
allocation., its access proposals and suggested development density.

Persimmon Homes confirms that there are two full planning applications
for development of the site. Persimmon Homes has an option
agreement with the owner and it is their intention to commence
development as soon as possible.

12
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Objection

Clir Waters objects to development on the following grounds: site should
remain as part of green corridor into the city; development will
compromise Jubillee Wood and boundary hedgerows; traffic on Hull
Road makes residential use untenable (see Inspector's comments re
Sainsbury's/B+Q); drainage concerns; lack of local school space.

York Ornithological club states that, in the absence of suitable mitigation
measures, they oppose the development of the site. “We believe that a
development of over two hundred houses should include appropriate
recreational open space on site and that footpaths, hedgerows etc
should be routed to guide residents and their pets away from the wildlife
sensitive areas of the Heslington East campus.”

Comment

Support

ST4: General Area comments for Area 4
Total representations: 9

Historic England raise no objection to the site’s allocation, but comment
on its proposed use, stating that it would be better considered in the
context of the future needs of the University, enabling a positive
reduction in the scale of ST27.

Other comments reflect concerns raised above, namely in relation to

increased student housing, lack of infrastructure (medical facilities and
educational facilities etc), loss of green field land, transport issues with
increased traffic and the impact on drainage.

Comments: 3
relevant to ST4

Support: 1 Objections: 1
relevant to ST4 | relevant to ST4
Raised

General support for Area 4’s proposals.

Objection

Concern that the impact of development proposed has not been tested
yet.

Comment

Issues raised include the impact of development on character and
setting of the City and imbalance in the area’s housing stock
(studentification).

103

Support

ST5: York Central
Total representations:

Comments: 52

Support: 16 Objections: 38
Raised

A number of comments support the principle of delivering development
on this large brownfield site, including from York Central Partners, York
and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce, Historic England, the York,
North Yorkshire and East Riding LEP, Make-it York, Holgate Liberal
Democrats and Barratt and David Wilson Homes.

Comments raised in support include that the site will enable the creation
of a new Central Business District to replace Grade A office losses; that
critical infrastructure must be developed alongside (and details made
available for consultation); and to the principle of phasing brownfield
sites ahead of Greenfield. York Central Partners request that the city
centre boundary is widened to include York Central.

Some of those writing in support of the scheme query whether the

13
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access options proposed are the most appropriate solution, particularly
in relation to the loss of Holgate community garden.

Objection

Although supportive of the principle of development on this brownfield
site, Historic England remains unconvinced that the quantum of
development proposed is deliverable in a manner that will safeguard the
numerous heritage assets in its vicinity, and without harm to the historic
core of York. The risk of a development strategy focused on tall
buildings and its impact on the historic skyline is also raised by a
number of other respondents, including Shepherd Group and Linden
Homes.

A number of objections query the site’s assumed delivery, stating that
there is considerable doubt about the viability and deliverability of the
site and its lead-in time. The over-reliance on housing delivery from
York Central could undermine the potential for the Plan to provide
sufficient land to accommodate projected housing need over the Plan
period. (Linden Homes and Miller Homes / Grimston Bar Development
Group, Taylor Wimpey and Linden Homes / Barratt and David Wilson
Homes / Taylor Wimpey / Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust / Linden
Homes / Shepherd Group / Johnson Mowat). In addition, Linden Homes
state that there is no developer interest and the site is not attractive due
to high risk associated with its development.

The cumulative impact of the site on the city’s already congested road
network is seen as a significant threat, and the lack of detail regarding
sustainable transport options inadequate. Amongst others, Friends of
Holgate Garden and St Pauls Primary School are particularly concerned
that the prospective route for access to the York Central site crosses the
community garden, citing the loss of productive and creative gardening
and loss of amenity space. They note further significant impacts
including from additional traffic/pollution on local resident’s health and
quality of life.

Several objections, including from Labour Party (Holgate Ward) and St
Pauls Primary School question the basic tenets underpinning the
scheme — rather that the site should work for the public benefit, by
delivering an appropriate housing mix/density and affordable quota.

Further general issues raised regarding the lack of information
presented to help people understand the scheme, specifically around
transport access and sustainable transport options, housing mix and
type, supporting services and amenities and how development could
create a new place within an existing community.

Comment

The Environment Agency notes that the development offers an
opportunity to de-culvert a section of Holgate Beck. A sequential
approach to the layout of the site should be taken which locates the
most vulnerable uses in the areas of least risk. No development at all
should take place in flood zone 3b.

In tandem with objections raised, some comments raise scepticism as to

14
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ST5: General Area comme
Total representations: 9 | Support: 1

whether and when the site will be available for development — in view of
the site’s strategic importance to the Local Plan, if these fundamental
questions cannot be answered there is a real threat that the Plan will fail
the soundness test. (York and North Yorkshire Chamber of
Commerce/Redrow Homes/Yorvik Homes). Specific issues include:
lack of clarity on amount of available commercial/residential land -
should additional land be provided elsewhere as a 'Plan B'?; what sort of
mix/type of mix/type of housing is proposed, and will it meet York's
needs, including an element of affordable; what supporting development
is proposed (shops, green space, doctors etc).; impact of ‘high rise’ on
historic character and setting of the city.

York Green Party supports the requirement for supporting social
infrastructure, and the principle of producing SPD to guide development,
but believes ambitions for the scheme should be higher. York Central
needs to be a zero carbon development, requiring excellent standards of
sustainable building and design throughout, as well as very low car use
— a model of sustainable design for the 21 Century.

Amongst many others, Friends of Holgate Community Garden raise
concerns that the prospective route for access to the York Central site
crosses the community garden, citing the loss of productive and creative
gardening and loss of amenity space. They note further significant
impacts including from additional traffic/pollution on local resident’s
health and quality of life.

Similar general issues raised regarding the lack of information presented
to help people understand the scheme, specifically around transport
access and sustainable transport options, housing mix and type,
supporting services and amenities (including support to retain the
Railway Institute as a community asset)and how development could
create a new place within an existing community.

Oakgate and Caddick Group comment on the overreliance on York
Central for the city’s future provision of land for B1a and that, due to
deliverability challenges (access issues/compulsory purchase
orders/lack of developer involvement) it could take at least 10 years
before any office development is delivered.

Objections: 1
relevant

Comments: 2

relevant relevant

Raised

Objection

The general public express concerns that development proposed has
not been tested yet.

Comment

The general public express comments on the impact the increased
number of houses in this area will have and that the Holgate area is
already overpopulated.

15
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ST6: Land north of Grimston Bar

Total representations: 17 | Support: 3 | Objections: 9

Raised
Support | A small number of responses support the general principle of
development on the site. Amongst them, Grimston Bar Development
Group, Taylor Wimpey and Linden Homes support the site’s reallocation
as a mixed-use development. Failing this, they request the site is
removed from the green belt and identified as safeguarded land.
Objection | Noting the potential impact of development on this open and visually
prominent site, and the likely substantial traffic adding to congestion/air
pollution, a number of respondents object to the site’s allocation.
(Heslington Parish Council / Fulford Parish Council / Clir Mark Warters).
Historic England recommend the site is deleted given the risk of serious
harm to the special character and setting of York, which it would not be
possible to mitigate.
Comment | Murton Parish Council does not object to the development, but notes the
need for continued dialogue: rep raises concerns over the potential
impact of traffic on congestion/Hull Road residents, impact of flooding
and visual impact of development on historic landscape. Before the
proposals can be supported there would need to be a number of
reassurances. Other comments received reflect these concerns.
ST6: Alternative boundary proposed

181: Land East of Grimston Bar (j_p
,”K .
\ 1
A\
\
\

;

Grimston Bar Development Group, Taylor Wimpey and Linden Homes

Rep proposes alternative site boundary, returning to previously submitted boundary
(ref 181). Following discussions with Planning and other technical Officers Taylor

16
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Wimpey and Linden Homes submitted reps supporting development of the site as a
comprehensive mised-use scheme. Preferred Sites consultation rejects a
comprehensive mixed-use development and reverts to a proposed employment
allocation at the southern corner of the site, adjacent to the A1079. Landowners
remain willing to discuss the appropriate extent and mix of development in the
context of the need for the Local Plan to provide more housing land, a greater range
of small and medium sized housing sites and options for employment development
to meet future as yet identified development needs. In the alternative, the site
should be excluded from the green belt and identified as safeguarded land to provide
flexibility in the longer term.

ST6: General Area comments for Area 4
Total representations: 9
relevant relevant

Raised
Support | Area 4: Welcome many of the proposals in the draft Local Plan which
are directly related to the Parish in particular the buffer zones to protect
the Parish's environment. (Murton Parish Council)
Objection | The general public express concerns that development proposed has
not been tested yet.
Comment | The general public express comments on the impact the increased

number of houses in this area will have on the city, the green belt and
the historic setting of York.

Comments: 2
relevant

ST7: Land east of Metcalfe Lane

Total representations: 37 | Support: 11 | Objections: 19 | Comments: 12

Raised
Support | General support for the principle of development/Garden Villages
A supportive response was received for the principle of development on
this site, including from Persimmon Homes, Taylor Wimpey, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes, TW Fields, and AAH Planning (obo a landowner).
Note that each developer has submitted alternative boundaries to those
proposed in the Preferred Sites plan — see below.
Key issues raised include:
e Support the principle of developing brownfield land;
e Support the opportunities offered by developing a holistically
planned settlement
e Scale of development is more appropriate and would not be as
impactful on established communities as pervious iteration.

Objection | Persimmon Homes, Taylor Wimpey, Barratt and David Wilson Homes,
TW Fields, and AAH Planning (obo a landowner) object to the site’s
proposed boundary on a number of grounds, including:
e Site is undeliverable under current proposals — scale is too small
to viably accommodate garden village scheme incorporating
substantial community infrastructure;

17



Preferred Sites Consultation Statement (Draft June 2017)

¢ Atrtificial buffers, such as the green wedge, would make access to
facilities more difficult and is contrary to established best practice.
Site is now remote from the main urban area;
Further objections disagree with the Council’s conclusion that the site is
suitable and deliverable for the scale of housing proposed — there is a
risk that if this site is not delivered the Council will be unable to
demonstrate a sufficient supply of deliverable housing land.

Historic England notes some potential for development to the east of
York and that the extent of this site is a big improvement on last draft.
However they identify potential harm to the special character and setting
of the historic city by removing the gap between the ring road and the
edge of York, changing the relationship between York and its villages.
Suggested amendment could mitigate against this, notably by moving
the eastern edge away from ring road/limiting scale of development.

Amongst others, Cllir Warters (Osbaldwick and Derwent Independent)
points to the site’s green belt status, and the need to protect open land
from further encroachment. Further issues raised include that traffic on
Hull Road makes residential development untenable; the site has
drainage limitations; lack of local school space/other amenities; lack of
natural/semi-natural open space. Transport and access issues are a
common concern.

Comment

Heworth Without Parish Council welcomes the reduction in size of the
proposed development, but suggests that it should be one of the last
sites to be developed within the Plan period primarily due to the current
infrastructure issues there are at present, most importantly access and
the increase in traffic levels that such a development would have on
Stockton Lane and Murton Way / Outgang Lane. They note the
cumulative impact of traffic from other sites as a further concern.

Clir Ayre (Heworth Without Lib Dems) supports the reduction in size of
this allocation and scale of development proposed and that the proposal
would create a separate 'garden village', distinct from the existing urban
area. Changes will help to protect key views to the Minster
(fundamental to the setting of York) and support the proposal to protect
the Millennium Way footpath linking York's historic strays with a 50m
green buffer. Pleased that Heworth Without will be protected by a green
wedge from Stockton Lane to Bad Bargain Lane to safeguard the
character of the area. However, he comments that local residents
continue to have significant concerns about the proposed development
and opposed to the level of housing planned. Key challenges will be to
ensure appropriate access routes are in place and local congestion is
not made worse. Also a further challenge will be to ensure an
appropriate level of services are provided with sufficient education and
community provision.

Yorkshire Ambulance Service request that specific text is included within
the allocation to make provision for a spoke facility (specification given)
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General comments raise concern about the impact on local
services/amenities supporting new development (incl natural habitats);
impact of further traffic on existing congestion; lack of local employment,
and; impact of development on open countryside/green belt and
coalescence with Osbaldwick village. Where support is voiced, it is

generally for the reduced scale of development
ST7: Alternative boundary proposed
876: ST7 South (f'/'» 911: ST7 Alternative (’.-";

Osbaldwick
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Barratt & David Wilson Homes

Propose alternative boundary to include additional land currently to the south of Bad
Bargain Lane. Approx 41 ha. Suggested allocation could accommodate 784
dwellings with a density of circa 32 dph. Object to the land allocated as green
wedge to west of ST7. Artificial buffers will make access to facilities more difficult
and is against established good practice. Various elements of technical work has
been undertaken which demonstrates that there are no constraints that would
prevent the development of the site coming forward for residential development. It is
anticipated that the suggested allocation could accommodate 784 dwellings with a
density of circa 32 dwellings per hectare. The indicative layout includes land for the
provision of a new primary school and playing fields, as well as a community hub,
public open space, SUDS, pedestrian/cycle linkages together with areas of open
space and landscaping. As noted within our overarching representations the
objectively assessed need identified by the Council is insufficient and as such
additional land will be required in order to meet the Cou ncil’s housing needs. It is
considered that the existing site boundary of proposed allocation ST7 should be
expanded to include our Client’s land interest to the south and west, to assist in
meeting the shortfall in proposed allocations. Furthermore, the level of developable
areas identified by the Council for proposed allocations, together with the proposed
densities are not considered to be deliverable. When this is considered across the
authority, this further exacerbates the shortfall in provision of housing allocations.
The site is considered to be available for development now as all landowners have
made the land available for development and there are no legal constraints that
would prevent the site coming forward. The site is considered to be achievable for
residential development and there is an excellent prospect that the site can be
developed in the short term.

TW Fields

New boundary proposed. Evidence demonstrates that the allocation boundary
needs to be expanded to deliver a minimum of 975 homes. This is in association with
the delivery of a Sub-Urban Garden Village design philosophy and the provision of
substantial community infrastructure. Importantly, the increase in land area would not
have an impact on coalescence with the existing urban edge and surrounding
settlements. The indicative master plan identifies the site's potential to: retain
existing landscape features, achieve access to the site for pedestrians, cyclists and
vehicles, providing easy access to public transport(including bus routes provided
through the site) and services which exist within the locality, deliver sustainable
drainage systems, provide 10.31ha of public open space distributed evenly
throughout the site and provide ecological mitigation through the retention of the
existing features and through compensatory provision for any los of the existing
SINC within the site. Agree with CYC's conclusion that the site does not fulfil any of
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the five Green Belt purposes. The site is located in a highly sustainable area
adjacent to the City of York. There is an abundance of services and facilities located
within walking and cycling distance to the site in the settlement areas of Osbaldwick,
Burnholme, Heworth and Tang Hall. The representor envisages that a planning
application will be submitted by Summer 2018, following the adoption of the Local
Plan. Currently envisaged that first dwelling completions on the site will take place in
2019/20 following the submission of an outline planning application, subsequent
reserved matters applications and initial site infrastructure works. The potential size
of the site offers the opportunity for three builders to develop the scheme
simultaneously. Therefore, it is anticipated that the development will deliver a yield of
at least 90 homes per annum with the potential to deliver up to 120 homes per
annum. The build out of 975 homes achieved in 2030/2031. The site is achievable
for residential development now as there is a realistic prospect that the site can
deliver new homes within the next 5 years and indeed within the first 5 years of the
adoption of the Local Plan. The representor would like to work alongside CYC to
formulate a site specific strategic development policy to be included within future
versions of the Local Plan.

Taylor Wimpey

Proposed alternative boundary includes a site heavily influenced by the landscape
and visual opportunities and constraints, and by the landscape strategy and
recommendations as set out in the landscape and visual appraisal previously
submitted by HS2 Landscape Partnership (January 2014). It was developed as part
of an iterative process to minimise perceived loss of visual amenity or harm to
existing landscape features and character, in order to maximise the opportunities
provided by the site's landscape setting. The result is a development with the
potential to fulfil a housing need in an area largely previously identified in the
councils Preferred Option Plan, but which has improved access, does not impinge on
the setting of any Conservation Areas and which provides significant planning gain in
terms of improved public access, strong green infrastructure and the creation of a
new purpose designed, defensible Green Belt. This ST7 alternative has the potential
to make a better connection to Stockton Lane making better use of public transport
links to the City Centre. This ST7 proposal has the ability to deliver a viable “garden
city” sustainable urban extension which provides for circa 750 dwellings.

Persimmon Homes

New boundary proposed - rep supports the principle of development in this location
but objects to the undeliverable boundary. Instead, it states that the boundary in the
'halted" (publication ref 933) local plan be reintroduced and allocated for residential
development. In view of the exhaustive discussions about vehicular access in the
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recent past it was with considerable surprise that the LPPS reverted to allocating a
site without sufficient vehicular access. Unless the allocation is extended to Stockton
Lane in the north and an adopted road in the south the allocation cannot be included
in assessment as delivering new houses.

AAH Planning obo landowner

New boundary proposed, removing green wedge (it states that the boundary in the
'halted' (publication ref 933) local plan be reintroduced and allocated for residential
development). Proposal suggests scheme will aim to deliver upwards of 15% of trips
to be undertaken using public transport - this appears to be a low target. A natural
expansion of settlement would not have same issues with closer connection to
existing services and facilities. Current proposals create an island divorced from the
settlement with no real link and the green wedge will serve no real purpose. NPPF
provides guidance on local green spaces and these may be designated anywhere
where the space is demonstrably special to the local community - this has not been
demonstrated. It would be recommended that the proposals be amended to remove
the green wedge and underlying green belt and instead propose a true expansion of
the settlement.

ST7: General Area comments for Area 4

Total representations: 9 | Support: 2 Objections: 1
relevant relevant

Comments: 2
relevant

Support | Area 4: Welcome many of the proposals in the draft Local Plan which
are directly related to the Parish in particular the buffer zones to protect
the Parish's environment. (Murton Parish Council)

Objection | General concerns that development proposed has not been tested yet.
Comment | General comments on the impact the increased number of houses in
this area will have on the city, the green belt and the historic setting of
York.

ST8: Land north of Monks Cross
Total representations: 53 Objections: 33 | Comments: 15
(including

objection to

boundary

Raised
Support | A small number of comments support the principle of development on
this site, including from Strensall with Towthorpe Parish Council, Barratt
and David Wilson Homes, Redrow Homes and GM Ward Trustees,
Redrow Homes and Linden Homes and Huntington and New Earswick
Liberal Democrat Cllrs (Councillors Runciman, Cullwick and Orrell).
Note that even amongst those writing in support of development, the
impact of additional traffic on the ORR/local routes is a concern.

Response confirms that the site is deliverable with a national
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housebuilder onboard. Note that Redrow Homes and GM Ward
Trustees propose externalising open space to the east of the site (site
ref 913).

Objection | Objectors to housing development on this site comment on the common
themes of traffic congestion (noting the impact of the proposed stadium
and Vangarde developments); inadequacy of public transport; limited
amenities and services. Amongst other respondents, Huntington and
New Earswick Liberal Democrat Councillors object to the scale of
development proposed in the Huntington area, noting the existing
impact of significant recent developments on traffic, drainage and future
flood risk.

Historic England states that, without mitigation, development would
harm several elements which contribute to the special character and
setting of the City, namely its rural setting and green wedges (in this
case, Monk Stray). Suggested mitigation is to pull development away
from the northern ring road and Monks Cross Link Road. The
detrimental impact of development on green belt character is also noted
by several other respondents.

Comment | In general, comments reflect the concerns raised above, namely that
while noting that housing needs to go somewhere, the infrastructure
necessary to accommodate growth must be put in place before
development takes place. This particularly relates to alleviating
congestion on the ORR (Wigginton Parish Council/Julian Sturdy MP)

Yorkshire Ambulance Service request that specific text is included within
the allocation to make provision for a spoke facility (specification given)
ST8: New boundaries proposed

913: ST8 Alternative Boundary
with Nature Reserve to east and Sports to West
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914: ST8 Alt with Land to North and nature = 3
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Alternative boundary requested. Support ST8 in principle but object to the exclusion
of land to the west between the allocation and Huntington. Consider that the
approach to separate an urban extension with such a large buffer is not an
appropriate plan-led approach. Do not believe that this is justified by council
reasoning. It would be more appropriate to reduce the buffer in order to make more
efficient use of land. Consider that this buffer would not fulfil green belt purposes.

Redrow Homes and Linden Homes

Alternative boundary proposed, reintroducing land to the north of North Lane (8.55ha
delivering circa 250 homes), increasing overall and annual rates of delivery (site ref
914). Comment objects to the principle of separating urban extensions from the
existing urban area. The re-instatement of land north of North Lane will align with
existing built development to the west and the strategic site can be appropriately
contained by the A1237. Similar to the required considerations of the proposed ST8
site, a landscape buffer could be incorporated between the edge of the proposed
extension and the A1237. Access to the land north of North Lane would be from
North Lane, with no new direct access to the A1237. This aligns with one of the
planning principles of the proposed ST8.
General issues raised in relation to Area 6/North of Outer Ring Road

Total representations: 71 | Support: n/a Objections: n/a

Key Issues Raised
Support | n/a

Objection | n/a
Comment | Comments in general can be attributed specifically to the ST8 site, but a
couple of general comments are relevant. While Huntington and New
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Earswick Liberal Democrat Councillors appreciate that CYC Officers are
required to devise a Local Plan that meets with legislation, they note the
unsustainable pressure placed on this part of the City by recent levels of
development (Vangarde, Huntington Stadium and two housing
developments). Recent floods have highlighted the drainage problems
in this area with water levels never being higher in living memory. The
Environment Agency has said attention will have to be paid to the whole
of the Foss Basin not just adequacy of the Barrier. All recent
developments have added water to the river system and take away land
that acts as water storage. It is not equitable to Huntington residents
who have suffered considerable development or sensible in terms of
future flooding risk that there be further major house building or other
development in Huntington and New Earswick area.

ST9: Land North of Haxby

Total representations: 536 | Support: 17 Objections: 454 | Comments: 69

Raised
Support | A small supportive response was received for development on the site,
including from the Diocese of West Yorkshire and the Dales and Linden
Homes and Barratt and David Wilson Homes, who confirm that the
estimated development capacity can be delivered in the Plan period.

Strensall and Towthorpe Parish Council recognise that the package of
sites identified in Area 6 represent the views of the residents of the
Parish.

Where support was recorded, in general there is reference made to the
potential for development to benefit the town, whether through providing
affordable housing, additional amenities or improving supporting
infrastructure (road and rail).

Objection | Significant level of objection received in response to proposed
development at ST9 (including from (Haxby Town Council, Skelton P.C,
Haxby and Wigginton Neighbourhood Planning Group, (Clir
Cuthbertson/Haxby and Wigginton Liberal Democrats).) . Key issues
raised include:

Transport and road safety:

e Site has no access to York/Leeds except by road through Haxby
and Wigginton. Development would exacerbate local congestion,
which is already significant. Particular concerns around impact on
Moor Lane and Usher Lane, which are seen as incapable of
absorbing additional traffic. “Additional housing will increase
significantly the volume of traffic on Usher Lane. Road is narrow
and becomes congested towards junction with Station Road and
safe speed limits are exceeded. Road calming measures must be
imposed and improvements to junction of Station Road/Usher
Lane for safety of pedestrians who frequently cross here to
access school and shops”.

e Issues with northern ring road (A1237/A64) and Haxby/Strensall
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roundabout would be compounded by further development north
of Haxby. A number of comments refer to the need to dual the
outer ring road prior to any further development taking place.
Concern that existing bus provision is already unsatisfactory and
could not provide for additional residents.

Reopening Haxby station — while many support the idea of
providing a station at Haxby, many question that funding will be
available to enable it.

Inappropriate/inadequate access to the site

Green Belt:

Site is located in the Green Belt — development of housing is an
inappropriate use.

Drainage and sewerage:

Potential for flooding caused by development on a green field
site. A common concern relates to inadequate drainage and
sewerage - “New drainage would need to be installed before
any development took place; Sewerage system is totally
inadequate in the village. The WTP at Strensall is at or above
capacity. Suggest that it would not be possible to connect to the
current public sewer network, but a separate discharge route
would be required for any development site to be enhanced or a
new facility provided”; further, that “ currently surface water
flooding regularly causes the sewers to back up in heavy rain.
The whole SE corner of the site is flagged up as a flood risk on
the Environment Agency website. When the fields flood, it takes
a long time to clear.”

sewerage and drainage - development must not progress before
new provision is installed and in full working order. Under no
circumstances must new property connect up to the existing
sewer and drainage system;

Local facilities and amenities

Many comments point to the need for development to be self sufficient
in amenities/services, including provision of a primary and secondary
school. Issues include:

Lack of parking in the town centre

Lack of school space (noting the demolition of Oaken Grove)
Healthcare — reference to appointment waiting time of 2 weeks
Lack of green/open space

Employment — none provided through development of the site
and little local employment. Likely that new residents would
commute to York and beyond.

Overdevelopment in Haxby — impact on the character of the place and

community spirit

Haxby and Wigginton have been subject to massive incremental

26




Preferred Sites Consultation Statement (Draft June 2017)

and piecemeal growth over a number of years with no planning of
the infrastructure and other facilities are already inadequate and
badly designed. “A rise of over 20% in the number of houses is
unsupportable. Unless infrastructure improvements are made
before additional housing, the Plan would be totally
unacceptable.”

e The number of houses indicated for this phase is too large for the
community, retail and business facilities in the centre of Haxby. If
additional development at all is to be undertaken, it should cover
a smaller area and include a much smaller number of houses

e Specific protections which will retain community character/protect
natural and green space, must be written into the
masterplan/neighbourhood plan. (Haxby and Wigginton
Neighbourhood Planning Group)

Impact on environment
e |oss of ridge and furrow on the land and possible roman remains
e |oss of grade 3a agricultural land

Conflict with SA objectives

e Typically, comments query the SA’s statement that the site has
access to services and transport routes. “The Sustainability
Appraisal is totally wrong not to have column 2 as at best dark
yellow for ST9 and red for all other sites in Haxby. This would
especially be the case with air quality, as this will deteriorate with
the thousands of extra cars in Haxby. The statement that the site
has access to services and transport routes is wrong. Currently
services are not available in the village, similarly health provision
is not currently available.”; “ The proposal is on Greenfield, so it
does not meet SA objectives 8, 9, 10, 14 or 15.”

Typical representative objections:

“Haxby has already been overdeveloped, access, infrastructure,
parking, sewerage, capacity at health centre, schools are all problems
now. Any new development should be on a completely new site away
from suburbs with its own new roads, sewers, shops, schools, and
medical centre. Properties on Usher Lane already have high levels of
standing water, whilst properties on Towthorpe Road had gardens and
garages flooded on Boxing Day. Off West Nooks water table is so high
water stands in many places during winter. There are only 3 roads
connecting Haxby and the planned new development (A64, A1237, And
York Road) - none can take more traffic. They come to a standstill and
result in poor air quality and increased dangers to cyclists and
pedestrians. Dualling of the A1237 and A64 has been promised for
decades - no new development should take place until this has
happened. A new station is unlikely, and new timetables will mean level
crossings will be closed more frequently. Junctions in Haxby are already
a problem (Usher Lane and Station Road). Access roads to and from
the new development would feed into Usher Lane and Moor lane both
country lanes with increased traffic levels and increasing speeds.”
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“This would be an unacceptable impact on Haxby. Access onto Usher
lane/Station Road junction would impact on existing capacity and
highlight safety issues. Development would destroy valuable Grade 3a
agricultural land and key views. This intrusion into open countryside
would represent urban sprawl into a Greenfield/green belt site. Haxby is
already over developed and will reduce the green corridor along Usher
Lane and Moor lane. Access to local services is already inadequate.
Existing drainage. sewerage and flooding issues in Haxby are already
serious. There is limited capacity at local primary and secondary
schools. Green space should be provided on Moor Lane and Usher lane
if development is to be visually acceptable. Haxby suffers traffic
congestion already any addition to this may change character of main
routes into the village. Air quality from traffic affecting residents and
school children should be considered. The A1237 is gridlocked at times
an additional 735 dwellings will add to pressures. No explanation is
provided on how the ring road will be improved and funding obtained.
Schools, shops and medical services will be over burdened. The site is
crossed by power lines and the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity. Rural development should be less than 30 dpha.
This site is in the green belt and mature trees and hedgerows are likely
to be removed to allow development.”

Comment

Common comments include that, whilst not objecting to the principle of
development and the need for additional homes (including affordable
homes), necessary infrastructure must be provided before development
commences and a number of further issues addressed, namely relating
to school spaces; housing mix and type; upgrades to transport
infrastructure (strategic network and local roads); public transport;
congestion and parking; pedestrian safety; sewerage and drainage;
employment, training and development; retail facilities; environmental
issues; impact of construction on existing residents and businesses.
Further, this should be set out in the emerging Plan. Transport and
traffic is a specific concern especially on the following routes: junctions
at Moor Lane in Wigginton, Haxby Moor Road at New Bridge/ West
End, Wigginton Roundabout at the B1363/ A1237 junction, Usher Lane,
Station Road, York Road, The village roundabout junction, Moor Lane
The Village junction, B1363, A1237 Haxby and New Earswick
roundabout, the A1237 Wigginton Roundabout and Towthorpe Road.
(Wigginton Parish Council. Julian Sturdy MP, Haxby and Wigginton
Neighbourhood Planning Group/Cllr Cuthbertson, Haxby and Wigginton
Liberal Democrats)

The Yorkshire Ambulance Service requests that specific text is included
within the allocation to make provision for a spoke facility (specification
given).

Queries raised re probability of effective road infrastructure being
funded (Skelton P.C.)

Note: cemetery is shown incorrectly — plan should be redrawn to
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include proposed extension.
General issues raised in relation to Area 6/North of Outer Ring Road

Total representations: 71 | Support: 2 Objections: 36 | Comments: 27
relevant to
Haxby area

Support | General support for reduced housing numbers in Haxby area.
Objection | Those commenting on the principle of development north of the ring
road/Haxby/Wigginton typically mirror the concerns attributed to ST9
itself, namely the likely increase to existing local traffic congestion, air
and noise pollution, lack of local amenities, drainage/sewerage under
capacity, lack of employment in York for new residents, and congestion
on A64 and A1237. A common statement is that the area is already
overdeveloped and no new homes should be built in the area until the
outer ring road is dualled and an additional access road built (Haxby and
Wigginton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group).

Comment | Those commenting on the principle of development north of the ring
road/Haxby/Wigginton typically mirror the comments attributed to ST9
itself. General support for the principle of housing development but
concern that the likely impacts on local infrastructure, amenities and
services should be mitigated against (Haxby Town Council/Wigginton
Parish Council, Julian Sturdy MP, ClIr Cuthbertson as ward councillor,
Haxby and Wigginton Liberal Democrats). Skelton Village Trust note
that major sections of the ORR cannot cope with existing traffic flows.
Problems include access restrictions experienced by emergency
services. Providing adequate road capacity for forecast future demand is
essential to allow for future housing growth.

ST14: Land west of Wiggi
Total representations:
113

Support: 20 Comments: 27

Objections: 72
Raised

Support | Amongst a number of other respondents, Strensall with Towthorpe
Parish Council, Clifton Without Parish Council, Haxby and Wigginton
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group give conditional support to the
principle of development in this location, stating the following conditions:
e Dualling of the A1237 should precede any development (Clifton
Without PC);
e Development should precede H54 and ST9, given the
infrastructure involved (H+W NPSG);
e Site should be expanded to incorporate more housing/conversely
that smaller site size is more realistic;
e As a stand alone village in its own right it should provide for its
own services and facilities and appropriate infrastructure;

Historic England recommends that there is considerable merit in
continuing to explore the potential offered by this new settlement - the
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degree of harm caused to York's special character and setting could be
much less than that caused were a similar scale of development located
on the edge of the built up area of York, or within existing surrounding
villages. Note objection below.

Barratt Homes, David Wilson Homes and TW Fields fully support the
principle of the proposed allocation, and of delivering a Garden Village
design philosophy with the provision of substantial community
infrastructure including a primary school, village centre and open space
(incl recreational facilities). Site is suitable and in a highly sustainable,
unconstrained location. The site is available now and is in the control of
a national housebuilder and regional development company who are
actively seeking to secure planning permission. The site can be
considered achievable as homes can be delivered on the site during the
next 5 years, and indeed within the first 5 years of the Plan. Note
suggested boundary changes as per the below.

Objection

Significant level of objection received in response to proposed
development at ST14, including from Haxby Town Council, Rawcliffe
Parish Council, Skelton Parish Council, Historic England, York Green
Party, CPRE, Julian Sturdy MP, Skelton Village Trust, Airedon Planning
and Design and JJ Gallagher Ltd. Key issues raised include:

¢ Impact of the scale of development proposed on the green
belt/landscape/ and agricultural land. Historic England states that
an incursion of this size in the open countryside around the
historic city is likely to harm the special character and setting of
York. At this stage it has not yet been made clear what impact
the infrastructure necessary to facilitate this development may
have on the elements which contribute to the special character
and setting of the City - without this, this allocation has the
potential to result in serious harm;

e Site’s capacity is not of sufficient scale to provide a range of
facilities and services required for a stand-alone settlement;

¢ Highways (and associated air quality) impacts will be significant,
particularly onto the already congested ring road. Rural roads
are already affected - Skelton and settlements to the east already
experience traffic seeking to avoid congested ring road in places
these roads are too narrow to cope. Developments will
exacerbate this problem. Note the cumulative impact of other
development;

e Extensive infrastructure requirements are unlikely to be
deliverable in the suggested timescale;

e Potential drainage/flooding problems.

JJ Gallagher Ltd considers that development could set an unwelcome
precedent and result in unrestricted sprawl into the Green Belt, noting
that the site’s development conflicts with three of five key purposes of
green Belt. Disagree with the Council's conclusion that the site is
suitable and deliverable for the scale of housing proposed in York. The
approach that the Council has adopted of seeking to preserve the
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setting and character of York lacks transparency and is at the expense
of the other purposes of Green Belt. There is a risk that if this site is not
delivered the Council will be unable to demonstrate a sufficient supply of
deliverable housing land. The evidential basis to justify the selection of
the site through the emerging Local Plan has not been provided by the
Council.

Comment | Those who do not object to the site’s inclusion raise a number of similar
concerns to those noted above, principally that development must be
self sufficient in providing services/amenities; impact of pressure on the
ring road/other parts of the highway network and how this would be
alleviated — need for a masterplan to demonstrate how the impact of
additional traffic can be managed, particularly at peak times;
development should precede ST9 and H54 given necessary investment
in infrastructure; need for further archaeological investigation; potential
flooding/drainage issues; (including from Wigginton Parish Council,
Haxby and Wigginton Lib Dems, CllIr lan Cuthbertson (Haxby and
Wigginton ClIr).

Linden Homes and Miller Homes query the Council’s green belt
assessment, and the conclusion that ST14 is likely to cause less harm
than ST30.

Linden Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey consider that
infrastructure for site delivery is likely to be long, complex and costly.
Not of sufficient size to deliver required social and physical
infrastructure. Site could only provide new homes at end of plan period
due to long lead-in times. No certainty over delivery rates due to
complexities of site including land ownership, viability and developer
interest.

ST14: Alternative boundary proposed
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915: ST14 Alt Option 1 1350 Homes ‘918: ST14 Alt Option 2 1725 Homes

e @

=

REP ID13026] " ot
Gy ot v

Barratt Homes, David Wilson Homes and TW Fields

s A REP 1D13026
ol Licenca No. mW

New boundary proposed (1). 65.36ha delivering a minimum of 1,350 homes at the
site and ensuring CYCs Planning Principles are delivered (site 915). Site is suitable
and in a highly sustainable, unconstrained location. The site is available now and is
in the control of a national housebuilder and regional development company who are
actively seeking to secure planning permission. The site can be considered
achievable as homes can be delivered on the site during the next 5 years, and
indeed within the first 5 years of the Plan.

Barratt Homes, David Wilson Homes and TW Fields

New boundary proposed (2). 72.73ha delivering 1,725 homes with proportionate
enhancement of Planning Principles (site 916). Site can provide additional capacity
to accommodate CYC's annual housing requirement should it increase. Reduced
southern boundary to Clifton Moor (413m). Reduced open space within the site -
notes substantial areas of open space on the site's western boundary. Note that
technical review of SHMA suggests that there is a compelling case for the release of
additional land as housing allocations in oreder to meet the City's full OAHN, such as
through the proposed amended boundary. Site is suitable and in a highly
sustainable, unconstrained location. The site is available now and is in the control of
a national housebuilder and regional development company who are actively
seeking to secure planning permission. The site can be considered achievable as
homes can be delivered on the site during the next 5 years, and indeed within the
first 5 years of the Plan.
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Total repr

Support

General issues raised in relation to Area 6/North of Outer Ring Road

esentations: 71 Comments: 27

Support: 1 Objections: 36
relevant

General support for proposed sites in Area 6

Objection

Those commenting on the principle of development north of the ring
road/Haxby/Wigginton typically mirror the concerns attributed to ST9
itself, namely the likely increase to existing local traffic congestion, air
and noise pollution, lack of local amenities, drainage/sewerage under
capacity, lack of employment in York for new residents, and congestion
on A64 and A1237. A common statement is that the area is already
overdeveloped and no new homes should be built in the area until the
outer ring road is dualled and an additional access road built (Haxby and
Wigginton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group).

Comment

Those commenting on the principle of development north of the ring
road/Haxby/Wigginton typically mirror the comments attributed to ST9
itself. General support for the principle of housing development but
concern that the likely impacts on local infrastructure, amenities and
services should be mitigated against (Haxby Town Council/Wigginton
Parish Council, Julian Sturdy MP, ClIr Cuthbertson as ward councillor,
Haxby and Wigginton Liberal Democrats). Skelton Village Trust note
that major sections of the ORR cannot cope with existing traffic flows.
Problems include access restrictions experienced by emergency
services. Providing adequate road capacity for forecast future demand is
essential to allow for future housing growth. One comment considers
ST14 as the preferred development option for growth north of York.

Total representatives | Support: 33 Objections: 103 | Comments: 42
commenting on ST15: (includes 2no.
167 duplicate
objections which
refer to the SA as
well as Preferred
Sites doc
Key Issues Raised
Support | General support for the principle of development/Garden Villages

A supportive response was received for the principle of development on
this site, including from Historic England, CPRE, Julian Sturdy MP,
Barratt and David Wilson Homes, University of York,
York Action Group Alliance, Sandby (York) Ltd and Oakgate/ Caddlck
Group. Key issues raised include:

e Support the principle of developing brownfield land;

e Support the opportunities offered by developing a holistically

planned settlement
e A strategy in which part of York’s development needs are met in

new freestanding settlements beyond the ring road might help to
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safeguard the size and compact nature of the historic city, the
perception of York being a free-standing historic city set within a
rural hinterland, key views towards York from the ring road, and
the relationship of the main built-up area of York to its surrounding
settlements. (Historic England)

Enhancing the natural environment

Potential transport/highway improvements

e The University of York appreciates the benefits of exploiting
synergies with the proposed new settlement ST34, in terms of
servicing including transport, energy and waste. Of major benefit
would be a direct access to A64 from the campus extension, if this
is provided by the promoters of ST15 - greatly advantageous to
business users and relieving congestion on the Grimston Bar
junction. Discussions have been held between the developers of
ST15 to explore the opportunities of linking the University campus
with this development, creating a sustainable community and an
ideal location for staff to live with easy non-car access (O’Neill
Associates obo University of York). Note queries re cost of
delivering access

A number of members of the public support the allocation, on the
grounds that it will help meet the development needs of the City, reduce
development pressures on other parts of the City, provide a ‘garden
suburb new village’ south of York, support the change to move the site
away from the A64, by adding a new junction onto the A64 it would
reduce congestion at Grimston Bar, avoid floodplain areas, reduce the
size of the site, less obtrusive location, could absorb the housing
numbers proposed in site ST33, but also note that the infrastructure
requirements, services (eg. Roads, sewers etc) and facilities and the
impact on Heslington Tillmire (inc buffer) would need careful
consideration.

Objection

Significant level of objection received in response to proposed
development at ST15, including from Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, Heslington
Village Trust, Heslington Parish Council, Elvington Parish Council,
Fulford Parish Council, Cllr Warters, Historic England (in relation to
absence of information confirming development would safeguard those
elements which make York such a special place), Shepherd Group
Properties Ltd, Shepherd Homes, RSPB, Taylor Wimpey, York
Ornithological Club, Miller Homes, Linden Homes, Persimmon Homes
and Taylor Wimpey, JJ Gallagher Ltd, Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust,
Johnson Mowat, Avant Homes, KCS Developments, Redrow Homes and

Linden Homes, I Key issues raised include:

Development in green belt/open countryside

e The development of this strategic site conflicts with three of the
five key purposes of Green Belt, namely to: check the unrestricted
sprawl of large built-up areas; assist in safeguarding the
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countryside from encroachment; and preserve the setting and
character of historic towns.

Development would have an urbanising effect on the open
countryside.

Impact on the natural environment

The previous HEA appears to be excluded from the allocation,
with no alternative marked. No information is provided to indicate
that any work has been undertaken on the recreation strategy.
Further, the inclusion of a large part of Elvington Airfield, including
parts of the SINC, without assessment of either direct or indirect
impacts of the housing allocation, is concerning, particularly in light
of the Council's own previously negative assessment of allocation
here. If ST15 is allocated in advance of the HEA, the recreation
strategy and all other mitigation measures being secured through
policy there is a high risk of the allocation being found unsound
(RSPB).

Objecting to ST15 Land to the West of Elvington Lane due to,
proximity to the impact zone for Lower Derwent Valley Special
Protection Area (Flooding and Birds), closeness to the SSSI the
Heslington Tilmire, lack of a habitat enhancement area,
fragmentation of the Ouse and Lower Derwent Valley and loss of
habitats (birds), being within a site of importance for nature
conservation, disruption to bird breeding, proximity to A64
deterrent to cyclists, complexity of long term management with
multiple landowners, habitat enhancement areas will be difficult to
ensure and lack of a master plan. The original habitat
enhancement area should remain with buffer areas, a long term
management plan is needed, researched access, a recreation
plan and a master plan. (Yorkshire Wildlife Trust)

Object to the site because to now include a significant part of the
Elvington Airfield site (Site 607) having previously rejected it
because of the ecological impact is illogical and inconsistent. No
change in circumstances is listed which would explain this choice
of a previously rejected site. The site does not avoid impacts on
Heslington Tillmire, which is a Site of Special Scientific Interest -
the highest national level of environmental protection. The Tillmire
is 6km from the River Derwent and the YWT reserve of Wheldrake
Ings. It is very likely that birds, particularly waders, will move
frequently between the area of the Tillmire where they breed and
the Lower Derwent Valley (LDV) for feeding. Much of the L DV is
under EU legislation designated a Special Protection Area (SPA)
which provides a higher level of protection not only on the SPA but
on adjacent areas like the Tillmire. If ST15 remains in the Local
Plan any development must be consistent with the following
principles: 1. A full objective assessment of the Tillmire for
devising measures which will protect and isolate it from any
damaging impact from development. Such measures must be
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implemented before any further development takes place and be
fuly funded by landowners/developers; 2. a buffer zone in excess
of £500m needs to be established to minimise any form of
disturbance or impact on the two SSSis; 3. the lack of inclusion of
a Habitat Enhancement Area (HEA) in the allocation is a
retrograde step form the 2014 Local Plan which provided grater
certainty that a buffer zone and HEA would be provided; 4. funding
needs to be provided by landowners/developers in perpetuity to
ensure the ongoing proper management of buffer zones (York
Ornithological Club).

Traffic and Access

Whilst the Trust supports some of the changes made by CYC
since last consultation, there are still concerns over traffic and
access through Heslington, site location and Tilmire SSSI, historic
views, viability of development which may lead to expansion of site
or increase in density (Heslington Village Trust).

The need for new access to the A64 could render the scheme
unviable.

Site is remote from public transport access

Note the wider impact of traffic generated/displaced by this
development.

Concern around use of Elvington Lane for any form of access to
the site.

Lack of important detail — note also comments under ‘Impact on the

natural environment’ above

Concern about lack of detail on impact to local area on
infrastructure, especially transport links to A64 and B1228. The
effects on local countryside could be vast.

Historic setting - The approach that the Council has adopted of
seeking to preserve the setting and character of York lacks
transparency and is at the expense of the other purposes of Green
Belt. There is a risk that if this site is not delivered the Council will
be unable to demonstrate a sufficient supply of deliverable
housing land. The evidential basis to justify the selection of the site
through the emerging Local Plan has not been provided by the
Council

Welcome reduction in size and the fact that it is now partly
brownfield. However, consider that for development of this scale,
there are too many unknown issues including lack of information
on biodiversity mitigation, traffic infrastructure and landscape
strategy (Heslington PC).

Allocation has improved since last LP draft - it is reduced in size
and located further from A64. A stand alone settlement is likely to
cause less harm on the setting on York than an extension on the
urban edge. However, it is by no means clear what impact the
infrastructure necessary to deliver this new settlement will have
upon York’s special character and setting. As we made clear in
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our response to the last consultation, this aspect is of paramount
importance. The Plan will need to demonstrate that this area can
deliver the scale of growth anticipated in a manner commensurate
with safeguarding those elements which make York such a special
place. Inthe absence of this information, this allocation has
potential to result in serious harm to SA Obijective 14. (Historic
England).

e Site has not yet been subject to full Sustainability Appraisal.

Delivery issues/other infrastructure

e No certainty over delivery rates due to complexities of site
including land ownership, viability and developer interest.

¢ Not of sufficient size to deliver required social and physical
infrastructure.

e Site could only provide new homes at end of plan period due to
long lead-in times.

e Site scores negatively in interim SA.

e Doubts about site's viability and deliverability, particularly because
of infrastructure requirements — “Best case scenario is that an
application will be prepared and submitted on receipt of the
Inspectors Report and applied a 5 year lead in period to allow for
the promoters to identify a developer, the determination of the
planning application, S106, reserved matters approval contractual
negotiations and significant infrastructure delivery. ST34 is unlikely
to deliver more than 835 dwellings in the plan period a shortfall of
775 when compared to that predicted in the Local Plan” (Linden
Homes).

Availability of alternatives
e Smaller more sustainable sites are situated on the edge of the
existing settlement that could deliver housing promptly and
sustainably and thereby boost housing supply in accordance with
national policy.
e A wide range of sites should be considered rather than CYC
putting all of its eggs in one basket.

Elvington Parish Council comment that splitting the airfield runway would
be absurd on historical reasons, strategic need, recreational use and
tourism which is an economic strategic priority for York. If built ST15
should be further north and west. The A64 separates the site from
Heslington and as proposed is too close to Elvington and Wheldrake and
would dominate the area. Underground fuel pipelines at the airfield could
lead to a contamination issue (Elvington PC)
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A number of members of the public object to the allocation on the groundsi|tt
it is totally unsuitable for housing, is in an unsustainable location, too large
(smaller size than original but more houses indicates potential house
cramming), too much reliance on the site providing housing for the City, ng
need for a garden village, overall the development is not necessary, loss of
Green Belt, impact on historic character of York / rural character, loss of
agricultural land, development is disproportionate to surrounding area / villag
ST15 and expansion of industrial estates near the airfield would result in urb
sprawl, needs relocating closer to the A64 so it doesn’t impinge on the Airfje
and Elvington & Wheldrake, traffic congestion, loss of wildlife / impact on S§S
Tillmire, impact on Wheldrake Woods, impact on surrounding villages,
unsustainable location, loss of runway / airfield (strategic asset), impact on
tourism, impact on Air Museum and users of airfield, lack of infrastructure,
damage to cultural heritage, much of the site is in Flood Zone 2, over
development, lack of employment facilities, pollution, loss of footpaths / cycle
tracks, drainage problems, question how the site will be serviced,
contamination from airfield use (under ground fuel pipes), concern over poss
pedestrian / cycle access along Long Lane / Common Lane, traffic access|vi
Heslington must be avoided at all costs, no large developments should take
place outside the Ring Road, lack of schools, doctors surgeries etc,
development will be the size of Pocklington and will need comparable
infrastructure.

Comment

e The Environment Agency notes the change in site boundary, and
that the site is now located primarily in Flood Zone 1. They advise
that a sequential approach to the layout of the site should be taken
with all development in Flood Zone 1, with Flood Zones 2 & 3
being left as green open space

e East Riding of York Council query whether the scale and type of
development proposed on ST15 and ST27 (within the plan period)
would be able to support the construction of a new junction on the
A64.

e Natural England confirms that previous concerns regarding the
proximity of the site to the Tilmire SSSI have been partly satisfied
as the site has been moved away from the SSSI and proposed
housing numbers reduced. Still concerns re potential impacts from
visitors to SSSI and consider that mitigation tailored to specific site
should be required. Site now closer to Elvington Airfield SINC
which will require mitigation. Also consider impact on bird species
on candidate SINC and mitigate. We would need to see more
details of the mitigation scheme before we could fully assess the
impacts of such an allocation. Given the sensitivity of the location,
we advise that the council considers including detailed
masterplanning of the proposal including mitigation measures and
bespoke policy in order to ensure delivery of measures. In addition
we would like to see a requirement for mitigation measures to be
delivered prior to the commencement of development. Given the
need for a Sustainability Appraisal and assessment of alternatives
we would re-iterate our earlier advice that alternative locations in
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less sensitive areas be fully explored before any allocation is
made in the Local Plan.

Some concerns regarding green belt however a stand alone new
village is preferable to 'bolting on' large areas of housing to
existing village (like ST33). The development would integrate
infrastructure to help achieve sustainability objectives and a
Garden Village design would provide appropriate spatial layout of
housing, green space and amenity open space. (Wheldrake PC).

To facilitate ST15 objectives, significant visual and acoustic
landscape separation from any new settlement must be
incorporated to minimise potential conflict between the proposed
residential and established aviation uses. Comment requests that
due recognition be given to the Museum and Memorial's long-
established and fundamental operation requirements (note
reference to 1998 Development Brief) (Yorkshire Air Museum &
Allied Air Forces Memorial).

Yorkshire Ambulance Service request that specific text is included
within the allocation to make provision for a spoke facility
(specification given) (Yorkshire Air Ambulance Service)

Changes to site's capacity and location (further south of the ORR)
mean ambitions for sustainable transport provision are less likely
to be delivered. Note support for continued inclusion of measures
to protect the Tilmire (York Green Party).

Notes proximity of the site to proposed alternative site for business
park (Land East of York Designer outlet). This could provide
employment opportunities for ST15's new residents. (How
Planning obo Oakgate Group and Caddick Group).

Support the reduction in size of this allocation from 392ha to
159ha and from 4680 homes to 3340 and back the proposal to
move the site southwards to protect the character and setting of
York and Heslington Village as well as utilising the brownfield
development opportunity at Elvington Airfield. However, also
recognise that local residents continue to have concerns about the
proposed development. A key challenge will be to address issues
over transport infrastructure. There should be no car or bus
access through Heslington Village and access to site coming via
the A64 and Elvington Lane. A robust transport strategy will need
to consider access issues for local residents and work should
ensure the protection of Heslington Tilmire SSSI (ClIr Keith
Aspden).

A number of members of the public have commented on the allocation,
on the grounds of the fact that the change of name / reference has
caused confusion, development should be contained so it doesn’t spread
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ST15: Alternative boundary proposed

over the existing runways, loss of tourism to the City due to the
development on the airfield, no vehicle access should be allowed through
Heslington, the SSSI should be protected, there should be a
comprehensive transport plan, needs school / medical / shopping
provision, access should be retained for existing users (eg. Langwith
fishing lakes, cycle tracks, footpaths etc), should be developed at
suburban densities, access / traffic congestion on A64 and surrounding
roads would need careful consideration, farming and wildlife should be
protected where possible, might be lots of unresolved planning issues to
deal with before the site can be delivered, the benefits to be afforded to
development from integrating the wood into masterplanning at the design
stage, concerns about the access, student accommodation, loss of
emergency landing on the airfield, the need for a water treatment facility,
loss of the site as a cycle route, should be more info provided on the
mitigation for transport / congestion and access issues, the site is huge
and will have impacts on infrastructure and services, other sites (such as
Westfield Lane, Wigginton should be considered instead, site needs
direct access on to A64 and a new road network, site needs to be
developed on a ‘Yorkshire’ theme, University expansion should be on
inside of ring road, should be no access Heslington and consideration
needs giving to construction traffic routes, emergency access routes,
needs landscaping / screening (and green wedge), concern that tenant
farmers will loose livelihood with minimal compensation, new housing
should be subject to an Article 4 Direction to protect family homes,
welcome CYC'’s recognition of earlier concerns about traffic issues,
impact on SSSI, agricultural land etc, .

821 Whinthorpe FSC Allocation (r'; 877: ST15 alternative f/-;'

ics & Crown Copmipt
pracesdngs. REP ID1668
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888: Land North of Langwith Lakes {/" ‘924: ST15 Langwith and Elvington Airfield
' PSC Submission ['r:;
Cs !

st [ren12920 peeki I:I

Barratt & David Wilson Homes

AMENDED SITE BOUNDARY NO.1: Support the principle of the proposed
allocation of a new settlement in this location of the City by CYC. Object to the
current allocation boundary of ST15 (ST34). To ensure the provision of a deliverable
development proposal, which delivers circa 5,000 homes alongside each of CYC's
proposed 'Planning Principles', comment suggests: BDW's land (NW of the proposed
allocation) should be included within the amended boundary (site ref 821, which
reflects Further Sites and halted Publication Plan); better located to provide a
viable/feasible principal access point to the A64; additional land is needed to ensure
that the development is deliverable and viable, helping achieve Garden Village aims
of substantial community infrastructure, public open space and strategic green
space, . The increase in the size of the allocation will provide a proportionate uplift in
the social and economic benefits that the development can provide and provide
greater flexibility in meeting the City's housing needs/delivering long term
permanence to the Green Belt (Barratt & David Wilson Homes).BDW's development
proposals would preserve and potentially enhance the biodiversity value of
Heslington Tillmire SSSI by proving a 400m buffer zone between the SSSI and the
development proposals, but also through the provision of additional landscaping and
ecology areas adjacent to the SSSI. Maintains historic and landscape character of
the area (key views to York Minster maintained and strategically placed open space
will deliver permanent future boundaries to the site); mantains significant separation
distances between the site and surrounding areas (1km from Elvington Lane and
1.5km from Heslington Village). Pedestrian and cycle connections will be provided
throughout the site, with connectivity to existing links, including Elvington Industrial
Estate to the south. The development proposals replicate the historical development
patterns of the City in respect of the formation of a satellite settlement located on the
periphery of the main urban edge.
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Barratt and David Wilson Homes

AMENDED SITE BOUNDARY NO.2: Support the principle of the proposed allocation
of a new settlement in this location of the City by CYC. Object to the current
allocation boundary of ST15 (ST34) as it needs to be expanded in order to deliver a
development of 4,000 homes (plan submitted, site ref 877). In order to ensure the
provision of a deliverable and viable development proposal, which delivers the
number of homes prescribed by CYC as a minimum, alongside each of CYCs
proposed 'Planning Principles', BDW's land located to the north west of the allocation
boundary should be included within an amended boundary for the site. In order to
deliver a Garden Village design philosophy, with the provision of substantial
community infrastructure, public open space and strategic green space, additional
land is needed to ensure that the development is deliverable. The increase in size of
the allocation will provide greater flexibility in meeting the City's housing needs,
deliver long term permanence of the Green Belt and provide a proportionate uplift in
the social and economic benefits that the development can provide to the City. The
inclusion of BDW's land within the allocation boundary will increase the viability and
feasibility of providing the principal access point to the A64 by moving the allocation
boundary closer to the A64 BDW's development proposals would preserve the
biodiversity value of the Heslington Tillmire SSSI (proximity to SSSl is as per
preferred site proposal). Proposed scheme would preserve historic and landscape
character of this area of the City (key views to York Minster; strategically placed
open space/new landscape will deliver permanent future boundaries to the site).
Separation distances between the site and surrounding areas will remain substantial
with a distance of 1km from Elvington Lane and 1.5km from Heslington. Pedestrian
and cycle connections will be provided throughout the site, with connectivity to
existing links including Elvington Industrial Estate. The development proposals
replicate the historical development patterns of the City in respect of the formation of
a satellite settlement located on the periphery of the main urban edge.

Propose amended boundary to include 6.7ha field to the south west quadrant of
ST15. Logical extension and would 'square off' the new village (Site 888)

Sandby (York) Ltd and Oakgate / Caddick Group

Generally in support of the allocation but propose alternative boundary (site ref 924).
This includes 41ha extension to north west of ST15, extension along Elvington
Airfield to south-east, removal of the 'Handley Land' until technical suitability of this
area can be proven as being appropriate and necessary, removal of western airfield
component. This would increase brownfield intake, increase number of new homes
delivered, create a net-gain in biodiversity. Would begin delivery in early stages of
plan period

General issues raised in relation to Area 2

Total representations: 6 Objections: 1

Key Issues Raised
Support N/A
Objection ¢ Obijection to the development in the Elvington area on the
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following grounds: proposed housing levels are too high and
likely to exacerbate existing traffic congestion; likely adverse
impact on wildlife; development will erode the character and
identity of Elvington Village.

Comment e Area 2: Elvington - The LP Preferred Sites has been subject to 2
local public drop in sessions to assess public opinion. The PC
does not oppose new residential/employment developments - but
the PC has never been asked what the village actually needs - we
consider the methodology to be wrong. It is clear that the village
needs a better mix of properties such as larger houses and
affordable homes (Elvington PC).

e Other comments raised suggested that the preferred sites in this
area could ruin the rural setting of Elvington (which needs
protecting) and a ‘new town’ could be damaging to the area,
especially if no infrastructure to support it. It was also suggested
that the area should be left for business expansion , such as the
University of York and Elvington (Research laboratories and
agricultural museum. Conversely, it was also suggested that the
area could support more development as it would not impact on
existing residents of York and would give easy access for the
A64, for employers and retailers.

ST16: Terry’s
Total representations: 10 | Support: 5| Objections: 5| Comments: 4
Key Issues Raised
Support | Historic England supports the stated development principles, in
particular the requirement that development have strong architectural
merit, reflecting the wider Terry’s site. Re Extension Site 1: given its
location, development should contribute to the architectural merit of the
City. Support the intention to limit the height of any new buildings to the
permitted height of the single-decked car park. Re Extension Site 2:
development should maintain and enhance the formal gardens adjacent
to the site.

York Green Party welcomes the use of land to the rear of the Terry’s
factory (site 2) for housing provided that design complements and
protects views of iconic Terry's factory buildings. Development should
incorporate strong links with Sustrans cycle route and bus stops on
Bishopthorpe Road.

Henry Boot Developments fully support the proposed allocation of the
former Terry's Car Park site for housing (Site 1). The site occupies a
sustainable location and has access to public transport, public footpaths,
cycle route, open space and roads. Given the topography and level of
enclosure the site does not survey green belt purpose. The site would
be subject to limitations on, scale, height and massing, character,
openness and should have strong architectural merit. Note also
objection to boundary.
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Objection | York Green Party considers that the Terry’s car park site (site 1) would
be more suited to allocation for health or nursery provision for the new
residents of site 1, given the increased pressure on nearby existing
services.

Other comments note that infrastructure (including parking, doctors and
schools) in the Southbank area is already struggling, and likely to be
further tested by further development.

Henry Boot Developments raise the following issues re ST16 (sites 1
and 2). ST16_1: We would take the view that to restrict the height of the
permitted single deck car park would be a wasted opportunity and that
such a limited scale of development would not deliver on the wider
design objectives identified. The development of single or two storey
houses at any density into his location would look out of place, therefore
a development of three or four storey buildings would be appropriate.
This site should be reclassified as having no significant effect/ no clear
link to SA Objective; ST16_2: Key design principles, central open space,
reinforcement of existing planting, perimeter streets/ circulation route
and parking, three storey built development and rising to four storeys in
key land mark locations. It is considered that the indicative site capacity
of 56 dwellings identified into the site assessment is likely to
underestimate the number of dwellings that could potentially be
delivered. This site should be reclassified as having no significant effect/
no clear link to SA Objective

Comment | Yorkshire Ambulance Service request that specific text is included within
the allocation to make provision for a bespoke facility (specification
given) (Yorkshire Ambulance Service)

Further issues raised around the potential for the site 1 to flood, and

parking provision.
ST16: Alternative boundary proposed
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928: Land surrounding Terrys Car Park
| 2
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Henry Boot Developments

Request that the council give consideration to extending this allocation to include
additional land to the South and East (site ref 928). This would make a logical
extension to the car park site and would be capable of accommodating additional
housing development in a sustainable and accessible location without harm to other
key interests.

ST17: Nestle South

Total representations: 9 | Support: 4 | Objections:2 | Comments: 3
Raised

Support | Historic England supports the Plan’s stated Planning Principles and

expect much of the commentary regarding the need for a masterplan to

be prepared and the retention of those buildings considered to be of

importance to be incorporated into the Plan's policy for this allocation.

Other respondents support the principle of prioritising housing
development on brownfield sites.

Objection | Those objecting do so on the following grounds: increased traffic and
congestion, especially on Wigginton road and loss of green space (and
wildlife).

Comment | Comments broadly relate to the need for supporting services and
amenities. One comment suggests the site contribute to a stop on the
York-Scarborough train line which (along with H7) could facilitate a tram-
train service.

ST17: General Area comments for Area 4
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Total representations: 9 | Support: 1 Objections: 1 Comments: 2

relevant relevant relevant

Raised

Objection

The general public express concerns that development proposed has
not been tested yet.

Comment

The general public express comments on the impact the increased
number of houses in this area will have on the city, the green belt and
the historic setting of York.

ST19: Northminster Business Park (formerly E17)

Total representations: 31 | Support: 3 | Objections: 23

Raised

A small number of responses support the principle of the allocation,
including Northminster Ltd who state that the existing internal
infrastructure is capable of being extended to allow immediate further
development. The area is suitable for all types of use class/ occupiers
will be available. Access will be via the existing site entrance. The park
is well screened and extensions will be integrated into this environment.
Works will take place to help deliver a sustainable and integrated
transport system helping to ease the traffic burden. The proposed
allocation and safeguarding of land on surrounding land to the South,
North and West of the Park will provide further capacity to meet
employment needs for the future. All surface and foul water run- off is
privately managed on site and controlled at agreed rates with the IDB
and Yorkshire water. No archaeology has been found on site. Ecology is
not a concern. Proposes that the site is used for use class B1 (b), B1 (c)
B2 and B8. (note suggested boundary change).

Objection

Amongst others, Nether Poppleton Parish Council, Upper Poppleton
Parish Council, and Historic England object to the scale of development
proposed and its likely impact on the openness of the green belt, historic
character and setting of the city and villages of Poppleton and Rufforth.
Historic England Advises that, to retain separation between
Northminster and nearby villages, the southern extent of the site should
extend no further than the existing car park to the south of Redwood
House.

Amongst many others, the Parish Councils note a number of further
concerns, including:

e the impact of transport access and egress on residents, stating
that it would further impact on their quality of life and increase
problems at an already congested junctions;

e whether employment expansion in this area is justified given that
office space elsewhere remains vacant;

e amenity impacts — Northfield Lane is use by walkers, cyclists,
horse-riders etc;

e |oss of agricultural land.
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One objection states that the site should be instead used for residential
development.

Comment | Rufforth and Knapton Parish Council does not object to the proposed
business park expansion, but suggests that conditions are attached to
any future consent to control access, hedging, building height,
employment type and potential buffer zones. Other comments,
including from Rufforth and Knapton Neighbourhood Planning Group,
recognise that it does offer significant opportunities for the wider area
although raise concerns over the scale/type/density of development
proposed, and its impact on traffic, local amenity and green belt
character.

ST19: Alternative boundary proposed

689 Amalagamated Land around
Northminster Business park

—

eevins, | REP ID 866

Northminster Ltd

Northminster Ltd have submitted various representations to previous stages of the
Local Plan process to present the case for the allocation land at Northminster
Business Park. This includes a masterplan which shows the potential to lay the Park
out across land to the south of the existing business park (includes fmr E17
allocation) with the opportunity for further expansion to the north (masterplan
attached). Rep suggests 2.5 ha located to the south east of the existing business
park could come forward for development initially, as this land is owned by
Northminster Limited and is ready for development. The remaining land would then
come forward in phases.

ST19: General Area comments for Area 5
Total representations: 23 | Support: 1 Objections: 3 Comments: 9
relevant relevant relevant
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Key Issue
Support

Raised

Objection

General concerns for the large amount of housing in this area of York.
There are also concerns for; increased traffic inadequate drainage and
lack of infrastructure and services.

Comment

General comments on the large amount of housing in this area of York.
There are also comments on; increased traffic inadequate drainage and
lack of infrastructure and services.

ST26: Land south of Elvington Airfield

Total representations: 19 | Support: 9 | Objections: 6

Key Issue

Raised

Support

Amongst others, Elvington Parish Council and W Birch and Sons
support the principle of developing the site. Conditions on support
include:
e That development should be conditional on
archaeological/ecological assessment;
e restricted B1/B8 use;
e weight limits on Main Street.

W Birch and Sons further confirm that here is already interest in the site.
Therefore the site may be developed and occupied before the Local
Plan process has been completed. We believe that further land should
be allocated to for development to respond to the on going demand for
land in this location. (note suggested boundary alteration)

Objection

Objectors to the scheme cite the impact of development on agricultural
land/open countryside, increased volumes of heavy goods vehicles and
impact on Elvington Lane and Village as significant concerns.

Comment

ST26: Alternative boundary proposed

Comments reflect concerns above. Yorkshire Wildlife Trust also
comments that there is potential for considerable ecological interest on
site and adaptation measures through very well designed green space.
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97: South of Airfield Business Park f/f‘

b
S

cerrst IREP ID1674

W Birch and Sons

Extension to ST26. We believe that further land should be allocated for development
to respond to the on going demand for land in this location. The density
presumptions suggest more land will be required to deliver the amount of
development envisaged for the site. We believe the whole site is required because
this is the only basis on which we understand all identified demand will be met.
There is demand for the land within a much shorter time period than the council
envisages. The Council should consider allocating the remaining part of the
safeguarded land SF6 for development, i.e. land to the west of site 97.

ST26: General Area comments for Area 2

Total representations: 6 | Support: 0 Objections: 1
relevant
Support

Objection | The general public express concerns for issues with; increased housing,
increased traffic and congestion (note also implications for highway
safety/pollution), negative impacts on wildlife, character and identity.
Comment | The general public express comments that, the area should not be used
for housing and should be left for the expansion of the university, the
need for affordable homes and concerns for increased traffic.

Comments: 4
relevant

Raised
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ST27: University of York

Total representations: 27 | Support: 5| Objections: 12| Comments: 12 _
Raised

Support ¢ Note that vehicular access from the A64 would be essential to
protect sustainable transport priority access into Heslington East
northern access points. Managing cumulative impact of traffic
generation will need significant investment in sustainable transport
solutions (light rail/tram link) to join site to city centre, university
campuses and ST15 (York Green Party).

e Supports principle of allocation, providing expansion space
guaranteeing the University's future contribution to the need for
education and research, and to the local, regional and national
economies. Comment references the Publication draft Local Plan
2014, which states 'without the campus extension, the University
will not be able to continue to grow beyond 2023'. The University
appreciates the benefits of exploiting synergies with the proposed
new settlement ST34, in terms of servicing including transport,
energy and waste. Of major benefit would be a direct access to
A64 from the campus extension, if this is provided by the promoters
of ST34 (O’Neill Associated on behalf of University of York);

e Generally, where members of the public supported the allocation, it
was suggested that certain criteria are met — such as no direct
access from Heslington, uses should only be for University use
rather than general employment, public rights of way are protected,
and the historic views of the City are not compromised, it reflects
evidence that well connected locations close to knowledge base
are a significant driver for investment in the science / technology
sectors.

Objection e Land is good agricultural land and classified as green belt. The
proposal would compromise setting of the village and views. Village
will be used as main thoroughfare between new development and
Heslington West (Heslington PC).

e Site highly visible from A64 and would intrude into open land,
development would be contrary to green belt purposes, new
junction off A64 would have landscape impacts, even with new A64
junction, development would have serious traffic consequences
(Fulford PC);

e The development potential of the proposed allocation is
significantly reduced by the need to incorporate a substantial
landscape buffer to A64 and the exclusion of land east of Green
Lane, which is outside the control of the University. The remainder
of the allocation would be only 21.5has, providing for less than 50%
of the University's expansion needs within the plan period to 2032,
and could not cater for compliance with Council policy on the
provision of student housing and knowledge based business
facilities. See supporting 'Assessment of Visual effects' for further
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appraisal. Note that to not provide for the University's future
development needs would impact on the City's ability to confirm a
permanent green belt for the first time. (O’Neill Associates on
behalf of University of York);

YOC oppose the development of this site. This is a potential SINC
site, but the PSC document does not mention the wildlife value of
the southern part of this site. As a result there is no discussion of
mitigation measures and without these it is likely there would be a
significant negative impact on the wildlife value of the site (York
Ornithological Club).

Proposal could harm two elements which contribute to special
character of the historic city. Prominent views of site from A64 very
close to ring road and expansion would change relationship
between York and countryside to south. Landscape buffer could be
damaging if it adds 'alien’ features to flat landscape. Site could
damage relationship between York and its villages, reducing the
gap. Could result in serious harm to SA objective 14 (Historic
England).

Where members of the public objected, the comments were
generally based on loss of Green Belt, loss of open space, adverse
effect on historic character and setting / visual impact, over
development in this location, access / traffic concerns, parking
pressures, and that the University should be providing more on-site
student accommodation, Heslington should be protected from
becoming a direct route between the two campuses, no additional
infrastructure or roads in the green belt, needs buffers, over
development of Heslington, land at the western campus should be
developed before the eastern side, any associated housing should
be subject to an Article 4 Direction, more work places will create
more demand for housing,

Comment

Provided the planning principles set out in PSC document are
adhered to, should be possible to develop site without
compromising setting of Heslington and historic views of York
(Heslington Village Trust);

ERYC queried whether the scale and type of development
proposed on ST15 and ST27 (within the plan period) would be able
to support the construction of a new junction on the A64 (East
Riding of Yorkshire Council).

The site should be designed so that new lakes, scrub and grass
land do not lose their value for wildlife and that ecological impacts
and the needs assessment should be included in the notes for
ST27 (Yorkshire Wildlife Trust).

Where members of the public commented, the comments were
generally based on the recognition of the need for a thriving
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university, but need for screening, consideration of access / parking
issues, protection of wildlife / ecology, visual protection, the
retention of public rights of way, loss of agricultural land & loss of
views to the Wolds, needs direct route on to A64, increased traffic
on B1228 will destroy bridleways, paths etc, essential that traffic
should not access site from Low Lane .

ST27: Alternative boundary proposed

816: Heslington East University Campus - 904: University Expansion Alternative
] and new extension ('::{‘P % if{?%

/

Jo

Ivs Giionery OMce © Crown Capiright
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University of York (O’Neill Associates)

Objection to ST27 boundary. See alternative boundaries proposed as per the below.
The development potential of the proposed allocation is significantly reduced by the
need to incorporate a substantial landscape buffer to A64 and the exclusion of land
east of Green Lane, which is outside the control of the University. The remainder of
the allocation would be only 21.5ha.s, providing for less than 50% of the University's
expansion needs within the plan period to 2032, and could not cater for compliance
with Council policy on the provision of student housing and knowledge based
business facilities. See supporting 'Assessment of Visual effects' for further
appraisal. Note that to not provide for the University's future development needs
would impact on the City's ability to confirm a permanent green belt for the first time.

Suggested amended site boundary 1 - as per 2014 Draft Local Plan 'Publication'’
allocation (site 816). For the University, this is the option that can best meet its
development land requirements over the plan period, fundamental in terms of the
local plan being able to confirm permanent Green Belt boundaries for the city for the
first time. This boundary provides the best prospect of incorporating the expansion
site with the existing campus and, due to the wide landscape buffer to the south of
the allocation, would have less impact on the historic setting. It does not intrude into
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important open areas, such as Strays or river corridors. It has the greatest prospect
of aiding the City in meeting its educational and student housing aspirations, while
meeting visual mitigating requirements, transport provision and other stated
principles. The University appreciates the benefits of exploiting synergies with the
proposed new settlement ST34, in terms of servicing including transport, energy and
waste. Of major benefit would be a direct access to A64 from the campus extension,
if this is provided by the promoters of ST15. See supporting 'Assessment of Visual
effects' for further appraisal.

Suggested amended site boundary 2 - as per ST27, and including land to the south
(see map, as per site 904). This option would provide significantly more potential
than ST27 alone (around 21ha developable area, plus further 9ha open
space/buffer). It does not intrude into open areas, such as Strays or river corridors.
The University appreciates the benefits of exploiting synergies with the proposed
new settlement ST34, in terms of servicing including transport, energy and waste.

Of major benefit would be a direct access to A64 from the campus extension, if this
is provided by the promoters of ST15. See supporting 'Assessment of Visual effects'
for further appraisal.

General issues raised in relation to Area 2

Total representations: 6 | Support: n/a Objections: 5

Raised
Support N/A

Objection | ¢ Objection to the development in the Elvington area on the following
grounds: proposed housing levels are too high and likely to
exacerbate existing traffic congestion; likely adverse impact on
wildlife; development will erode the character and identity of
Elvington Village.

Comment | ¢ Area 2: Elvington - The LP Preferred Sites has been subject to 2
local public drop in sessions to assess public opinion. The PC does
not oppose new residential/employment developments - but the PC
has never been asked what the village actually needs - we consider
the methodology to be wrong. It is clear that the village needs a
better mix of properties such as larger houses and affordable
homes (Elvington PC).

e Other comments raised suggested that the preferred sites in this
area could ruin the rural setting of Elvington (which needs
protecting) and a ‘new town’ could be damaging to the area,
especially if no infrastructure to support it. It was also suggested
that the area should be left for business expansion, such as the
University of York and Elvington (Research laboratories and
agricultural museum). Conversely, it was also suggested that the
area could support more development as it would not impact on
existing residents of York and would give easy access for the A64,
for employers and retailers.
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ST31: Land south of Tadcaster Road_Copmanthorpe

Total representations: 92 | Support: 52 | Objections: 37

Raised
Support | Support received for the principle of housing development on the site,
including from Copmanthorpe Parish Council, Clir David Carr and
Gladman Developments. It is noted that the site is also included in the
draft Copmanthorpe Neighbourhood Plan.

Where support is recorded, in general there is reference made to the
potential for Copmanthorpe to absorb the proposed scale of
development without undue pressure on existing services/infrastructure,
or that the Plan should provide for additional infrastructure/services to
mitigate potential impact.

Additional considerations raised through consultation include:

e Setting back houses from the main road;

o Site is preferable to loss of green belt land (referencing sites
included in a previous iteration of the Local Plan);

e Need to consider impact of development on semi-rural character
of the village, including appropriate densities and protection of
trees and hedgerows;

e Note public byway at Yorkfield Lane;

e No pedestrian/secondary access from Learman’s Way;

Objection | While supporting the principle of development, both Copmanthorpe
Parish Council and ClIr Carr object to the housing density and the
number of houses proposed, stating that numbers would overwhelm
village amenities, school, medical facilities and drainage as well as
roads. ClIr Carr further requests that the small triangle of land to the
south of Yorkfield Lane should not be included within the development
boundary.

Historic England notes that developing the site would further reduce the
gap between York’s urban area and Copmanthorpe, harming a key
element of the special character and setting of the City as identified in
the Heritage Topic Paper. They recommend that the site be deleted
since it is not possible to mitigate against identified harm.

RSPB considers that there is currently insufficient information on the
potential impacts of ST31 on Askham Bog SSSI, and the required
mitigation, in the Local Plan and supporting documents.

Amongst others, Shepherd Group Properties, Linden Homes and David
Wilson Homes object to the site’s inclusion on the grounds that the
allocation is contrary to the Council’'s own evidence base, notably that it
failed the site selection methodology and serves an important green belt
purpose (preventing coalescence) which is important in preserving the
special character and setting of the city.
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A number of further issues were raised in objection to development of
ST31, as follows:
e |Impact of additional traffic on local highway network;
e |nadequate infrastructure;
¢ |mpact on natural environment, including Askham Bog, local
wildlife, trees and hedgerows;
¢ |Insufficient local amenities;
e Impact on flood risk, including potential for surface water flooding
impacting Flaxman Croft estate;
e Both the scale of development and development density
proposed are too high;
e Loss of green belt/agricultural land.

Comment | Natural England confirms that the combination of the location of the A64
and provision of natural greenspace adjacent to the proposal would
adequately mitigate for potential recreational pressures on Askham Bog;
the topography of the site reduces the risk of impacts on hydrology from
development. They advise that requirement for hydrological
investigation and mitigation as necessary is included as a requirement in
the plan. They suggest that the Council considers requiring the delivery
of the adjacent green space allocation prior to the commencement of
development and further advise contact with Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
regarding potential for impacts on noted SINC's and uncommon plant
species in the area.

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is satisfied that development maintains existing
barriers between development and the reserve (Askham Bog), and that
any hydrological connection is unlikely.

Other comments received refer to the need for the Plan to include
development principles which ensure: protection of the natural
environment; managed traffic access/egress; an appropriate response
to additional demand on local services, loss of visual amenity, drainage,
flooding, heavy locomotives causing vibrations, loss of green space and
noise and air pollution.

ST31: Alternative boundary proposed
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185: Land to the South of Tadcaster Road

Copright
a REP ID13016

ClIr David Carr

Note suggested boundary change, removing triangle of land adj to the railway line
which is not in the developer’s control.

General issues raised in relation to Area 1

Total representations: Support: 14 Objections: 3

Raised
Support | Those expressing support for the emerging Plan’s approach to
development in the Copmanthorpe area/Area 1 generally refer to more
realistic housing numbers and support for the retention of green belt
land to the west of the village.

Objection | Those commenting on the principle of development typically state that
Copmanthorpe does not have the infrastructure/amenities to support the
number of homes proposed.

Comment | Those commenting on the principle of development north of the ring
road/Haxby/Wigginton typically mirror the comments attributed to ST31
itself, namely that the Plan should include development principles which
help to manage the additional pressure on infrastructure/amenities
brought about through planned developments.
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ST32: Hungate (Phases 5+)

Total representations: 5 | Support:1 | Objections: 2

Key Issues Raised

Support | Hungate (York) Regeneration Limited supports provisions for the
Hungate site as set out in ST32. Note, for clarity, site capacity should
be amended to 1025 (to include 720 granted by 15/01709/0UTM and
further 305 identified through emerging Local Plan.

Objection | n/a

Comment | General comments around additional demand on education/medical
facilities; impact on flood risk.

ST32: Alternative boundary proposed
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Hungate (York) Regeneration Limited

Boundary should remove the Hiscox building.

Comments: 2
relevant

ST32: General Area comments for Area 4
Total representations: 9
relevant relevant
Raised
Support | n/a

Objection | The general public express concerns that development proposed has
not been tested yet.

Comment | The general public express comments on the impact the increased
number of houses in this area will have on the city, the green belt and
the historic setting of York. Comments were also made that some of the
buildings should be demolished and replaced by a good looking housing
complex.
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ST33: Station Yard_Wheldrake

Total representations: 39 | Support: 8 Objections: 31

Key Issue
Support

Raised

Vernon Land Partnerships supports the draft allocation. The site is
entirely appropriate, suitable and deliverable for residential development
and should be allocated accordingly as set out within the Draft Plan.

Other supportive comments refer to the site being the best options
should development land be required in Wheldrake, and that
development could help support the village’s services.

Objection

Wheldrake Parish Council notes that the Village Design Statement does
not support the proposed development, 