
City Of York Council Committee Minutes 

Meeting Local Plan Working Group 

Date 22 September 2014 

Present 
 
 
 
 
In attendance 

Councillors Merrett (Chair), Ayre, Boyce, 
Burton, D'Agorne, Funnell, Horton, Reid, 
Simpson-Laing, Steward and Watt (Vice-
Chair) 
 
Councillors Brooks and Healey 

Apologies Councillors Barnes and Semlyen 

 
5. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

 
Members were asked to declare, at this point in the meeting, 
any personal interests, not included on the Register of Interests, 
or any prejudicial or disclosable pecuniary interests they may 
have in respect of business on the agenda.  
 
Councillor Watt declared a personal non prejudicial interest in 
relation to the City of York Local Plan Publication Draft as a 
member of the Skelton Village Action Group, who were 
requesting the removal of site ST14 from the Local Plan. 
 

6. MINUTES  
 
Resolved: That the minutes of the last meeting of the Local 

Plan Working Group, held on 30 June 2014 be 
approved and signed by the Chair as a correct 
record. 

 
7. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

 
It was reported that there had been six registrations to speak at 
the meeting under the Council’s Public Participation Scheme, 
and that one Member of Council had also requested to speak in 
relation to the City of York Local Plan Publication Draft. 
 
Ken Guest spoke on behalf of the Elvington Action Group to 
raise their concerns in relation to site SP1: The Stables, 
Elvington proposed for Travelling Showpeople. He referred to 
previous Parish Council and local resident’s objections and 



petitions to the use of this site as the proposals would be 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt and conflict with 
national policies. 
 
John Gallery spoke on behalf of the Elvington community, 
confirming that whilst they had no objections to development 
they strongly objected to the scale of the development proposed 
for the village. He also raised their concerns regarding the lack 
of infrastructure for the development and requested a reduction 
in the scale.   
 
Paula Riley spoke to represent a local community concerned at 
the cumulative effect of plans to develop the former British 
Sugar and Civil Services Sports Ground together with land at 
Boroughbridge Road (ST1, ST2 and ST29). In particular they 
felt that proposals for site ST29 were unnecessary and 
unsustainable as this land had previously been considered 
important as green belt. In view of the strain on local services 
and saturation of the area it was requested that this site should 
be removed from the Local Plan and protected for the future.  
 
Tim Haward, spoke as Chair of the Rufforth with Knapton Parish 
Council to raise their objections to the inclusion of sites GT1: 
Land at Moor Lane and B1224 for Gypsy and Traveller sites, 
particularly as these had only recently been added to the plan 
giving residents little time to respond to their inclusion. He 
referred to an earlier site proposed, adjacent to that now put 
forward, which had previously been considered unacceptable 
for a variety of reasons. The Parish Council felt that these 
reasons were now more relevant to this site, in particular health 
concerns for any future residents relating to the adjacent land fill 
site. 
  
Dick Simms also spoke on behalf of Rufforth with Knapton 
Parish Council in relation to site RE3:772, Land at Harwood 
Whin, a site allocated for a Solar Farm, whilst not against 
renewable energy, he raised concerns at the inappropriate use 
of this site in a green corridor in the Green Belt and asked for 
this to be removed from the Plan. 
 
Martin Hawthorne, spoke on behalf of the Tees Valley Housing 
Trust, who were the promoters of site SF14 at Earswick. He 
spoke of a missed opportunity if part of this site was not 
allocated for housing, particularly as the Trust considered that 
any transport issues could be mitigated with infrastructure 



improvements and that the site could be proven to be viable and 
deliverable. He asked for further discussions with Members and 
Officers to enable the site to be included in the Plan which 
would also include 50% affordable housing. 
 
Councillor Healey spoke in relation to commuting levels. He 
referred to the large net in-commute into the City (2001 Census) 
and questioned whether the Council had considered the impacts 
on the housing requirement if this trend didn’t continue. He also 
questioned how student accommodation had been accounted 
for in the Plans housing figures and also how international 
migration as referenced in the Arup report had been calculated. 
 

8. CITY OF YORK LOCAL PLAN PUBLICATION DRAFT  
 
Consideration was given to a report which asked Members to 
consider whether the Local Plan Publication Draft and 
Proposals Map should be published for statutory consultation, in 
accordance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. 
 
Officers gave a presentation of the draft Local Plan, as set out 
at Annex A of the report, confirming that the Plan had been 
prepared as a written statement of the planning strategy and 
vision for the City of York, which provided details of future 
development sites, strategic policies and development 
management policies. It was confirmed that the draft Plan had 
taken account of public consultation on the ‘Preferred Options’ 
and ‘Further Sites’ carried out in 2013/14. 
 
Following approval it was intended to commence the statutory 6 
week consultation in October. Comments received as part of the 
consultation will then be considered by Officers and reported to 
Full Council. A decision would then be made as to whether the 
Publication Draft should be submitted to the Secretary of State 
for examination in public. 
 
Consideration was also given to the following additional 
documents circulated at the meeting: 

 List of amendments to the Draft Local Plan document 
(copy attached as an Annex to these minutes) 

 Representations received from Jane Widgery, a Strensall 
resident, in relation to housing site H30 at Strensall 



 Representations received from Andrew Waller, of Acomb 
relating to site H9 (off Foxwood Lane), Our Lady’s School 
site, Bachelor Hill and the former Lowfield School site. 
 

At this point both the Chair and Members expressed their 
appreciation and thanks to the team for all their work in the 
preparation of the Plan, including all related discussions and 
meetings. 
 
In relation to the earlier speakers comments Officers then made 
the following points: 

 Although they were aware of previous comments in 
relation to the Showpersons site at Elvington the site had 
been assessed by officers and it was considered 
appropriate to include in the current Plan 

 In relation to the sites proposed in Elvington Village 
officers consider that the sites and the level of growth now 
proposed for the village could be accommodated 

 They reiterated the Council’s responsibility to identify 
specific deliverable sites for Gypsies, Roma and 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. It was confirmed 
that the proposed Rufforth site had been investigated prior 
to inclusion and that Environmental Protection and other 
internal consultees had confirmed that residents would not 
be affected by their proximity to the Harewood Whin site 

 Confirmation that the Solar Farm at Rufforth could be 
accommodated without compromising the green corridor 

 Officers were aware of the concerns raised by the site 
promoters in relation to the Earswick site, the detailed 
officer response had been published in the Site Selection 
paper Addendum which detailed that it was considered 
that the transport issues had not been adequately dealt 
with and for that reason it was proposed that the land 
should remain as safeguarded 

 Whilst the balance between housing and employment had 
always been difficult, a sustainable approach had to be 
taken in the Plan based on the evidence provided in the 
Arup report 
  

The Committee then went through the report in detail, raising 
their concerns and comments as follows: 

 Confusion regarding the housing numbers at the 
Whinthorpe New Settlement site (ST15) and concerns as 
to whether this could be a truly sustainable community as 
only ancillary employment opportunities were referenced 



in the Plan– Officers agreed to provide clarity as to the 
numbers over the plan period and beyond and confirmed 
that in addition to employment opportunities within the site 
it would be important to ensure public transport links were 
in place to access employment opportunities such as the 
University and York City Centre.  

  Issues with the modal split for public transport provided in 
the Plan for sites like Whinthorpe were raised as these 
would be seen to be sufficient rather than an absolute 
minimum and it would then prove difficult to provide 
additional infrastructure once this figure had been agreed. 
Officers clarified that this target was based on evidence 
and was considered to be a target that could realistically 
be achieved. Officers agreed however that they would re-
look at the wording around these figures in relation to 
public transport and pedestrian/cycle targets to ensure 
that the Council had the ability to maximise sustainability 
on strategic sites  

  Questioned the inclusion of housing commitments 
including the Hungate site in Table 5:1 Housing 
Allocations table – Officers confirmed that they would 
clarify the list, following the meeting, to make it clear as to 
what sites had been included within the supply  

  Concerns that the majority of the housing sites proposed 
in the original draft Plan had still been included, despite 
extensive objections to a number of them 

  Similar concerns to earlier speakers comments regarding 
the new sites for Gypsy, Roma, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople and that there had been little or no 
consultation on these new sites. Also asked for more 
clarity in the policy in terms of the location of these sites 
as there was more than one Moor Lane. Officers agreed 
to provide more detail to the descriptions of these sites to 
make their location clearer 

  Officers agreed to amend the wording on pages 109 and 
110 of the Plan to reflect the current position in relation to 
the former College of Law 

  Concerns raised about policy CC2 and whether sites over 
10 dwellings could provide district heating. Officers 
confirmed that this reflects the further evidence base 
published in the Renewable Energy Study and the 
viability work undertaken to support the plan  

  Concerns regarding why the proposed dualling did not 
include grade separated junctions. Officers referred to the 
supplementary transport paper published with the Plan 



which detailed the reasoning behind the proposed 
upgrade of the A1237 

  Reiterated concerns at the inclusion of the two sites at 
Rufforth for Gypsies and Travellers which it was felt went 
against the Council’s own policies and criteria that such 
sites should fulfil – Officers detailed how the allocated 
sites fulfilled the five criteria, listed in policy H6 of the Plan 

  Clarification was requested of the housing allocation 
figures as these did not appear to have been reduced, 
although a small number of housing sites had been 
removed from the Plan. Officers clarified how the housing 
target had been calculated based on the evidence in the 
Arup report. 

  Figure 14.1 York Authority Area Zoning for Location of 
Development – Officers agreed to re-examine this plan 
and update to include all the proposed extensions to the 
suburban area in addition to the new settlement at 
Whinthorpe.  

  Clarification regarding the difference in housing figures 
and buffer and backlog provided in the Plan against those 
provided in the Arup report – Officers clarified the way 
that the backlog of unmet demand in previous years from 
2004, the RSS date, had been added to the target. In 
relation to the buffer officers confirmed that to ensure that 
this was a robust Plan the housing demand target 
included a 20% buffer made up of additional supply in 
years 1-6 of the Plan as set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) as advised in the Arup report. 

  The inclusion of Land to the East of Metcalfe Lane was 
questioned following a large number of representations 
received and the analysis of the site in both the Heritage 
Impact Assessment (HIA) and Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) – Officers confirmed that all representations had 
been considered and that the sustainability appraisal 
would continue to evolve alongside the emerging Local 
Plan 

 With the loss of employment land Policy EC3, had an 
estimate of the amount of employment land lost through 
the permitted changes from offices to residential been 
calculated – Officers confirmed that it was difficult to 
quantify however it was felt that the Plan was sufficiently 
flexible to accommodate this. 

 Questioned the use of upper floors in the city centre and 
as to how this could be brought forward – Officers 
confirmed that this had been taken into consideration but 



that  a specific figure could not be included in the Plan 
without evidence of deliverability.  

  Questioned details of York City Centre’s competition with 
investments in surrounding city’s and the ability to bring 
forward mixed used development in the City Centre - 
Officers acknowledged the difficulties of deliverability and 
confirmed that work was ongoing with the City team and 
others to encourage the growth of these sectors. 

  Questioned whether Policy H5, which promotes Self 
Build, was deliverable – Officers highlighted the need for  
the inclusion of this policy in order to provide a mix of 
housing supply and create variety on sites and to provide 
opportunities for both small housebuilders and for self-
build opportunities. 

  In answer to earlier questions Officers confirmed that the 
NPPF states that windfall sites can be included in the 
Plan if there is compelling evidence of special 
circumstances however  if specific sites can be identified 
and allocated then they should be.   
 

Following further lengthy discussion it was moved and 
seconded that, subject to inclusion of the list of amendments 
circulated at the meeting and those arising from the meeting 
detailed above, the draft Plan be forwarded to Cabinet for 
approval and for formal consultation. 
 
Other Members reiterated their opposition to the current Plan, 
expressing their concerns that it was unfortunate that the Plan 
had not been consensus based. They reiterated that residents 
did not wish to see development of the scale proposed and that 
it was imperative that every Parish Council and resident 
received details of the proposals. Officers confirmed that a full 
city wide leaflet drop would be undertaken as part of the 
consultation process. Other Members argued that the significant 
drop in employment and housing targets did respond to the 
public consultation and that given the scale of York’s housing 
crisis and the enormous difficulties experienced by a large 
number of York’s residents on lower incomes it was crucially 
important that the Plan delivered a good supply of housing. 
 
On being put to the vote it was 
 
 
 



Recommended: That the Local Plan Working Group request 
Cabinet to: 

 
(i) Approve the Local Plan Publication Draft 

(attached as Annex A), along with 
supporting information for public 
consultation in accordance with 
Regulation 19 of the 2012 Regulations, 
subject to the inclusion of the list of 
amendments circulated at the meeting 
and those detailed above. 
 

(ii) Instruct officers to prepare a report for 
Full Council on the outcomes of this 
consultation along with a 
recommendation regarding whether it is 
appropriate to submit the Publication 
Draft for public examination pursuant to 
Section 20 of the 2004 Act. 

 
(iii)  Delegate to the Director of CES in 

consultation with the Cabinet Member 
the making of any incidental changes to 
the Publication Draft prior to consultation 
that are necessary as a result of the 
recommendations of Cabinet. 

 
(iv)  Delegate to the Director of CES in 

consultation with the Cabinet Member 
the approval of a consultation strategy 
and associated documents. 

 
Reason:  (i) & (ii) So that an NPPF compliant Local Plan 

can be progressed 
 

(iii)            So that changes recommended as a 
result of discussions at this meeting can 
be made. 

 
(iv) To ensure that the proposed methods of 

consultation are satisfactory to 
Members and compliant with the 2012 
Regulations and Statement of 
Community Involvement. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
Cllr D Merrett, Chair 
[The Meeting started at 5.30 pm and finished at 8.45 pm]. 


