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East Riding of Yorkshire Council ID 10
English Heritage ID 238
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ID. 3

Strudwick, Caroline
From: Leung, Meryl [meryl.leung@environment-agency.gov.uk]
Sent: 31 July 2013 16:53
To: localplan@york.gov.uk
Cc: julian.sturdy. mp@parliament.uk
Subject: City of York Local Plan Preferred Options — June 2013
Attachments: Final EA response.pdf
Please find attached the Environment Agency’s response to the above consultation.
Kind regards
Meryl Leung MRTPI
Sustainable Places — Planning Advisor
Tel: 01904 822607 (Internal 728 2607)
Email: meryl.leung@environment-agency.gov.uk
~~=nvironment Agency
L _overdale|House
Amy Johnslson Way
Clifton Moor
York YO30 4GZ

Part of the Environment Agency's Yorkshire and North East Region
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Mr Martin Grainger - Head of

Int

City of York Council
Planning & Sustainable Development

Environment
Agency

egrated Strategy

West Offices Station Rise

York Our ref: RA/2012/121344/CS-
YO1 6GA 01/PO1-LO1

Your ref: No reference

Date: 31 July 2013

Dear Mr Grainger
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City of York Local Plan Preferred Options June 2013

ank you for referring the above consultation which was received on the 6 June 2013.

ave attempted to answer the questions as set out under the sections in the Local Plan
der the following sub-headings within the Environment Agency’s remit:

¢ Management of water resources

e Flood risk

e Groundwater and contaminated land

e Waste
fortunately this makes it quite repetitive which | apologise for in advance.

is is followed by comments made from reviewing the Sustainability Appraisal. Then
lly specific flood risk comments to the strategic housing sites that have come forward
ce the previous Core Strategy consultation process in 2011.

We believe that the management of water resources in the Local Plan Preferred Options
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eds to be fully addressed now so that when it gets to the point of submission, the
cument will be found to be sound.

> would very much welcome the opportunity to discuss with you our comments with a
w to ensuring the finalised Local Plan submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
equately addressed the objectives of the Water Framework Directive.

ould you require any additional information, or wish to discuss these matters further,
ase contact me on the number below.

urs sincerely

ryl Leung MRTPI
stainable Places — Planning Advisor




Tel: 01904 822607
Fax: 01904 822649
Email: meryl.leung@environment-agency.gov.uk




Local Plan Preferred Options

SECTION 1: STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

1.1
We
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3 Local Strategic Context
> are pleased to see the objective of making York a leading environmentally friendly city
luded.

1.14 iv.

Th

s ambition of using development to improve the environmental sustainability of the city

is aspirational and in accordance with national policy.

SECTION 2: SPATIAL PORTRAIT
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5 Green Infrastructure

> are pleased to see that the importance of green infrastructure to the sustainability of
city is recognised. However, more should be said regarding the need to increase green
rastructure, specifically within more urban areas, and the wider social benefits this could

ng.

20 Green Infrastructure

eat emphasis is placed throughout this section on the high quality green infrastructure
ich is already present within the city. However, looking forward, it would be prudent to
lude a short section which highlights the need, and the desire, to expand green
rastructure provision within the city centre, linking existing green infrastructure with new
bitats and new green space within urban areas.

CTION 3: SPATIAL VISION AND OUTCOMES

estion 3.1~ this is our preferred approach to the vision do you think this is
propriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be taken?

nagement of water resources
> welcome that the document acknowledges broad priorities of sustainability such as
nate change. However, we consider that reference to the efficient use and effective
nagement of water resources, being a valuable and important resource within the
trict is lacking in paragraph 3.21. Neither water resources nor water quality are
dressed in the preferred approach and no reference is made to the Water Framework
ective (WFD) and the obligation under this legislation to protect and prevent
terioration of the water environment. With this mind, we would like another bullet point to
added to paragraph 3.21:

‘Safeguard water resources and to protect and improve water quality with an overall
n of getting waterbodies to ‘good’ status under the Water Framework Directive’.

including the strategic bullet point above, it will help support the very likely compatible

impact for Sustainability Appraisal objective 10 — improve water efficiency and quality. We

w

O

uld like to point out that the objectives for WFD can be summarised as follows:

1. achieve ‘good’ status for all water bodies by 2015 (or later dates of 2021 or 2027
subject to criteria set out in the Directive);

2. prevent deterioration in the status of water bodies;

3. reduce pollution from priority polluting substances;




prevent and/ or limit poliution input into groundwater;

conserve aquatic ecosystems, habitats and species;

mitigate the effects of floods and droughts; and

promote sustainable use of water as a natural resource, and balance abstraction
and recharge.

No oA~

The need for growth does not necessarily have to have a detrimental impact on the need

to protect and enhance the natural and built environment as mitigation measures from
development can help to achieve the above objectives when developed in a holistic
manner.

The WFD objectives also help achieve other sustainability framework objectives such as
(improve health and well-being of York's population), 8 (conserve or enhance green

infrastructure, bio-diversity, geodiversity, flora and fauna for accessible high quality and
connected natural environment) and 9 (use land resources efficiently and safeguard the

quality).

Groundwater and contaminated land

We are pleased to see that paragraph 2.66 of section 2: Spatial Portrait in the Local Pla
acknowledges former land contamination as an environmental constraint. Unfortunately
this is not set out in this section which is the spatial vision and outcomes. This is
highlighted in the last (8") bullet point of paragraph 3.21, natural resources and
environmental protection which states;

=

=)

‘Ensure that any development will not introduce any risk to the health of current and

future residents’.

This focuses on human health and disregards whether the environment is being polluted
from previous contaminants already embedded on the site. We would like to see a more
sustainable and holistic approach and suggest this is reworded to the following:

‘Ensure that any development will not introduce any risk to the health of current and

future residents, property nor surrounding environment’.

Flood risk

We are satisfied that the flood risk principle of the technical guidance to the NPPF (bullet
point three) is acknowledged strategically, however the word ‘appropriate’ in this sentence

is misleading. We would suggest this bullet point is reworded to:

‘Ensure that new development is not subject to unacceptable levels of flood risk,
does not result in increased flood risk elsewhere and, where possible, achieves
reductions in flood risk overall’.

The use of the word ‘acceptable’ in the technical guidance of the NPPF is used in context

of whether the proposed development use is suitable within a particular flood zone. This
why we've recommended the bullet point so that it relates to the flood zone compatibility
explained later in the flood risk policy, FR1. Including the term, reductions in flood risk

overall, is key within the policy as it is using the opportunities offered by new development

to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding.

S

We strongly recommend that a sequential approach'to the development of sites is included

in a flood risk policy. This should be made clear throughout the Local Plan so that
developers are aware they must take a sequential approach to the layout of their
development, locating it in the areas of lowest risk within the site.




Biodiversity

The fourth priority to “Protect the Environment’ is not an aspirational aim, and does not tie
in with the Strategy for York vision of “being a leading environmentally friendly city’. We
beE/eve that a better priority to take account of this would be to ‘Protect and enhance the
environment’. Paragraph 3.19 for the natural environment, this sentence is very vague and
ref'ers only to the enhancement of green infrastructure. No mention is made of the
aspiration to increase green infrastructure provision, which must be addressed.

SECTION 4: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Question 4.1 - this is our preferred approach to sustainable development. Do you
think this is appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be

tal'<en?

Management of water resources

We are disappointed to see that the efficient use and effective management of water
resources, being a valuable and important resource within the district is lacking in policy
SD1 under ‘Protect the environment'.

Neither water resources nor water quality are addressed in the preferred approach and no
reference is made to the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and the obligation under this
legislation to protect and prevent deterioration of the water environment. Having examined
appendix 6 of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for this approach, objective 10 is currently
identified as having ‘No significant effect or clear link’. We believe there is a missed
opportunity in achieving a ‘likely positive impact for environmental objective 10 (improve
water quality and quality) from excluding a policy to conserve and enhance the water

en ironment. In addition, it is misleading within section 26: delivery and monitoring of the
Local Plan, table 26.1 shows that SA objective 10 has been included which contradicts
appendix 6. We will explain this in detail within section 21 of the Local Plan.

Flood risk

We would like to reiterate our suggested wording again from the earlier question which is:
‘Ensure that new development is not subject fo unacceptable levels of flood risk,

does not result in increased flood risk elsewhere and, where possible, achieves

reductions in flood risk overall.

W? strongly recommend that a sequential approach to the development of sites is included

in GﬂOOd risk policy. This should be made clear throughout the Local Plan so that

developers are aware they must take a sequential approach to the layout of their
eL/eIopment, locating it in the areas of lowest risk within the site.

Waste

We are pleased to see waste being addressed under natural resources and environmental
protection which encourages waste reduction and the provision of appropriate sites for
wgste management. SA objective 11 of appendix 6 should be updated from ‘no significant
effect or clear link’ to having a ‘positive impact likely’ in line with the Planning Policy
Stztement 10: Planning for sustainable waste management which remains in place until
the National Waste Management Plan is published.

Groundwater and contaminated land

The topic of land contamination is incorporated in section 21: environmental quality
however is not referenced in the third bullet point under Natural resources and
environmental protection. We would like this to be reworded to the following:




‘Improve air quality, former contaminants are appropriately remediated and limit
environmental nuisance including noise, vibration, light, dust, odour, fumes and emissions
from development’.

Common pollutants such as asbestos, hydrocarbons (such as oils and fuels), hazardous
heavy metals and solvents might be present in either the soil or groundwater or both.
Activities on site have the potential to mobilise any contamination and present a risk to
human health and the environment.

From the accompanying sustainability appraisal, we believe there is a missed opportunity
in achieving a ‘likely positive impact for environmental objective 10: improve water quality
and quality from excluding a reference to land contamination which enhances the water
environment.

SECTION 5: SPATIAL STRATEGY

Question 5.1 — this is our preferred option to the spatial strategy do you think this|is
appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be taken?

Management of water resources

We are disappointed to see that the efficient use and effective management of water
resources is lacking in this section for example policy SS1: York sub area. Part ix of poli
SS1 relates to adjacent local authorities and as river catchments often dissects through
more than one local planning authority’s boundaries, water resource should be
acknowledged. From a water management point of view the River Ouse falls within a
number of different water catchments; Swale, Ure, Nidd and Upper Ouse .

CJ
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We would suggest the following wording for part ix:

‘Development within the City of York area will not lead to environmental related
problems such as flood risk, air and water quality, waste and transport congestion for
adjacent local authority areas’.

Overall neither water resources nor water quality are addressed in the preferred approach
and no reference is made to the Humber River Basin Management (for which the River
Ouse, Foss and Derwent fall into) under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) legislation.
WFD’s main objectives are to protect and enhance the water environment and ensure the
sustainable use of water resources for economic and social development.

Having examined appendix 6 of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for this approach,
objective 10 is currently identified as having ‘No significant effect or clear link’. We believe
there is a missed opportunity in achieving a ‘likely positive impact for environmental
objective 10 (improve water quality and quality) from acknowledging the need to conserve
and enhance the water environment.

Waste
We are disappointed to see that waste has not been addressed within the spatial strategy.
It appears that no waste document was used as a key evidence base, for example we

would expect to see “Let’s talk rubbish: A municipal waste management strategy for the
City of York and North Yorkshire 2006 — 2026" as it covers the period of the Local Plan.
Strategically this document should be used to influence waste reduction and the provision
of appropriate sites for waste management.




SA objective 11 of appendix 6 should be updated from ‘no significant effect or clear link’ to
having a ‘positive impact likely’ in line with the Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for
sustainable waste management which remains in place until the National Waste
Management Plan is published. In addition this will support table 26.1 of section 26:
delivery and monitoring of the Local Plan, which shows that SA objective 11 has been
included.

We would suggest the following wording for part ix:

‘Development within the City of York area will not lead to environmental related
problems such as flood risk, air and water quality, waste and transport congestion for
adjacent local authority areas’.

Flood risk

As|set out in the Local Context box, we support the statement made on page 51 that:
“To reduce future damage to property and infrastructure and maximise public
safety, greenfield areas subject to high flood risk (Flood Risk Zones 3a and 3b) are
considered inappropriate for future development for housing or employment.”

We would therefore expect to see this approach adopted when allocating and developing
sites for housing or employment, and as such it should be incorporated into policy.
SECTION 11: AIDING CHOICE IN THE HOUSING MARKET

Question 11.1 —~ this is our preferred approach to aiding choice in the housing

market do you think this is appropriate or should one of the alternatives of a
different approach be taken?

Flood risk

we strongly recommend that policy ACHM4 add another bullet point to the first six to state
that sites for gypsies, travellers and showpeople will be located outside of Flood Zone 3.
This is because Flood Zone 3 is inappropriate for this type of development due to the
associated flood risk and vulnerability classifications. Caravans and mobile homes
intended for permanent residential use are classed as ‘highly vulnerable’. Reference
should be made to the council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and its associated
tables 4.1 and 4.2 that would support this bullet point.

SECTION 17: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

Question 17 — this is our preferred option to Green Infrastructure do you think this
is appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be taken?

Paolicy G11: Green Infrastructure

We are pleased that green infrastructure has been recognised as an important and
valuable asset, and the Humber River Basin Management Plan has been identified as a
key document/strategy within part ii of policy G11.

We support the Council's aspirations to enhancing green infrastructure, but believe that
there is room for improvement as the current draft lacks direction and gives no confidence
that the measures outlined in the policy would achieve the Council’s objectives for green
infrastructure. One key failing is point vi. which states:

“requiring applicants to submit green infrastructure assessments with all but minor
applications”.




Neither the policy nor the supporting text defines a green infrastructure assessment or
indicates whether applicants would be required to show conservation of existing asset o
indeed expansion or enhancement. Currently this policy fails to secure any meaningful
improvement or show positive planning. In order to bring the policy in line with NPPF, paint
vi. for example, could be rewritten as:
“requiring applicants to submit a green infrastructure assessment showing how the
development would contribute fo the conservation and expansion of green infrastructure
within the city”.

—

We believe it should be made clear in this policy that green infrastructure have a dual use
as flood storage areas for river or surface water flows. This applies to both existing gree
infrastructure and new proposed infrastructure. We note that paragraph 17.2 mentions
how green space will help to mitigate climate change and contribute to flood mitigation. [n
addition, this policy links very well with policy FR2: surface water management as
paragraph 19.6 refer to use of green roofs in the different types of sustainable drainage
systems available.

=

The policy should also reference green infrastructure in relation to an intention for green
walls, roofs and soft borders. We would like to bring your attention to Sheffield Council’s
green roof policy in their draft City Policies DPD as a guide. Green roofs can signiﬁcantlL/
improve the environmental performance of buildings by:-

o Reducing the quantity of surface water run-off therefore helping to reduce the risk
flooding.

Improve the quality of surface water run-off.

Improve air-quality and reducing urban heat island effect.
Improve biodiversity; and

Create higher visual qualities

As any green roofs are going to be on new developments which would require planning
permission, a green roof policy could be monitored and delivered as shown below.

Policy Targets indicators Key How will the | Which SA
delivery policy be objectives
partners implemented | this policy

? meets

Section Number of % green Council in | Planning 4,7,8,12

17:Green new buildings | roofs partnership | applications |[and 13.

Infrastructure | failing to incorporated | with and

incorporate into new private sustainability
green roofs - 0 | development. | developer. | statements.

We feel that there is great potential to enhance and increase green infrastructure provis
within the city and would welcome the opportunity to work closer with the Council to
produce a Green Infrastructure policy which better reflects the aspirations and unique
opportunities which the city offers.

Policy GI2: Biodiversity
As with policy Gl1, elements of this policy, specifically the first two bullet points, are vag

and would be difficult to enforce or monitor. However, the policy is aspirational and shows

that the council is seeking to enhance biodiversity. The third bullet point, relating to on s
impacts, does need redrafting to reflect the objectives of both the Council and NPPF in

on

te




furthering the enhancement of biodiversity. Instead of seeking “no net loss” the Council

should be seeking a net gain in biodiversity. To achieve this, the policy should be redrafted
as
"results in a net gain fo biodiversily, appropriate with the scale of the development’.

We believe it would significantly further the aims of the Council with regard to protecting
and enhancing the environment.

The remainder of this bullet point also needs to be updated to better reflect the hierarchy
set out in paragraph 118 of NPPF, as the current wording gives no regard to the primary
method of biodiversity protection, that of avoidance. This bullet point could be rewritten as:

J “results in a net gain to biodiversity. In the first instance, developments should be
ocated in areas which do not impact on biodiversity. Where this is not possible, adequate
mi#igation should be incorporated. If this is unachievable, compensation must be provided.
If j?is cannot be incorporated, development will not be supported”.

1

—

Policy Gl6: Green Corridors
Wé fully support this policy and believe that it is robust, aspirational and deliverable.
SECTION 19: FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT

Question 19.1 — this is our preferred approach to flood risk do you think this is
appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be taken?

We generally support the contents of this section and the policies FR1 and FR2, with the
fojowing specific comments:

-

F

Rather than quoting the NPPF tables verbatim, policy FR1 should make reference to the
reT%vant parts, and also its own Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to inform developers
regarding flood risk, and surface water requirements. By taking out table 19.1 of policy
F%I, it frees up four pages and makes the policy easier to read.

It is briefly mentioned in paragraph 19.3 in the second bullet point that where possible,
de{/elopment will reduce flood risk overall. However we believe the council should be
taking a more positive stance and seek betterment from developers to mitigate against
future flood risk. This could be in the form of restricting new development on greenfield
sites to the existing run-off rate from a lower order storm event, e.g. a 1 in 1 year storm,
and the provision of attenuation storage up to and including a 1 in 100 year storm event,
plus an appropriate allowance for climate change.

Within the Local context of section 19, reference is made to flood risk legislation and the
Environment Agency’s Catchment Flood Management Plans. We support the inclusion of
this information however references should be made to:

e City of York Council’'s emerging Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and

e Derwent Catchment Flood Management Plan

In regards to the Catchment Flood Management Plans, a number of actions of relevance
to planning have been omitted. We recommend that further actions, for example those
associated with flood resilience and sustainable drainage are included. It is also important
that a caveat is made regarding the future of these plans. Under the Flood Risk
Rigulations, we will continue to work with City of York Council to review the existing
actions within these plans. This will result in more site specific actions being developed.




These actions will replace those published in the Catchment Flood Management Plans
and will be available for consultation in summer 2014.

Paragraph 19.2 — this paragraph states the process used for sequential testing a site bu
does not specially state whether or not a site which contains various different flood zone
should adopt a sequential approach to its layout. We believe this should be included wit
policy FR1:

‘A sequential approach to the layout of the site must be taken, and that
development must be located within the area of lowest risk. Areas of greater risk (i.e.
Flood Zones 2 or 3) should be utilised for green infrastructure spaces.’

This would tie in with the statement mentioned on p51 of the Local Plan that residential
employment development on Greenfield sites would be inappropriate within Flood Zone
3a and 3b as shown below:

“To reduce future damage to property and infrastructure and maximise public
safety, greenfield areas subject to high flood risk (Flood Risk Zones 3a & 3b) are
considered inappropriate for future development for housing or employment.”

FR2

—
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We support Policy FR2 where you state that for development on brownfield sites that there

should be a 30% reduction in surface water run-off.

We are of the opinion that for both brownfield and greenfield sites, the standards of

attenuation storage should be provided, and included as part of the policy and recommend

the following wording:
‘Sufficient attenuation and long term storage should be provided to accommodat
least a 1 in 30 year storm. Any design should also ensure that storm water resulting fro

at
a

1 in 100 year event, plus 30% to account for climate change, and surcharging the drainage

system can be stored on the site without risk to people or property and without overflow
into a watercourse.’

We also suggest that you consider how you will incorporate Sustainable Drainage
Approval Boards (SABS) into this policy regarding surface water, as these are likely to b
in place by the time the Local Plan reaches the Submission stage.

We support the paragraph in FR2 stating ‘Measures to restrict surface water run-off rate
shall be designed and implemented to prevent an unacceptable risk to contamination of|
groundwater however we believe that this can easily be incorporated into the sustainab
drainage section. The next sentence ‘The acceptable level of this risk shall be agreed w,
the Environment Agency’ is too prescriptive for a policy and the onus should be placed ¢
the developer to demonstrate this especially as they have to explore the technical
feasibility and viability of various forms of SuDS. Perhaps a more fitting sentence would
be:

‘The type of SuDS used should be appropriate to the site in question, and should
ensure that there is no pollution of the water environment including both ground and
surface waters.’

SECTION 20: CLIMATE CHANGE
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Question 20.1 - this is our preferred approach to climate change do you think this is

appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be taken?




M Inagement of water resources

We have no issue with the preferred option chosen however part A of policy CC2:
Sustainable design and construction only mentions cutting carbon and energy efficiency.
We consider more should be done to recognise the importance of water efficiency and
demand in the future especially when bearing in mind climate change. Water is a precious
resource. Climate change predictions show that our summers are likely to become hotter
and drier and that the likelihood of droughts will increase. Increased demand on our water
supplies from new development and new homes will add to the pressure on our water
resources. Water efficiency can help to meet greenhouse gas emissions targets - if society
uses less water, less needs to be treated, delivered, collected and treated again as waste.
All|of these processes use energy. Less water means less energy used, and fewer
greenhouse gases released. The efficient use of water resources is therefore important as
a climate change adaptation and mitigation measure. Planning authorities have a key role
in managing water resources via spatial plans that contain policies promoting efficient use
of water resources. .

SECTION 21: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Question 21.1 — this is our preferred approach to environmental quality do you think
thas is appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be
taken?

Canserving and enhancing the water environment

Altbough we agree with the preferred approach taken, unfortunately water resources and
water quality are not clearly addressed throughout the plan. Water efficient buildings are
loasely covered within the Local Plan but there is no real commitment towards promoting
Wj er efficient fixture and fittings is made.

The Local plan does not make adequate provision for or policies aimed at protection of the
water environment. In particular the plan does not make reference to the Water
Framework Directive and the obligation under this legislation to protect and prevent
deterioration of the water environment. As the key piece of legislation now governing the
w%er environment across the EU it should form an important part of the natural
environment policies to ensure protection of the water environment.

Unlder this directive River Basin Management Plans have been produced setting out plans
forbhe protection, improvement and sustainable use of the water environment. The
Enyvironment Agency is the competent authority in England and Wales for implementing

th ' directive however the necessary actions require the involvement of many stakeholders
including local government. The Humber River Basin Management Plan was published on
317 December 2009. Given the importance of the WFD legislation we feel it is necessary

that the York Core strategy reflects measures outlined in the Humber RBMP.

Annexe C of the Humber River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) identifies pressures and
actions where local authorities have a role. These include the promotion of sustainable
drainage systems, tackling drainage issues in areas without mains drainage (village
dréins, septic tanks, avoiding proliferation of private sewage treatment etc.), street and
drain management, promoting ecological awareness, control of non-native invasive
species and habitat improvements in river corridors.

The need to have appropriate policies and measures in place to prevent deterioration of
watercourses is of importance within York given the rural and urban nature of the local
authority area and the risk of contamination and pollution of its watercourses.




Regulation 17 of the Water Environment (WFD)(E&W) Regulations 2003 places a duty an

each public body including local planning authorities to ‘have regard to’ river basin
management plans (RBMP), this should be referred to in the strategy. York sits wholly

within the Humber RBMP, reference needs to be made to the plan and measures within|i

that are a requirement of the LA.

A water quality policy would ensure applicants assess the implications of their proposals
on water quality, including mitigation of negative impacts where necessary. Proposals are

encouraged to improve water quality and physical habitat, particularly in areas where

watercourses are below expected standards. Any works near watercourses should actively

seek to improve the morphology of the river as well as improve the water quality. Where|a

proposal causes physical modifications to any waterbody or the discharge of polluted
water into a waterbody an assessment will need to be carried out to ensure compliance
with the EU Water Framework Directive objective to prevent or mitigate against
deterioration of that waterbody.

With this in mind, we would strongly recommend that another policy specific to the water

environment is included in this section which considers rivers and water resources
separate to flooding. They need to be recognised as a natural resource which need
protecting. There is a small section on water availability which is related to Water

Company Plans. Yorkshire Water is currently rewriting their Water Resource Management

Plan and it may be worth contacting them to get an up to date picture of their resources.
The York area sits within two areas of water management — the Swale, Ure, Nidd and
Upper Ouse catchment and the Derwent catchment. The Environment Agency produce

Catchment Abstraction Management Strategies for both these areas which were update
earlier this year and are available on our website. We would expect an overview of wate

availability to be included in the natural resources section of the plan.
We would strongly recommend that a water environment policy is shown in blue below:

Proposals will be supported which:
e conserve and enhance:
o the natural geomorphology of watercourses,
o water quality; and
o the ecological value of the water environment, including watercourse
corridors; and
» contribute towards achieving ‘good status’ under the Water Framework Directive
the district's surface and groundwater bodies; and
» manage water demand and improve water efficiency through appropriate water
conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey-water recycling;
and
« improve water quality through the incorporation of appropriately constructed and
maintained Sustainable Drainage Systems.

Please note that other local authorities in Yorkshire and Humber have successfully
integrated specific water policies into their Local Plans and we are happy to continue
dialogue with you following this consultation.

Groundwater and contaminated land
The Local plan does not adequately address the management and protection of the wat
environment, including rivers and groundwater. It should also incorporate the requireme
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and objectives of policies like the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and include actions to

improve the resilience to impacts of Climate Change. Particularly the WFD is now the k
legislation governing the water environment and requires that all surface water bodies a
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groundwater bodies achieve ‘good’ status in terms of water quality and to prevent any
deterioration of current quality and ecological status.

The city of York is situated on top of Sherwood Sandstone, which is classified by the
Enyvironment Agency as a Principal aquifer. This means that the aquifer provides a high
le 'el of water storage and supports water supply and river base flow on a strategic scale.
Thle area of the city is overlain by a mixture of superficial drift of varying type and depth,
wt-}ich protect the principal aquifer from direct contamination.

The Sherwood Sandstone aquifer belongs to two different Catchment Abstraction
Ménagement Strategies (CAMS). According to the Wharfe and Lower Ouse CAMS there
is festricted groundwater availability on the lower Sherwood sandstone and there has been
identified high risk of saline intrusion in that part of the aquifer. Therefore additional
abstraction licensing might be allowed depending on the local groundwater conditions.

Groundwater supplies in England and Wales are under pressure from pollution and from
the ever greater demand for water from an increasing population — all against the
background of the threat posed by climate change and its likely effects (including drought).

In the city of York area, groundwater provides essential water supply for various industrial
and agricultural demands (such as the golf course and the racecourse in the city) and
provides base flow for the rivers Ouse, Foss and Derwent and smaller becks in the area.
Additionally groundwater boreholes have been designed to supplement the river Ouse in
case of severe drought events, when the river is at risk of running dry and the potable
ther supply is threatened.

Groundwater supplies in the city of York are under pressure from pollution and from the
ever greater demand for water from an increasing population — all against the background
of the threat posed by climate change and likely drought events. Some development and
uses of land threaten the quality and availability of groundwater. This means that land-use
planning policies and procedures play a significant role in protecting groundwater
effectively.

Groundwater quality can affect the quality of surface water. Groundwater is also used as a
resource for private dwellings and in industry, agriculture and leisure. Our surface waters
are closely linked with groundwater and therefore protection of both should be assured.
Pr'eventing pollution is by far the most sustainable and cost-effective way of maintaining
golod groundwater quality. Pollution may only become apparent much later when, for
example, the groundwater quality at an abstraction borehole is affected, or when
contaminated baseflow has a noticeable effect on the chemical quality or ecology of a
watercourse. This time lag means that a large volume of aquifer can become polluted
be(ore the impacts are readily noticeable

Developers proposing schemes that pose a risk to groundwater resources, quality or
athractions must provide an acceptable hydrogeological risk assessment (HRA) to the
Environment Agency and the local planning authority. If the HRA identifies unacceptable
risks to groundwater then the developer must propose mitigation measures to reduce the
risk of pollution and to enhance the water quality. Developers proposing schemes at sites
with a high probability of land contamination should follow the guidelines of policy EQ3 of
the city plan.




SECTION 22: WASTE AND MINERALS

Question 22.1 - this is our preferred approach to waste and minerals do you think

this is appropriate or should one of the alternatives or a different approach be
taken?

We are supportive of the preferred approach and are satisfied that policy WM1 is a gooa

summary of the aspirations on moving waste up the hierarchy and enabling waste
prevention, reuse and recycling.

Questions 22.2 - do you think that our preferred approach of including strategic
policies in the City of York Local Plan and more detailed policies in the Joint City
York, North Yorkshire and North Yorkshire Moors Waste and Minerals Local Plan
appropriate?

We believe this is appropriate having strategic policies in the Local Plan then detailed
policies in the joint minerals and waste plan. Acting as a statutory consuitee on the first

consultation on the Minerals and waste joint plan earlier this month, we are confident that

detailed policies in the joint plan will address issues within the Environment Agency's
remit.

Question 22.3 — do you think that the waste management and mineral policies
provide the appropriate strategic direction for the more detailed policies which wi
be included in the Joint City of York, North Yorkshire and North Yorkshire Moors
Waste and Minerals Local Plan?

We are supportive of the strategic direction of the waste and minerals policies which we
believe will fit with the draft joint waste and minerals plan which is currently under
development.

SECTION 25: INFRASTRUCTURE AND DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

Question25.1 — this is our preferred approach to infrastructure and developer
contributions do you think this is appropriate or should one of the alternatives or
different approach be taken?

Flood risk

Policy IDC1 should make specific reference to developers being required to provide
contributions towards new flood alleviation schemes, the long-term maintenance of
existing defences, and habitat creation (dual use of green infrastructure as flood storage

habitat) through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). We would especially encourage

City of York Council to seek developer contributions for any proposed development with
the Foss Basin towards the maintenance / improvement of existing defences (e.g. the
Foss Barrier).

SECTION 26: DELIVERY AND MONITORING
Whilst there are no specific questions asked for this section of the Local Plan, we would
strongly recommend that the following targets are also included to support the success ¢

the proposed policies in the Local Plan.

Section 21: Environmental quality
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 are pleased to see that there is part iv. of this policy which will ensure the highest

standards of sustainability are embedded at all stages of the development. This is then
Il

owed by paragraph 5.7 confirming the council’'s ambition of an eco-settlement. However
pendix 6 of the Sustainability Appraisal for policy SS4 is worded less positively. We

uld like this to be corrected so it matches and is line with the proposed policy to ensure
ositive objective and outcome.

ction 7: York Central

e to the majority of the site being dominated by the former British Sugar buildings and
previous operations, regulators often find it difficult for such a large site to be

nediated properly when it comes down to individual developers dealing with piecemeal
rts of the site - particularly as what may be satisfactory for one part of the site may

ise complications for another developer. For this reason, we would prefer alternative
mber 3 which is provide detailed local criteria/site allocations to guide development in
rk Central, or this to be covered in a Supplementary Planning Document.

ategic housing sites
> have specific comments to make on the strategic housing allocations that have come
ward in this consultation which can be found at the end of this letter.




Sustainability Appraisal
Flood Risk

Figure 2.3: Relevant Plans and Programmes

Regional - There is a key document missing from the regional evidence which is the
Humber River Basin Management Plan (2009). This has been prepared under the Wate
Framework Directive (WFD), which requires all countries throughout the European Unio
to manage the water environment to consistent standards. Please note the River Ouse
through the York District falls into the Swale, Ure, Nidd and Upper Ouse catchment with
the Humber RBMP.

Local - There is a plan which has been missed from the local evidence and this is the Ci
of York Council’s Surface Water Management Plan (December 2012). This is the basis {
the emerging Local Flood Risk Strategy which City of York Council, as the Lead Local
Flood Authority) now has a legal duty to produce since the Flood and Water Manageme
Act 2010 came into place. In the absence of the Local Flood Risk Strategy, we would lik
to draw attention to the inclusion of the Surface Water Management Plan in this figure.

We would like to bring to your attention that the River Ouse Flood Risk Management
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Strategy is not a statutory document as it was never formally approved by the Environment

Agency nor City of York Council. We would suggest this strategy is omitted from figure 2.

Paragraph 2.5.53

This paragraph fails to specifically acknowledge flooding from surface water and solely
concentrates on fluvial sources (from the river). CoYC'’s Surface Water Management Plar
outlining the preferred strategy for the management of surface water throughout the city
should be referenced as this establishes a long term action plan and to influence future
strategy development for surface water maintenance, investment, planning and engagemen

Water resources

Water, flooding and flood risk

Paragraph 2.3.51

We noticed that in paragraph 2.3.51, our publication ‘Swale, Ure, Nidd and Upper Ouse

Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy (CAMS) dated 2004 is used as the baseline

however this was updated in February 2013. This should be corrected as the 2013

r"

publication supersedes the 2004 issue and gives the most up to date information for water

resources. Although the CAMS document is mentioned, the contents of figure 2.13 only
summaries the Humber River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and there is no
explanation of water resources related data within this chapter.

We are pleased to see that data from the Humber River Basin Management Plan has been
pulled together to form figure 2.13 however the stand alone data is not explained nor does

it give any context into how it fits into the baseline data and its relevance to the

improvement of the water quality in the catchment in the Local Plan. For example, what
measures in the Local Plan will be taken to increase the percentage of the biological sta
by more than half (up to 11%) for the Yorkshire Derwent catchment?

We would like further clarification on the data for the Derwent Humber (3™ row of table) as

to our knowledge, there is no such catchment called that in the Humber RMBP.

tus

Paragraph 2.3.43

Confusingly, water resource is mentioned earlier in paragraph 2.3.43 but without referrir’g

to the Swale, Ure, Nidd and Upper Ouse CAMS. CAMS relate to how water resources of a




ca 1chmen’t will be managed and contribute to implementing the Water Framework
Dlrlectlve CAMS is measured at Assessment Points which are significant points on the
river and there are three Assessment Points that fall within the City of York. These
As§essment Points are located at Skelton GS, Foss and Naburn. Assessment Point 1 for
Naburn is the more significant out of the three as it is identified as having ‘restricted water
available’ for licensing.

We believe that this key issue has been missed off the baseline of 2.3.43 as the bullet
point states that ‘water resources is not likely to have a significant effect on York as the
household consumption has been built info Yorkshire Water's modefl. However what if
non-domestic water intensive users want to locate in York or existing water intensive users
in ﬁhe district want to expand and thus need to abstract more water? This should be
discussed and clarified in the baseline data as water is particularly relevant to climate
change as trends for the UK are hotter, drier summers and warmer wetter winters, with
mare extreme events such as drought.

Paragraph 2.3.53

The baseline data for flood risk in York city is quite poor as it is not based on any facts or
evidence other than a history of flooding from the River Ouse. It is important that all
somhrces of flooding within the district are properly acknowledged. Looking back at
appendlx 3, there is no acknowledgement of the River Foss, River Derwent, ordinary
watercourses in the district, tidal influences from the River Humber, groundwater sources
nor surface water. The updated 2013 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and the City of
York’s Surface Water Management Plan adopted in 2012 should also be acknowledged.
By|adding the missing information to the baseline data, it will strengthen the flood risk
policies in the Local Plan.

The indicators used; number of flooding events and its magnitude to measure flooding are
also poor as these are not influenced by development. There should be an indicator of
critical infrastructure at risk, number of properties that have signed up to flood warning and
surface water indicators are needed.




Flood risk comments to strategic housing sites

We would expect to see the guidances below used at the following allocations.

ST2 - Former civil service sports ground, Millfield Lane
ST3 - The Grainstores, Water Lane

ST4 - Land adjacent Hull Road and Grimston Bar

ST6 — Land east of Grimston Bar

ST10 - Land at Moor Lane, Woodthorpe

ST12 - Land at Manor Heath Road, Copmanthorpe
ST13 - Land at Moor Land, Copmanthorpe

ST14 - Land to north of Clifton Moor

Flood Zone 1 guidance

The allocations listed above lie entirely within Flood Zone 1. For any development site,
located in Flood Zone 1, that is 1 hectare in size or more, a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
will be required in line with the guidance contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework. This should pay particular attention to drainage. For further information /
guidance regarding the requirements for an FRA the applicant should refer to the
Environment Agency’s website.

Surface water management guidance

For all the proposed strategic housing allocations, there must be no increase in surface
water run-off from any site. As a minimum we would want to see any surface water
discharge restricted to the existing greenfield run-off rate. If not calculated, then the
greenfield run-off from a 1 in 1 year storm (1.4 litres/second/hectare) should be used. The
applicant must also provide sufficient attenuation and long term storage at least to
accommodate a 1 in 30 year storm. The design should also ensure that storm water
resulting from a 1 in 100 year event, plus 30% to account for climate change, and
surcharging the drainage system can be stored on the site without risk to people or
property and without overflowing into a watercourse.

We are keen to promote the use of Sustainable Drainage systems (SuDS) and draw
attention to Paragraph 103 of the National Planning Policy Framework. SuDS tackle
surface water run-off problems at source using features such as soakaways, permeabl
pavements, grassed swales, infiltration trenches, ponds and wetlands, and, green roofs to
attenuate flood peak flows, produce water quality improvements and environmental
enhancements. We seek to promote the use of SuDS techniques to this site and expec
the developer of the site to submit detailed investigations such that the use of SuDS has
been fully explored. Please find below a link to our green roof toolkit www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/91967.aspx

ST5 - York Central

The site lies within Flood Zones 1 and 2. There are known surface water and fluvial issues

for this area. We are aware that a bid has been submitted by City of York Council as the
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for a study to identify options and steps to be taken,
which will require contributions from both City of York Council and developers. As this
action falls under the remit of the LLFA to carry out, we would suggest that no further
development take place on this site until such a time as the study and any required works
have been identified and completed, in order to mitigate against both fluvial and surface
water flooding. We recommend that our surface water management guidance and the
following sequential approach guidance are followed:




Sequential approach guidance
A sequential approach to the site layout must be taken, with development steered to the
areas of lowest risk. If required, the sequential and exception tests must be passed.

ST7 - Land to the east of Metcalfe Lane

The site lies within Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3. Development must take a sequential approach
to the layout of the site in line with our sequential approach guidance. As there are large
areas of Flood Zone 1 we would expect to see all development located wholly within Flood
Zone 1, with the smaller areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3 being used for green/ public open
space. We recommend that our surface water management guidance is followed.

ST8 - Land north of Monks Cross

We are aware that City of York Council as LLFA is managing a study in conjunction with
the internal drainage board looking at South Beck. As this action falls under the remit of
the LLFA to carry out, we would suggest that no further development take place in this
location until the study has been undertaken, and any required works have been identified
and completed, in order to mitigate against fluvial and surface water flooding. We
recommend that our Flood Zone 1 and surface water management guidances are
followed.

ST9 - Land north of Haxby

The existing watercourse in this area, Westfield Beck, is constricted by the limited capacity
of an existing downstream culvert. We are aware that City of York Council as LLFA require
a study to be carried out on Westfield Beck in order for further development to take place
in the Haxby, Wigginton and New Earswick area. As this action falls under the remit of the
LLFA to carry out, we would suggest that no further development takes place on this site
until such a time as the study and any required works have been identified and completed,
in order to mitigate against both fluvial and surface water flooding. We recommend that our
Flood Zone 1 and surface water management guidances are followed.

This is especially important as run-off from this site eventually drains into the river Foss
which is a source of flooding in York and which has a complex interaction with the river
Ouse and relies upon ongoing management of the Foss Barrier and its associated pumps.

ST11 - Land at New Lane, Huntington
We are aware that City of York Council as LLFA is managing a study in conjunction with
the{ Internal Drainage Board looking at South Beck. As this action falls under the remit of
the LLFA to carry out, we would suggest that no further development take place in this
location until the study has been undertaken, and any required works have been identified
and completed, in order to mitigate against fluvial and surface water flooding.

The site lies predominantly in Flood Zone 1 with a small area within Flood Zone 2.
De\lelopment must take a sequential approach to the layout of the site in line with our
sequential approach guidance. We recommend that our surface water management
guidance is followed.

ST15 — Whinthorpe new settlement

The site lies within Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3. Development must take a sequential approach
to the layout of the site in line with our sequential approach guidance. As there is a large
area of Flood Zone 1 we would expect to see all development located wholly within Flood
Zone 1, with the areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3 being used for green/ open public space.
This would tie in with City of York Council’s statement mentioned earlier (page 51 of the
Local Plan) that residential / employment development on Greenfield sites would be




inappropriate within Flood Zone 3. We recommend that our surface water management
guidance is followed.

Please note that the site is located directly east of Heslington Tilmire SSSI, and a strategic
green wedge. Also, the site contains a number of small watercourses and Tilmire Drain
crosses through the southern section of the site managed and maintained by Ouse and
Derwent Internal Drainage Board. As such, development of the site provides a unique
opportunity to enhance existing habitats and increase green infrastructure provision
through development design. Much of the southern section of the site lies within flood zone
3 and is therefore inappropriate for residential development. However, this area could be
used as a multifunctional green space which contained flood storage and surface water
attenuation within a SuDS scheme and public open space. Such an approach would haye
the potential to create an exemplar sustainable scheme which fully embraces the need to
work with natural processes, through SuDS and green infrastructure creation which
provides social benefits to residents.
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ID. 9
Roberts, John

From: Stokes, lan

Sent: 11 September 2013 14:13

To: Roberts, John

Subject: FVW: Respense from Selby District Coucnil
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear John,

| realise this (see below) is after the normal consultation deadline and the extension
given to neighbouring local authorities, but please will you include this as a
response to the Local Plan Preferred Options.

Regards,

lan Stokes | Development Officer (Transport Strategy)
1: 01904 551429 | e: ian.stokes@york.gov.uk

City of York Council |Integrated Strategy Unit |

Directorate of City and Environmental Services

West Offices | Station Rise | York | YO1 6GA
www.york.gov.uk | facebook.com/cityofyork | @CityofYork
From: Andrew McMillan [mailto:amcmillan@selby.gov.uk]

Sent: 11 September 2013 10:59 :

To: Stokes, Jan
Subject: Response from Selby District Coucnil

Dear SirfMadam

RE: emerging plans

At its meeting on 5 September 2013, The Executive agreed the following response to be submitted to you in order to
fulfil the Duty to Cooperate to maximise the effectiveness of policies for strategic mafters in Local Plans. Selby
District Council broadly supports your Local Plan (including LDF, Core Strategy, Allccations, and other policy
documents} approach and the policies within them. The Council is satisfied that there has been satisfactory ongeoing
cross-boundary cooperation between Selby District Council and your authority through Officer and Member bodies,
not least the Leeds City Region and York & North Yorkshire BoardfTechnical Officer Group.

The Executive would make the following specific points with regard to your emerging plans, but restricts its
observations fo strategic issues, or those that may have a direct impact upon Selby District.

It is understood from discussion with Officers at CYC that the Preferred Options version of the York Local Plan should
be considered not as a fine-funed draft plan. Instead, it should be considered as a discussion paper that adds a
spatial dimension to previous consultation exercises. It adds flesh to the bones to create something that is more
meaningful to non-planners and can therefore generate mere useful responses than an abstract issues and options
paper could. Selby's responses are presented on the basis of this interpretation.

Selby broadly suppoerts York’s recognition of itself as the Gateway to North Yorkshire, and the spatial planning
responsibilities that brings as the leading settlement in the sub region (after Leeds). York's ambitious growth targets
are acknowledged and supported in principle. Selby is pleased to be recognised as a key District that supports York's
role through providing a ready workforce and customers, and also that Selby provides an attractive countryside
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setting for the city. Selby is well placed to benefit from the economic overspill of York whilst it retains its own rural
character.

Selby is satisfied that York can realise its growth aspirations within its own territory. While there is clearly a lot of
cross-boundary activity in terms of commuting, Selby and York retain distinctly different housing and employment
characters that work in harmony. The Council would refer CYC to Selby Core Strategy that was recently found Sound
by the Inspector. The Core Strategy is scheduled for Adoption in Autumn this year. The relaticnship between CYC
and Seiby are set out in that document and its background documents.

Loeking beyond the high level strategic vision of the CYC Local Plan, Selby would comment on a number of details
set out within it as follows:

Policy 883 v): Site ST15 "Whinthorpe village” is a departure from the recent (abandoned) Core Strategy approach.
SDC is concerned at the lack of information available to prepare a detailed response on this matter which is clearly a
significant new settlement of 5580 close {o the Selby Border. Selby's concerns are centred around highway impact
on the already congested AG4. Selby's own growth will potentially add a significant number of journeys on to the A19
to York, and without certainty of Whintorpe's access arrangements Selby cannot properly consider the implications.
Selby considers that the broad location has not been fully explored and evaluated in the context of alternative sites.

Specifically, significant investrment in public transport infrastructure (including for example new railway stations at
Haxby) could be more beneficial locations for such large scale growth, instead of remote locations such as site ST15
that have no existing infrastructure to build upon. At a proposed 50 dwellings per hectare it is considered that there is
a risk that the new village could be high-rise and a significant visual infrusion in the flat landscape. The potential for a
further 174ha of safeguarded land for development beyond the plan period is also of concern for the same reasons.
Seiby DC is not formally objecting to Whinthorpe at this stage, however it has raised concems abeout Whinthorpe that
can only be addressed through the provision of additional information to assess any potential impact upon Selby
District.

SDC supports the expansion and improvements of Park and Ride facilities at the Designer Outlet. SDC also notes
the designation of the Cutlet for leisure develepment, but would query the reasoning behind this as it is a shopping
centre, not leisure destination. Any development that increases the attractiveness of this out of centre location must
be rigorously considered with more information to assess the potential strategic impact upon Selby Town as a
Principal Town {(as set out in the former Regional Strategy). In a town centre hierarchy, if there are no suitable sites in
York City Centre it is considered that Selby should be the priority for devetlopment before the out of centre location.

Like York, SDC is also looking to review the York Green Belt (where it applies in Selby District). A coordinated
approach would be beneficial, and is something we can develop together at the appropriate time. SDC would
welcome explaration of opportunities for joint commissioning where appropriate.

SDC is considering its future options towards renewable energy generation in the context of wind farming, and notes
the significant areas of search highfighted on the Proposals Map adjacent to Selby District. SDC would welcome joint
working in further studies to address this issue in a coordinated manner.

I trust the above is useful, however should you require clarification or further discussion or comment, do not hesitate
to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Andrew McMillan
Policy & Strategy Team

Andrew McMitlan
Paticy Officer

t: 01757 705101
e: amcmillan@seiby.gov,uk
w: www.selby.gov.uk

Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Doncaster Road, Selby, YO8 9FT.
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ID. 295

Bellerby, Neil

From: Walsh, Alexandra

Sent: 31 July 2013 13:40

To: localplan@york.gov.uk

Subject: FW: York Local Plan Preferred Options - Yorkshire Water's consultation response
Attachments: Schedule of Sites.xlIsx; York Local Plan PO Housing Allocations site specific

comments.docx; York WWTW capacity 2013.xIsx; YW policy response 2013.docx

From: Matthew.Gibson@Y orkshirewater.co.uk
[mailto:Matthew.Gibson@Yorkshirewater.co.uk]

Sent: 26 July 2013 14:42

To: localplan@

Cc: Stokes, lan; Walsh, Alexandra

Subject: York Local Plan Preferred Options - Yorkshire Water's consultation
response

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached Yorkshire Water's response to the current consultation related
to the Local Plan Preferred Option document. Our response contains detailed site
specific comments related to infrastructure constraints and sewer network capacity,
an update on capacity at our WwTW's within York and a response to the policies
contained within the document.

(See attached file: Schedule of Sites.xlsx)(See attached file: York Local Plan PO
Housing Allocations site specific comments.docx)(See attached file:

York WWTW capacity 2013.xIsx)(See attached file: YW policy response
2013.docx)

If you have any questions or require any further clarification on any issues then
please do not hesitate to contact me.

regards
Matthew

Matthew Gibson BA(Hons) MSc MRTPI

Senior Development Planner

Land Property & Planning, Yorkshire Water Services Ltd 2nd Floor, Western House,
Western Way, Halifax Road, Bradford, BD6 252 T 01274 692916 E
matthew.gibson@yorkshirewater.co.uk

www.yorkshirewater.com
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http://www.yorkshirewater.com/about-us/land-property-and-planning.aspx

Spotted a leak?
If you spot a leak please report it immediately. Call us on 0800 57 3553 or go to
http://www.yorkshirewater.com/leaks

Get a free water saving pack

Don't forget to request your free water and energy saving pack, it could save you
money on your utility bills and help you conserve water.
http://www.yorkshirewater.com/savewater

The information in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential and
may also be legally privileged. The contents are intended solely for the addressee
only and are subiject to the legal notice available at
http://www.keldagroup.com/email.htm. This email does not constitute a binding
offer, acceptance, amendment, waiver or other agreement, or create any obligation
whatsoever, unless such intention is clearly stated in the body of the email. If you
are not the intended recipient, please return the message by replying to it and then
delete the message from your computer. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or
action taken in reliance on its contents is prohibited and may be unlawful.

Yorkshire Water Services Limited
Registered Office Western House, Halifax Road, Bradford, BD6 2SZ Registered in
England and Wales No 2366682



Yorkshire Water response to York’s Local Plan Preferred Options
Prepared by Matthew Gibson, Senior Development Planner, Yorkshire Water

Tel: 01274 692916 Email: matthewgibson@yorkshirewater.co.uk

Please refer to additional documents for site specific comments and capacity comments.

Section 2- Spatial portrait

Within Section 2, spatial portrait, there is no mention of water or drainage. Sections are attributed
to green infrastructure, climate change and carbon footprint, waste and minerals and environmental
quality. Within these water, other than the Rivers Ouse, Foss and Derwent, is not mentioned.

York states green infrastructure (paragraph 2.15) as including strays, waterways, formal parks and
gardens , woodlands, street trees, green corridors, nature reserves and open countryside. YW
recommend this be extended to include other water based blue infrastructure.

Section 3- Spatial vision and outcomes

YW support the inclusion of paragraph 3.21 which states that the local plan will ensure that new
development is not subject to, nor contributes to, inappropriate levels of flood risk, including from
the Rivers Ouse, Foss and Derwent and other sources and it will ensure that new development
delivers sustainable drainage solutions.

Section 4- Sustainable Development

Policy SD1: Sustainable Development states under Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
that it aims to reduce flood risk by ensuring that new development is not subjected to or does not
contribute to flooding. Point two states that the plan will ensure sustainable design techniques are
incorporated in new developments and maximise the generation and use of low carbon/renewable
energy. We feel that similar wording and encouragement should be given to using water sustainable
urban design techniques to reduce flooding and the use of water saving devices in new
development.

Section 5- Spatial Strategy

Policy SS2, Delivering Sustainable Growth, states that the location of development will be steered
by (among other things) ensuring flood risk is appropriately managed.

Policy SS4, Strategic Sites Development Principles - The council will prepare SPDs regarding all
strategic sites. We see this as an opportunity to develop, test and encourage new and emerging
technologies related to sustainable drainage and water saving. YW would welcome the opportunity
to work with the Council, developers and stakeholders to pursue these possibilities.

Section 6- York City Centre

YW support the inclusion of Policy YCC1 x. , which states that community and recreational facilities,
including green space, should be provided to help combat the effects of flooding.



Section 7- York Central

The York Northwest corridor is being promoted as an Urban Eco settlement with sustainable living at
the core. York central falls within this. Policy YC1: York central special policy area has no mention of
SUDs, drainage or water management. York Central will be further outlined in the preparation of a
SPD which may present the opportuntity to include more detail on water management although YW
would prefer to see additional reference to this important issue within the policy.

Section 17- Green Infrastructure

The definition as given for green infrastructure is not particularly strong. It states that ‘green
infrastructure is the term used for the overarching framework related to all green assets.” Further to
paragraph 2.15 (as mentioned above) there is no information regarding what could be considered
green infrastructure.

There is no specific mention of water or blue infrastructure further to mentioning the River’s as
green corridors. There are specific policies within this section regarding issues such as biodiversity,
trees, open space and playing pitches, new open space and green corridors. SUDS represent an
important step in managing the effects of climate change and reducing flood risk. SUDS in new
developments may include ponds, scrapes, drainage channels etc and it is likely that these would be
designed as part of green infrastructure. Could a separate policy be promoted for blue
infrastructure and its contribution to open spaces, biodiversity etc?

Section 18- Green Belt

Under policy GB5: Major developed sites in the Green Belt, Elvington WTW, Naburn, Rawcliffe and
Haxby Walbutts WWTW are all listed as large developments. Limited infilling will be permitted upon
these sites providing it meets certain criteria. The criteria should allow for YW to continue
developing the works to meet the growth in housing and population proposed by the City Council.
As currently written, the criteria may impede YW'’s ability to create additional capacity and develop
new and sustainable technologies. YW would request that the policy criteria are altered to allow for
certain exceptions if proved necessary.

Section 19- Flood Risk Management

YW are supportive of Policy FR2: Surface Water Management which advocates the use of SDS
within new development, stating it is an expectation for their incorporation unless it can be
otherwise demonstrated it is not technically possible or would compromise the viability of the
scheme.

As standard new development on brownfield sites are expected to reduce surface water runoff by
30% and on greenfield sites there is expected to be no increased in runoff rates. This requirement is
aligned with YW's preferred approach.

YW need to be involved in the design and feasibility of SDS in all new development where the system
will eventually communicate with a public sewer. Wording should be included within the text to
encourage developers to open dialogue with YW at an early stage. This will become critical once the
legislation for compulsory adoption is introduced in April 2014.



The local plan refers to the adoption (2012) of the City of York Surface Water Management Plan.
Links to this plan could be strengthen.

Paragraph 19.6 states that the Local Plan will promote SDS through a Sustainable Design and
Construction SPD which will address issues of flood resilience and resistance along with SDS
adoption.

Policy FR3: Ground water management and the text in 19.7 and 19.8 appear to be slightly confused.
The policy states that new development will not be permitted to allow outflow from ground
water/and or land drainage to enter public sewers. It also calls for existing land drainage systems
within new development to be adequately maintained. We suggest seeking further clarification on
these issues and considering separate policies on land drainage and ground water management.

Section 20- Climate Change

Policy CC2: Sustainable Design and Construction focuses purely on energy demand and renewable
technology and fails to include information and requirements related to water saving and
sustainable drainage. Designing in and retrofitting water saving technology into developments is key
to ensuring an adequate supply of clean water for future generations. Reducing the reliance on
drinking water for tasks such as flushing toilets and watering gardens etc. should be considered in all
new development.

Section 21: Environmental Quality
Water quality is not specifically referred to.
Section 22: Waste and Minerals

Policy WM2: Safeguarding Mineral Resources and Local Amenity, the criteria for allocating new
mineral sites should include the following:

e There is no detrimental impact on existing utilities within the site



Yorkshire Water response to York’s Local Plan Preferred Options

Site specific comments
Prepared by Matthew Gibson, Senior Development Planner, Yorkshire Water

Tel: 01274 692916 Email: matthewgibson@yorkshirewater.co.uk

Proximity to Waste Water Treatment Works

The strength of odours from a Waste Water Treatment Works (or Pumping Station) at any particular
time will depend on a number of factors, including the type of processes undertaken on the site,
distance from the source, wind strength and direction and ambient temperature. The concentration
of odour will normally diminish as the distance from the source increases. Therefore, a Cordon
Sanitaire around a Works should ensure that dwellings, offices and other odour sensitive
developments are not in a location likely to be affected by odour nuisance.

Based on our experience of odour from Waste Water Treatment Works, we would recommend
safeguarding a Cordon Sanitaire of distance 400 metres for the Works. This is reflective of the
recommended distance used for planning purposes as outlined in The Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995: Part 6 (Agricultural Buildings and Operations) which
sets out a requirement that protected buildings should not have accommodation for livestock or for
the storage of slurry or sewage sludge located within 400 metres of their curtilage. The water
industry nationally adopted the 400m ‘Cordone Sanitaire’ as being a reasonable comparison
between the odours generated by livestock waste and that arising from the treatment of human
sewage. This distance may be flexible in certain circumstances (following consultation with Yorkshire
Water) on a case by case basis subject to the provision of verifiable evidence and site specific
mitigation.

The most effective way of mitigating the risk of future occupiers of new development from suffering
loss of amenity is through the land use planning system, ensuring no land is allocated for housing
adjacent to a WwTW.

H26- Land at Dauby Lane, Elvington

YW wish to highlight concerns regarding site allocation H26, Land at Dauby Lane, Elvington. This site
is within a 200m proximity of the operation boundary of Elvington Waste Water Treatment Works.
Given the proximity of existing residential properties and the small scale of the WwTW there may be
no issue however the layout should reflect the proximity and potential for nuisance.

H27- Land at the Brecks, Strensall

YW wish to highlight concerns regarding site allocation H27, Land at the Brecks, Strensall. Parts of
this site are within a 400m proximity to Haxby Walbutts Waste Water Treatment Works’ operation
boundary which should be taken into consideration when designing a layout. YW acknowledge the



current existence of a tree buffer beyond the eastern site boundary and recommend that this
should remain in place to help mitigate against any adverse effects from this WwTW.

ST21- Naburn Designer Outlet

YW wish to highlight some concerns regarding site allocation ST21, Naburn Designer Outlet. Parts of
this site are just within the 400m proximity to Naburn Waste Water Treatment Works’ operational
boundary. This should be considered as part of any development proposals.

Infrastructure layout

H40- West Fields, Copmanthorpe

YW wish to highlight concerns regarding site allocation H40, West Fields, Copmanthorpe. Crossing
the site are surface water and foul sewers. The current positioning of the sewers will significantly
affect the layout of the site. Alternatively, diversion of the sewers may be a suitable option.



WWTW Housing Numbers Population Equivalent Job Equivalent Total Capacity 2013 update
Haxby Walbutts 977 2443 0 2443 There is capacity at Haxby Walbutts for the level of growth proposed over the plan period
There is no capacity at Elvington and the level of growth in the catchment will trigger a requirement for investment in the
Elvington 122 305 40 345 works. Sites allocated in this catchement will have to be phased to coordinate with any investments required at the WwTW
There is significant capacity at Naburn for the level of proposed growth however investment will be needed in the later
stages of the plan period to accommodate the numbers proposed over the whole plan period. Phasing will be required to
ensure sites are delivered alongside necessary upgrades to the WwTW. This is particularly important with the strategic site
Naburn 12132 30330 588 30918 at Whinthorpe New Settlement (ST15)
There is limited capacity at Rawcliffe and the level of growth over the plan period (medium to long term) in the catchment
will trigger a requirement for investment in the works. Sites allocated in this catchment will have to be phased to
coordinate with any investements required at the WwTW. This is particularly important with the strategic site at Land
Rawcliffe York 6289 15723 161 15884 North of Clifton Moor (ST14)
Rufforth 24 60 15 75 There is capacity at Rufforth for the level of growth proposed over the plan period
Wheldrake 75 188 38 226 There is capacity at Wheldrake for the level of growth proposed over the plan period

Total PE Employ and
Housing

49890




York ref

YW ref

Site location

Size

Yield

WWTW

Infrastructure within/near site

Constraints (Not definitive)

Sewer Capacity (All comments assume SW not disposed to existing
public sewer

Stragetic sites

ST1

YK0100

British Sugar/ Manor School

38.14

998

Naburn

Foul rising main and sewer within boundary in
north east corner

ST2

YK0101

Former Civil Service sports ground,
Millfield Lane

11

308

Naburn

Foul rising main across south of site

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application. There is
sewerage infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer
will apply and so affect the layout of future development. There is apparatus
under the control of Yorkshire Water within/near the site. Access (including
with vehicles) will be required at all times (24 hours/7days). The proximity of
this installation may mean a loss of amenity for future occupiers/users.

ST3

YK0102

The Grainstores, Water Lane

7.75

216

Rawcliffe York

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
and so affect the layout of future development.

ST4

YK0103

Land adj. Hull Road and Grimston Bar

7.54

211

Naburn

Large water mains adajcent to west and north
boundary lines.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

STS

YK0104

York Central

7.3

438

Naburn

Various sewers and mains within the site. Keyland
Freehold land within centre of the site

ST6

YK0105

Land East of Grimston Bar

5.5

154

Naburn

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

ST7

YK0106

Land to East of Metcalfe Lane

1800

Naburn

Foul rising main through site, with legal
easement.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

Current position of rising main may affect design
of the site within the south of site.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application. There is
sewerage infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer
will apply and so affect the layout of future development.




ST8

YK0107

Land North of Monks Cross

52.3

1569

Rawcliffe York

Water main and legal easement across the north
east corner

ST9

YK0108

Land North of Haxby

24.89

747

Walbutts

ST10

YK0109

Land at Moor Lane, Woodthorpe

17.02

511

Naburn

Surface water sewer on site boundary at north

ST11

YK0110

Land at New Lane, Huntington

13.7

411

Rawcliffe York

Water main on western site boundary

ST12

YK0111

Land at Manor Heath Road,
Copmanthorpe

14.75

354

Naburn

ST13

YK0112

Land at Moor Lane, Copmanthorpe

5.5

115

Naburn

ST14

YK0113

Land to North of Clifton Moor

134

4020

Rawcliffe York

Large main across site with legal easement.

Current position of main may affect design of the
site within the south of site.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

It may be necessary to consider a new wastewater treatment works.

ST15

YK0114

Whinthorpe New Settlement

217

5580

Naburn

Large foul rising main with legal easement runs
along site boundary at north.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

It may be necessary to consider a new wastewater treatment works.

ST17

YK0115

Redesignation of commercial land (excl.
Ancillary retail) at Nestle South to
residential

7.17

130

Naburn

Water mains along eastern boundary. Surface
water sewer in north east corner.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

Housing
Allocations

York main
urban area

H1

YK0116

Former gas works, 24 Heworth Green

3.33

240

Naburn

Trade effluent sewer in west of site. Large water
main and legal easement just beyond eastern

boundary.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably

anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.




H2

YK0117

Sites by racecourse, Tadcaster Road

2.88

115

Naburn

H3

YK0118

Burnholme School (exsiting building
footprint)

2.7

108

Naburn

Ha

YK0119

St Josephs Monsatry

2.62

141

Naburn

H5

YK0120

Lowfield School (exsiting building
footprint)

2.24

72

Naburn

Water main and meter within site boundary in
west

H6

YK0121

Land RO The Square, Tadcaster Rd

2.04

65

Naburn

Surface water sewer along west and across north
of site. Manholes.

H7

YK0122

Bootham Crescent

1.72

69

Naburn

H8

YK0123

Askham Bar park and ride

1.57

50

Naburn

Large combined sewer across centre of site.
Surface water sewer across north of the site.
Combined sewer enters site in the north. Foul
sewer in east of the site.

Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
and so affect the layout of future development.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
and so affect the layout of future development. There is apparatus under the
control of Yorkshire Water within/near the site. Access (including with
vehicles) will be required at all times (24 hours/7days). The proximity of this
installation may mean a loss of amenity for future occupiers/users.

H9

YK0124

Land off Askham Lane

13

42

Naburn

Water main within northern boundary.

H10

YK0125

Barbican Centre (remaining land)

0.78

56

Naburn

H11

YK0126

Land at Frederick House, Fulford Road

0.78

33

Naburn

H12

YK0127

Land RO Stockton Land/ Greenfield Park

Drive

0.77

33

Naburn

Surface water and foul sewer just enter site in the
west.

H13

YK0128

Our Lady's Primary School (existing
footprint)

0.68

29

Naburn

Surface water sewer across site at east

H14

YK0129

32 Lawrence Street

0.55

22

Naburn

H15

YK0130

Beckfield Lane Depot

0.49

18

Naburn

Small foul and surface water sewer through site

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
and so affect the layout of future development. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
and so affect the layout of future development. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

H16

YK0131

Sessions, Huntington Road

0.47

17

Rawclife York

Meter and valve within site boundary at west.




H17 YK0132 |Burnholme WMC 0.43 19 [Naburn
Surface water sewer along east and half of south
H18 YK0133 |Land off Woodland Chase, Clifton Moor 0.4 14 Rawclife York boundaries.
H19 YK0134 |Land at Mill Mount 0.36 16 Naburn
Surface water sewers just within site boundary in
south west corner. Main and legal easement close

H20 YKO0135 [Oakhaven EPH 0.33 15 Naburn to eastern boundary.

H21 YKO0136 [Woolnough House EPH 0.29 11 Naburn

H22 YK0137 [Heworth Lighthouse 0.29 13 Naburn

H23 YK0138 |Grove House EPH 0.25 11 Naburn

H24 YKO0139 |Former Bristow's Garage, Fulford Road 0.22 10  |Naburn

H25 YK0140 |Heworth Green North (remaining land) 0.22 20 Naburn

Village/rural

(inc. village

pansion)
Within a 200m proximity of Elvington STW. YW Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
recommend an odour assesment where sensitive |adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water

H26 YKO0141 |Land at Dauby Lane, Elvington 4.05 97 |Elvington uses may be placed upon the site. discharge from this proposal.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably

anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage

infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply
Areas of the site within a 400m proximity to Haxby [and so affect the layout of future development. There is apparatus under the
Walbutts STW. YW recommend an odour control of Yorkshire Water within/near the site. Access (including with
assessment where sensitive uses may be placed  [vehicles) will be required at all times (24 hours/7days). The proximity of this

H27 YK0142 ([Land at the Brecks, Strensall 3.9 82 Walbutts Three foul rising mains across north of site. upon the site. installation may mean a loss of amenity for future occupiers/users.

Legal easement across north west corner of site. There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
Legal easement just out western boundary of site anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. There is sewerage
Land to the North of North Lane, with surface water sewer. Foul sewer in south of infrastructure crossing the site. Stand off distances for each sewer will apply

H28 YK0143 |Wheldrake 3.15 75 |Wheldrake site. and so affect the layout of future development.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer
network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a

H29 YK0144 |Land at Moor Lane, Copmanthorpe 2.65 64  |Naburn site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

H30 YK0145 |Land to the South of Strensall Village 2.53 61 |Walbutts anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.

H31 YK0146 |Eastfield Lane, Dunnington 2.51 60 |Naburn anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the
proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer

Foul rising main in north of site. Trade effluent network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a

H32 YK0147 |The Tannery, Strensall 2.22 53  |Walbutts sewer in centre of site. site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.

There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably

anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site. Due to the location of the

proposed development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer

network will incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a
H33 YK0148 |Water Tower Land, Dunnington 1.8 43 Naburn site inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.




Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site

H34 YK0149 ([Land North of Church Lane, Skelton 1.74 42 Rawcliffe York inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.
Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will
incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site
H35 YKO0150 |Land at Intake Lane, Dunnington 1.59 38 Naburn inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.
Land at Blairgowerie House, Upper There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably
H36 YK0151 |Poppleton 1.5 36 Naburn anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.
H37 YK0152 ([Land at Greystone Court, Haxby 1.4 34 Walbutts Legal easement in north east corner.
Land RO Rufforth Primary School,
H38 YK0153 [Rufforth 0.99 24 Rufforth Within Angram SPZ IIl
H39 YK0154 |North of Church Lane, Elvington 0.92 25 Elvington Foul water rising main across centre of site.
Surface water and foul sewers diagonally across
centre of site. Legal easement across the south of [Position of sewers would be likely to affect the
H40 YKO0155 [West Fields, Copmanthorpe 0.82 22 Naburn site. layout. Diversion may be a suitable alternative.
Land adj. 26 & 38 Church Lane,
H41 YK0156 |[Bishopthorpe 0.55 15 Naburn
Builder Yard, Church Lane,
H42 YKO0157 |[Bishopthorpe 0.33 9 Naburn
H43 YK0158 |Manor Farm Yard, Copmanthorpe 0.25 7 Naburn
R/O Surgery & 2a/2b Petercroft Lane,
H44 YKO0159 |Nether Poppleton 0.23 6 Naburn
Land adj. 131 Long Ridge Lane, Nether
H45 YK0160 |Poppleton 0.2 5 Naburn
Employment
Multiple mains and sewers across the site. Mainly
E1l YKO0164 |York City Centre, Hungate 1.51 E Naburn situated along existing roads.
Main within western boundary. Private main and
E2 YKO0165 |Land north of Monks Cross Drive 0.4 E Naburn meter in south east corner.
E3 YK0172 |[Ford Garage, Jockey Lane 1.67 E Rawcliffe York
E4 YKO0173 |Land at Layerthorpe 0.2 E Naburn
E5 YKO0174 [Sites at James Street 0.2 E Naburn Water main and hydrant across centre of site.
E6 YKO0175 |Common Lane, Dunnington 0.9 E Naburn
E7 YK0176 |Wheldrake Industrial Estate 0.5 E Wheldrake
E8 YKO177 |Wheldrake Industrial Estate 0.45 E Wheldrake Main across western corner
E9 YK0178 [Elvington Industrial Estate 1 E Elvington
E10 YK0179 [Chessington Park, Dunnington 0.24 E Naburn
Main and meter just within site boundary at
E11 YK0180 [Annamine Nurseries, Jockey Lane 1 E Rawcliffe York south.
Two legal easements along south of site. Surface
water sewer along southern boundary. Water
E12 YK0167 [Land at York Business Park 0.8 E Naburn mains along western boundary of site.
E13 YK0168 |End of Great North Way 2.5 E Naburn
E14 YKO0169 |Site to the south of York Business Park 0.2 E Naburn
Various sewers and mains within the site. Keyland
ST5 YKO161 |York Central 3.33 E Naburn Freehold land within centre of the site




Within the vicinity of the site the public foul sewer network does not have
adequate capacity available to accommodate the anticipated foul water
discharge from this proposal. Due to the location of the proposed
development it is anticipated that connection to the public sewer network will

incur additional costs Developers are encouraged to carry out a site

ST18 YK0162 [Monks Cross North 12.74 Rawcliffe York inspection prior to the submission of a planning application.
ST16 YKO0163 |Terrys 2.8 Naburn
ST19 YK0166 |Northminster Buisness Park 15 Rufforth

Combined sewer along south west and south of
ST20 YKO0170 |Castle Piccadilly 2.2 Naburn site. Main along eastern boundary of site.

Some areas just within 400m proximity to York

Surface water sewer and legal easement along Naburn STW. YW recommend an odour assement |There is adequate capacity in the public foul sewer network to take reasonably

ST21 YK0171 [Naburn Designer Outlet 8.98 Naburn south of site, within exisiting road network. where sensitive uses occur. anticipated foul water flows from the proposal site.
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