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HVT | write on behalf of the Heslington Village Trust to give the Trust's full Email Gen The support for the No change
support to the proposed Neighbourhood Plan as set out in the plan is welcomed.
consultation document. In building on the success of the Heslington
Village Design Statement, which it will supersede, the Plan will allow for
appropriate development of the village.

It will also allow for the development of the university that forms a

significant part of the parish, while ensuring that the environmental

character and qualities of the village and parish are preserved and

protected for the benefit of all residents and businesses.

The HESLINGTON MEETING ROOM COMMITTEE have studied the draft Resident | Gen The support for the No change.
Neighbourhood Plan in detail and fully endorse its aims and policies. form plan is welcomed.

BP | represent the owners of the Langwith Garden Village site, currently in the Email Gen See also: No change.
Local Plan as ST15. As you would expect, we will be submitting http://www.landscapeag
representations to the Heslington Neighbourhood plan process, but | ency.co.uk/new-garden-
wondered if you would like a meeting so that we can explain our position village/. A response has
and further background to the site and how it could impact on the been sent
Neighbourhood Plan? If this is of interest please let me know and we can ackn.owledging the
arrange a meeting, or attend one of your scheduled meetings. email.
http://royalpilgrim.com/

HSMC Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan Email Gr |s12
Comment by Heslington Sportsfield Management Committee. Key

Heslington Sportsfield is a registered charity- No. 523247

The Heslington Sportsfield management Committee [HSMC] comprises
a group of volunteers representing Heslington residents and the
football and cricket clubs who use the field. Under their management
the Sportsfield is in regular year-round use by a large number of local
sportsmen as well as the regular casual users of the play equipment.
Heslington Cricket Club have a growing junior section covering under 9,
11 and 13 learning the game. There are currently two senior teams
playing Saturday cricket as well as a midweek team playing on
Wednesdays in the Foss League. In 2019 they will be fielding a 3rd

Bu - Business Employment and Local Facilities
Ag -Agricultural and rural Enterprise

Ur - Urban design and Character

Ho - Housing

Gr - Local Green Environment

Tm - Transport and Movement

Un - University of York

Tr - Traffic-current issues

Co - Conservation area

Gen - General
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team playing home fixtures on Sunday afternoons. This team will be a
Development side for junior players making the transition to senior
cricket. For the juniors they will also be running the All Stars programme
for U7 on Sunday mornings. Heslington Football Club have one team
playing onSaturdays. Fulford Football Clubis a FA Charter Standard
Community Club with 28 teams this season. The club has 356 playing The support for the No change.
members with 37 seniors and 239 girls and boys in their junior section plan is welcomed.
who play weekly at the Outgang on Saturdays and Sundays.
HSMC are pleased to note that under policy HES: Sthere is
encouragement for recreational facilities and green spaces to
encourage healthy lifestyles. They are also pleased to note that the
Heslington Village Sportsfield is recognised under paragraph 12.3 - 10
as an important local amenity (with football and cricket pitches,
children's play area and pavilion).
We note that under Policy HES: 11 "small size ancillary development The Heslington Parish | No change.
will be permitted" provided that it meets certain criteria. The Neighbourhood Plan
Sportsfield at present is well used and there are occasions where the (HPNP) does not
current availability of parking for participants isvery inadequate and if support conversion of
the opportunity occurs for an expansion of parking facilities adjacent to local community
the Sportsfield the committee would like to use such an opportunity. designated green open
The HSMC suggest that the interpretation of HES: 11 should also space for parking.
include the possibility of a discreet additional parking area Allocation of land south
dedicated to Sportsfield use and possibly on the field to the of the playing field for
south of the existing playing field. Signed HSMC 7.03.2019 parking is not within
the remit of this Plan.

EPC We continue to object to the current proposed location of ST15 (the Postal Gen Noted. The HPNP does | No change.
Whinthorpe development of 3,339 houses). Clerk to Elvington Parish not allocate sites for
Council strategic development.

CA Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan Email Gen It is noted that the No change.

Thank you for the notification of the 24 January 2019 consulting The Coal
Authority on the above NDP. The Coal Authority is a non-departmental

Neighbourhood Plan
area does not contain
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public body which works to protect the public and the environment in coal any surface coal
mining areas. Our statutory role in the planning system is to provide resources or recorded
advice about new development in the coalfield areas and also protect coal risks from past coal
resources from unnecessary sterilisation by encouraging their extraction, mining activity at
where practical, prior to the permanent surface development shallow depth.
commencing. As you will be aware the Neighbourhood Plan area lies It is also noted that
within the current defined deep coalfield. However the Neighbourhood further updates are
Plan area does not contain any surface coal resources or recorded risks not required.
from past coal mining activity at shallow depth. On this basis the Coal
Authority has no specific comments to make on your Neighbourhood
Plan. In the spirit of ensuring efficiency of resources and proportionality it
will not be necessary for you to provide The Coal Authority with any future
drafts or updates to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This letter can be
used as evidence for the legal and procedural consultation requirements.
The Coal Authority wishes the Neighbourhood Plan team every success
with the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan. Melanie Lindsley
Development Team Leader
FPC At the meeting of Fulford Parish Council on 12" March, the Parish Council Email Gen The support for the No change.
asked me to forward their congratulations to you on producing an excellent plan is welcomed.
Neighbourhood Plan and they expressed their hope that it will pass on
towards adoption.
Rachel Robinson, Clerk and RFO to Fulford Parish Council
EA

Environment
Agency

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION RESPONSE - (9 APRIL 2019)
Please find our comments below for Heslington neighbourhood Plan.
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency regarding the
above mentioned proposed draft plan. We have reviewed the
information submitted and we wish to make the following comments

Strategic Environmental Assessment
We note that the Council has a responsibility to advise the Parish
Council if there is a need for formal Strategic Environmental
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Assessment of the draft Neighbourhood Plan. You are seeking our
views in order to inform the Council’s decision on this matter. EA “consider that it is No change.
We have considered the draft plan and its policies against those unlikely that significant
en\élg)r;r:i?t_i![ é:t:aartacterlstlcs of the area that fall within our remit negative impacts on
and ar interest. :
Having considered the nature of the policies in the Plan, we consider i;;gggfs'ggslm will
that it is unlikely that significant negative impacts on environmental result through the
characteristics that fall within our remit and interest will result implementation of the
through the implementation of the plan. plan.”
Draft Plan
We have no objections to the draft plan.
We are pleased to see a policy on the Environment (3.5) and it has
good positive points to support Biodiversity. Tre suppolrt for ';he No change.
plan is welcomea.
Site Allocations
We note that this area plan is allocating sites, but as these are The HPNP does not No change.
already within the local plan and we will have previously commented allocate any sites for
on theses, we have no further comments to make on these. development.
Flood Risk
I note that the area has is showing to have areas to be a risk of flood Risk of flood is not
(within Flood Zone 2.3). We would like to see flood risk policies and considered significant
that minimising the impact of flooding referred to in an in the Parish and is
‘Environmental’ section. This is a key sustainability issue and will be covered in Section 5
exacerbated in in the future due to climate change. o
In terms of both policy and site selection, flood risk should be a Impact on flood risk
and related matters for | No change.

major consideration in your plan. In drafting your flood risk policy,
you should:

¢ Emphasise that inappropriate development will not be
considered acceptable in areas of high flood risk.

e Highlight, where necessary, the need to undertake the
sequential and exception tests.

strategic site
allocations are covered
within the York Draft
Local Plan.
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Promote a sequential approach to development layout, to ensure
the highest vulnerability development is located in areas at
lowest flood risk.

o Address the potential impacts of climate change on flood risk.

o Describe what is expected of developers in terms of surface
water run-off rates (for both brownfield and Greenfield sites) and
sustainable drainage systems.

e Where possible, expect development to result in a betterment to
the existing flood risk situation.

e Ensure that new development does not increase flood risk to
others

A sequential approach to flood risk will also need to be taken when
allocating sites.

New development proposals should be encouraged to contribute
either financially or through physical works to reduce the flood risk to
the wider village. This would require a clear understanding of what
the flood risk reduction strategy is. This should be reflected in this
section/policy.

Surface Water

The Lead Local Flood Authority is now the responsible authority for
commenting on the surface water drainage arrangements. We
therefore recommend you consult your LLFA regarding the
proposed management of surface water within the Plan.

Planning for Climate

We suggest that you look into climate change issues that may affect
the area as this has not been taken into account in your policies.
https://www.gov.uk/search?g=climate+change&filter organisations%

5B%5D=environment-agency

Noted.

Noted.

No change.

No change.
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Drinking Water

We note that this area has shrinking water protections zones (SPZ2)
These areas need to be protected to protect the drinking water
supplies. You may wish to discuss this with Yorkshire Water.

Water quality
Proper management is important to protect water quality, both for

groundwater and surface water resources.

Drainage misconnections can occur in new developments,
redevelopments, extensions or through refurbishment. Developers
must ensure that they do not connect any foul drainage (including
sinks, showers, washing machine/dishwasher outlets and toilets) to
a surface water sewer, as this can send polluted water into
watercourses. Similarly, developers should ensure that they do not
connect surface water drainage (e.g. roof gutter downpipes) into foul
sewers as this can cause overloading of the foul sewer during heavy
rainfall.

Polluted surface water flows from areas like car parks or service
yards should always have sufficient pollution prevention measures in
place to ensure the protection of groundwater and watercourses
from specific pollutants like petrol (hydrocarbons) and suspended
solids. Developers should follow appropriate pollution prevention
guidance when designing formal drainage for large areas of
hardstanding.

Ideally, applicants should introduce more ‘surface’ or ‘green’
drainage solutions to aid improvements in water quality, such as
swales along hardstanding boundaries, or a more advanced reed
bed system for larger sites. These solutions are easier to access
and maintain than engineered solutions like petrol/oil interceptors,
which require regular maintenance to ensure they operate correctly.
We would welcome a policy which requires a net gain in biodiversity
through all development.

Noted.

Noted.

No change.

No change.
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River restoration
We would welcome the inclusion of a specific river policy,
addressing the following:

e Minimum of 8 metre (m) buffer zones for all watercourses
measured from bank top to provide an effective and valuable
river corridor and improve habitat connectivity. A 5m buffer zone
for ponds would also help to protect their wildlife value and
ensure that the value of the adjacent terrestrial habitat is
protected.

o Development proposals to help achieve and deliver WFD
objectives. Examples of the types of improvements that we may
expect developers to make are: removal of obstructions (e.g.
weirs), de-culverting, regrading banks to a more natural profile,
improving in-channel habitat, reduce levels of shade (e.qg. tree
thinning) to allow aquatic vegetation to establish, etc. Proposals
which fail to take opportunities to restore and improve rivers
should be refused. If this is not possible, then financial or land

contributions towards the restoration of rivers should be required.

¢ River corridors are very sensitive to lighting and rivers and their
8m buffer zones (as a minimum) should remain/be designed to
be intrinsically dark i.e. Lux levels of 0-2.

It may be useful to include ownership information details for
landowners, applicants or developers who have a watercourse
running through or adjacent to their site. Many people believe that
the Environment Agency own ‘main rivers’ which is not the case.
Whilst we hold permissive powers to carry out maintenance on main
rivers, the site owner is the ‘riparian owner’ of the stretch of
watercourse running through their site (whole channel) or adjacent
to their site (up to the centre line of the channel) — and this includes
culverted watercourses. Our ‘Living on the Edge’ publication
provides important guidance for riverside owners.

Noted.

Noted.

No change.

No change.
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Applicants should remove watercourses from existing culverts where
this is feasible. This will help to reduce flood risk from blocked or
collapsed culverts, and open channels are significantly easier for the
landowner to maintain. Culverts that cause blockages of the
watercourse are the responsibility of the owner to repair.
Additionally, we will usually object to planning applications that
propose new culverts.

Your plan policy should also provide details of ‘buffer zones’ that are
left adjacent to watercourses. We will always ask developers to
maintain an undeveloped, Naturalised, 8 metre buffer zone adjacent
to main rivers. We ask that applicants do not include any structures
such as fencing or footpaths within the buffer zone as this could
increase flood risk - through the inclusion of close-board fencing for
example. Any works or structures that applicants intend within 8m of
a main river will require a flood defence consent from us, which is
separate from and in addition to any planning permission granted.

Sustainable construction

You could also help your community save money through
sustainable construction. Neighbourhood planning is an opportunity
for communities to encouraging efficient water and waste
management systems in new buildings, and use locally sourced
wood fuel for heating. You could also help to promote the use of
sustainable materials in construction, and encourage energy
efficiency measures for new builds. These measures will reduce the
cost of construction for developers and help to reduce utility bills for
those using the building. This will also help the environment by
reducing emissions and improving air quality.

We hope this response helps you develop your plan.
Claire Dennison, Sustainable Places Planning Advisor
Email: Claire.Dennison@ environment-agency.gov.uk

Noted.

Noted.

No change.

No change.
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HE
SEA

A Historic England
==

YORKSHIRE

Our ref:PL00539328 11 March 2019

Heslington Neighbourhood Plan:
Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion Consultation

We write in response toyour e-mail of Thursday 24 January 2019, seeking a
Screening Opinion for the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan Preferred
Options draft. For the purposes of this consultation, Historic England will
confine its advice to the question, "Is it likely to have a significant effect on
the environment?" in respect to our area of concern, culturalheritage. Our
comments are based on the information supplied within the Heslington
Neighbourhood Plan Preferred Options draft and associated documents.
The Heslington Neighbourhood Plan area is situated on the southern edge
of York's urban area and contains 2 grade lI*and 30grade Il listed buildings,
1Registered Historic Landscape, 1 Scheduled Monument and Heslington
Conservation Area. It will also have a number of locally important
buildings, sites, areas and landscapes. Much of the Neighbourhood Plan
area falls within York's Green Belt.

On the basis of the information supplied, and in the context of the criteria
set out in Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment Regulations [Annex
11 of 'SEA' Directive], Historic England concurs with the conclusion of the
Heslington Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Report, set out on pg. 21,
para. 7.1, that the preparation of a Strategic Environmental Assessment is
not required.

The views of the other three statutory consultation bodies should be
taken into account before the overall decision on the need for an SEA is
made. We should like to stress that this opinion is based on the

Email

SEA

Correction made to
references to number
of listed building and
structures

Itis noted that the
preparation of a full

Strategic Environmental

Assessment is NOT
required.

HPNP text
amended so to
reflect HE
responsei.e.32
buildings/struct
ures.

No change.
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information available in the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan Pre-
submission draft attached to your e-mail. To avoid any doubt, this does
not reflect our obligation to provide further advice on later stages of the
SEA process and, potentially, object to specific proposals which may A copy of the Reg. 11
subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later determination as notification to
versions of the plan/guidance) where we consider that, despite the SEA, required by Reg. 11of | Statutory bodies
these would have an adverse effect upon the environment. the Environmental gf the L ‘
We would be pleased ifyou can send a copy of the determination as Assessment of Plans tf;i::]elgra]ﬂ%n °
required by REG 11of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and and Programmes process has been
Programmes Regulations 2004. Regulations 2004 is made.
Historic England strongly advises that the conservation and archaeological requested. l.e. there is not
staff of the York City Council are closely involved throughout the likely to be
preparation of the plan and its assessment. They are best placed to advise significant
on; local historic environment issues and priorities, including access to (adverse)
data held in the HER (formerly SMR); how the policy or proposal can be environmental
tailored to minimise potential adverse impacts on the historic effects.
environment; the nature and design of any required mitigation measures;
and opportunities for securing wider benefits for the future conservation
and management of historic assets. We look forward to receiving an
invitation to comment upon the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan
Submission in due course. Thank you in anticipation. Yours sincerely
Craig Broadwith Historic Places Adviser.
E: Craig.Broadwith@HistoricEngland.org.uk
HE Email Gen

A Historic England
[Pty

YORKSHIRE
Our ref:PLO0539328 11 March 2019

Heslington Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission consultation response
Thank you for consulting Historic England in connection with the Pre-
submission draft Heslington Neighbourhood Plan. The Heslington
Neighbourhood Plan area is situated on the southern edge of York's urban




RESPONSE /

ACTION /

REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA AMENDMENT
COMMENT TO PLAN
area and contains 2 grade [I*and 30 grade Il listed buildings, 1 Registered
Historic Landscape, 1 Scheduled Monument and Heslington Conservation
Area. It will also have a number of locally important buildings, sites, areas
and landscapes. Much of the Neighbourhood Plan area falls within York's
Green Belt.
We would like to advise that we do have concerns with aspects of the Gr At present, York does | No change.

draft Neighbourhood Plan, particularly in relation to the Plans response to
new development impacting on the Green Belt which falls within the
Neighbourhood Plan Area. The primary purpose of the York Green Beltis
to safeguard the special character and setting of the historic city, a
development in the Green Belt, therefore, has the potential to impact
upon elements which contribute towards the significance of York.

You may be aware that Historic England has already raised this matter with
York City Council, as follows:

"We have particular concerns about the area identified for the future
expansion of the University and consider that further consideration needs
to be had as to how the growth of this important institution might
delivered in a manner which best safeguards the elements which
contribute to the setting of this important historic City.

Notwithstanding the caveats within the Planning Principles (set out in the
Publication Draft of the City of York Local Plan), regarding the limits on the
development footprint of any new development at Campus East and for an
"appropriately landscaped buffer between the site and the A64", this
proposal could harm two elements which contribute to the special
character of the historic City.

Firstly, this area is prominent in views from the A64. The expansion of the
University to the extent of the area identified would bring development
very close to the Ring Road. This will fundamentally change the
relationship which the southern edge of York has with the countryside to
its south. It will also alter people's perceptions when travelling along this
route about the setting of the City within an area of open countryside.

not have an adopted
Local Plan. In the
meantime it is
necessary for the
Neighbourhood Plan to
be in general
conformity with the
strategic policies of the
development plan.
Within this context the
appropriate strategic
Green Belt polices are
the saved policies of
the otherwise revoked
Yorkshire and Humber
Plan Regional Spatial
Strategy (2008) (the
RSS).

Until a Local Plan for
York is adopted,
development
management decisions
relating to proposals
falling within the
general extent of the
Green Belt have and

Based on prior
Examiner
comments, CYC
recommend
neighbourhood
plans continue to
apply the
approach to the
identification of
the Green Belt as
set out currently
in the RSS and
the Fourth Set of
Changes
Development
Control Local
Plan (2005) on an
interim basis
until such times
as the emerging
Local Plan is
adopted.
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Moreover, it is by no means certain that the requirement for on will be made on the
"appropriately landscaped buffer" between the site and the A64, will not, basis that the land in
itself, further harm the openness of the Green Belt in this location. Previous question should be
landscaping schemes by the University in this part of the City have simply treated as Green Belt.
resulted in earth bunding: an alien features in the flat landscape to the
south of the City. The detailed No change.
Secondly, the expansion of the university towards the ring road could also comments from HE
harm the relationship which the historic city of York has to the surrounding relating to the City of
villages - another element identified in the Heritage Topic Paper as York Draft Local Plan
contributing to the special character of York. This relationship relates to are noted.
not simply the distance between the settlements but also the size of the However, it is
villages themselves, and the fact that they are free-standing, clearly considered that these
definable settlements. The expansion of the University would effectively matters are outside
reduce the gap between the edge of the built up area of the City and this the remit of the
proposed new settlement west of Elvington Lane (Site ST15) to 1.6km. Neighbourhood Plan.
Recommendation
Thefut 1 theUniversityshouldb trictedtowithinth
efutureexpansion of e /.7/ver51 yshou : erestricte OWI. inthe The detailed schedule | No change.
CampusEast and consideration should begiven to theexpansion ofthe :
. . . . ) ) " of comments is noted.
university in a northerly direction onto Site ST4instead.
. . . . However as the HPNP | Also see
Inthe context of ouradvice and recommendationtoYork City Council, we
. . does not allocate any | separate
have therefore provided a detailed schedule of comments and .
. . . .. sites for development, | schedule
recommendations upon the Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan policies o .
itis considered that below.

intheattached Appendix, whichwewould adviseyouto incorporateintothe
revised draftoftheHeslington Neighbourhood Plan, followingtheend of the
Pre-submission Draft consultation period. Welookforwardtobeing
consultedupontheSubmission DraftoftheHeslington Neighbourhood Plan
by York City Council in due course. If you have any queries about the
content of this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me. Yours sincerely
Craig Broadwith Historic Places Adviser.

E: Craig.Broadwith@HistoricEngland.org.uk

these matters are
outside the remit of
the Neighbourhood
Plan.
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NE
NATURAL
ENGLAND The HPNP doesnot | HPNP text has
allocate any sites for beer_m cIarlf.led to
CYC forwarded the response from NE: development. conflrm this
position.
“The advice is clear - should you allocate sites within the plan (as opposed
to shaping policies) Natural England advise that the Neighbourhood Plan is Elrgcg};i::dt?ﬁariﬁge Th(e_refore, as
progressed post the adoption of the Local Plan. Natural England in their HPNP is currently in indicated by NE,
response advocate an approach that does not allocate development sites accordance with th_e HPNP
and advises the plan should implement Development Management style Natural England advice “is likely to not
policies to shape development. If this is the contents of the plan, the i.e. that the policies need to go _
resp'(')nse states that it is likely to not need to go forward to either HRA or v.vc;uld be applied if a forward to slther
SEA. development came HRA or SEA-.
forward in the plan to HRA/SEA
shape development but updated to
that no sites were include NE and
thua}IIy allocated for other relevant
evelopment. comments from
the Pre-
Submission
consultation.
YUSU Please find below the students' union response to the Heslington Email Gen The support for the No change

Neighbourhood Plan: The Students’ Union have considered the Heslington
Neighbourhood Plan and are confident that the plan has been thoroughly
consulted on with student residents as well as permanent residents. The
Students’ Union support the policies covered in the plan. Policies of
particular interest for the students’ union are policy 10 student
accommodation and policy 13, 14, 15, and 16 regarding transport in the
area and policy 17 University of York.

Policy 10 student accommodation; appreciates the need for development
on the University campus to accommodate students but also considers

plan is welcomed.
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how to keep the village of Heslington preserved as a residential
community, that students and local people can both enjoy, which the
students' union fully supports.

The policy areas 13,14,15 and 16 carefully consider the traffic in the local
area and compliment the sustainable transport schemes run by the
University of York and the large numbers of people commuting to the
University on a daily basis.

The Students' Union would like to thank all those involved in the
neighbourhood plan for Heslington and the time and effort taken to
consult with students in the area.

Stephanie Pearson, Community Manager. University of York Students'’
Union (YUSU)
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Gladman

GLADMAN

DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

Gladman House, Alexandria Way
Congleton Business Park
Congleton, Cheshire

W12 1LB

T: 01260 268800
F: 01260 288801

By email only to: Heslingtonpcnplan@outiook.com

www.gladman.co.uk

12t March 2019
Dear Sir/Madam,

This letter provides Gladman's representations in response to the draft version of the Heslington Neighbourhood
Plan {HNP) under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012, This letter seeks to
highlight the issues with the plan as currently presented and its relationship with national and local planning
pelicy. Gladman has considerable experience in neighbourhood planning, having been inveolved in the process
during the preparation of numerous plans across the country, itis from this experience that these representations
are prepared.

Legal Requirements

Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it must be tested against a set of basic conditions set
out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The basic
conditions that the HNP must meet are as follows:

{a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State,
it is appropriate fo make the order.

{d) The making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustoinable development.

(e} The making of the erder is in general conformify with the strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of the autherity (or any part of that area).

{f) The making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations.

(g) The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach the requirements of Chapter 8 of part & of
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

Revised National Planning Policy Framework

On the 24% July 2018, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government published the revised
Mational Planning Policy Framework. The first revision since 2012, it implements 85 reforms announced
previously through the Housing White Paper. The Govemnment published a revised wversion of the 2018
Framework on the 19% February 2019. The revision makes a handful of minor changes which provide greater
«clarity on housing delivery and seeks to respond to issues that have arisen since the publication of the 2018
Framework.

Directors: [ Glad man B4, K ) Gladm Edwards BipTF. METF

an Hause, Alexaadria Way,

, (W12 LB, Registration M, 134156

Email

Gen
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Paragraph 214 of the Framework makes clear that the policies of the previous Framework will apply for the
purpose of examining plans where they are submitted on or before 24% January 2019. Given the date of this
consultation the submission of the HNP will occur after this date, and therefore the comments below reflect the
relationship between Meighbourhood Plans and the MNational Planning Policy Framework adopted in 2019,

Mational Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance

The Matignal Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) sets out the Government's planning policies for
England and how these are expected to be applied. In doing so it sets out the reguirements for the preparation
of neighbourhood plans to be in conformity with the strategic priorities for the wider area and the role they play
in delivering sustainable development to meet development needs.

At the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as
a golden thread through plan-making and decision-taking. This means that plan makers should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and Local Plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. This requirement is applicable to neighbourhood plans.

The recent Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) updates make clear that neighbourhood plans should conform to
naticnal policy requirements and take account of and meost up-to-date evidence of housing needs in order to
assist the Council in delivering sustainable development, a neighbourhood plan basic condition.

The application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development will have implications for how
communities engage with neighbourhood planning. Paragraph 13 of the Framework makes clear that Qualifying
Bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should develop plans that support strategic development needs set out
in Local Plans, including policies for housing development and plan pesitively to support local development.

Paragraph 15 further makes clear that neighbourhoed plans should set out a succinct and positive vision for the
future of the area. A neighbourhood plan should provide a practical framework within which decisions on
planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency. Neighbourhood plans
should seek to proactively drive and suppert sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, jobs and
thriving local places that the country needs, whilst responding positively to the wider opportunities for growth.

Paragraph 29 of the Framework makes clear that a neighbourhood plan must be aligned with the strategic needs
and priorities of the wider area and plan positively to support the delivery of sustazinable growth oppertunities.

Planning Practice Guidance

Itis clear from the requirements of the Framework that neighbourhood plans should be prepared in conformity
with the strategic requirements of the wider area as confirmed in an adopted development plan. The Framework
requirements have now been supplemented by the publication of Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

©On 11" February 2016, the Secretary of State (So0S) published a series of updates to the neighbourhood planning
chapter of the PPG. In summary, these update a number of component parts of the evidence base that are
required to support an emerging neighbourhoeod plan.

Refers to NPPF (2019)

revisions.

Based on CYC
guidance the
HPNP text in
the Submission
version has
been updated
to reflect NPPF
(2019)
guidance.
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On 19" May 2016, the Secretary of State published a further set of updates to the neighbourhood planning PPG,
providing clarity on the measures a qualifying body should take to review the contents of a neighbourhood plan
where the policy evidence base becomes less robust, As such it is considered that where a qualifying body
intends to undertake a review of the neighbourhood plan, it should include a policy relating to this intention
which includes a detailed explanation outlining the qualifying bedy's anticipated timescales in this regard.

Further, the PPG makes clear that neighbourhood plans should not contain policies restricting housing
development in settlements or preventing other setdements from being expanded.

Relationship to Local Plan

To meet the requirements of the Meighbourhood Plan Basic Ceonditions, neighbourhood plans should be
prepared to conform to the strategic pelicy requirements set out in the adopted Development Plan.

The York City Core Strategy Submission 2011, was submitted to the Secretary of State in February 2012, however
following the Planning Inspecter’'s Repeort, which raised concerns regarding the compliance of the Plan with the
NPPF, the document was withdrawn by Councillors Therefore, there is currently no adopted Local Plan against
which the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan will be tested.

To meet the requirements of the Framework, the Council has commenced work on new Local Plan. The new City
of York Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Gevernment on
Friday 25" May 2018. Hearing sessions are yet to be confirmed by the Inspector.

As such, given that the Plan is still in the process of being examined, there remains considerable uncertainty over
what level of development that the Heslington Meighbourhood Plan Area may need to accommodate to assist
the Coundil in meeting its housing needs. Accordingly, the Plan will need to ensure that it allows for sufficient
flexibility to ensure that it is able to react to changes that may arise through the emerging Local Plan Examination

Heslington Meighbourhood Plan

This section highlights the key issues that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the HNP
as currently proposed. It is considered that some policies do not reflect the requirements of national policy and
guidance, Gladman have therefore sought to recommend a series of alternative options that should be explored
prior to the Plan being submitted for Independent Examination.

Policy HES 4: Sustainable Design

Policy HES 4 states that new development will be supported where high guality design is incorporated. A list of
8 design criteria are specific within the policy text.

Whilst Gladman recognise the impertance of high-quality design, planning policies should not be overly
prescriptive and need flexibility in order for schemes to respond to sites specifics and the character of the local
area. There will not be a "one size fits all' solution in relation to design and sites should be considered on a site
by site basis with consideration given to various design principles.

Ho

HES: 4

The HPNP does not
allocate or designate
land or specific
locations for strategic
site development.

These matters have
been previously
considered during the
independent
examination of other
City of York area
Neighbourhood Plans.
E.g. RWK NP.

Adopted 20 Dec 18.

Gladman considers
some policies do not
reflect the
requirements of
national policy and
guidance.

Policy HES: 4 is
considered as overly
prescriptive and needs
flexibility in order for
schemes to respond to
sites specifics.

No change.

HPNP text
amended to
reference NPPF
(2109) para 126f:
".. However,
their level of
detail and degree
of prescription
should be
tailored to the
circumstances in
each place, and
should allow a
suitable degree
of variety where
this would be
justified.”
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Gladman therefore suggest that more flexibility is provided in the policy wording to ensure that a high quality
and indusive design is not compromised by aesthetic requirements alone. We consider that to do so could act
to impact on the viability of proposed residential developments. We suggest that regard should be had to
paragraph 126 of the NPPF 2019 which states that: "To provide maximum clarity about design expectafions of an
early stage, plans or supplementary planning documents should use visual tools such as design guides and codes.
These provide a framewerk for creating distinctive places, with a consistent and high-quality standard of design.
However, their level of detail and degree of prescription should be tailored to the circumstances in each place, and
should allow a suitable degree of variety where this would be justified.”

Policy HES: 8 Housing Mix and Affordability

Policy HES 8 states that development will be permitted if it includes a balanced mix of house types to meet local
need,

Gladman would like to take this opportunity to politely remind the Parish Council that it is not within their remit
to determine planning applications, and as such, we suggest that the werd "permitted’ is replaced with
‘supported” in the policy.

Policy HES: 11 Local Green Space
Policy HES 11 identifies 11 parcels of land that are proposed for designation as Local Green Space.

Gladman have been unable to locate any specific evidence that would support the allocation of these parcels of
land as Local Green Space. We consider that it is essential that a robust evidence base is produced and made
publicly available for review and comment.

The designation of land as LGS is a significant policy designation and effectively means that once designated,
they provide protection that is comparable to that of Green Belt land. As such, the Parish Council should ensure
that the proposed designations are capable of meeting the requirements of national policy if they consider it
necessary to seek LGS designation.

The Framework is explicit in stating at paragraph 77 that “Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate
for most green areas or open space’. With this in mind, it is imperative that the plan makers can clearly
demonstrate that the requirements for LGS designation are met The designation of LGS should only be used:

#» 'Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

# Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and halds a particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

+ ‘'Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.

The issues surrounding LGS designations have been considered in a number of other Examiner's reporis across
the country and we highlight the following decisions:

- The Seldlescombe Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report  recommended the deletion of a LGS
measuring approximately 4.5ha as it was found to be an extensive tract of land.

Ho

Gr

HES: 8

HES: 11

Noted.

Rationale and
evidence for
designation of LGS is
included within
section 12 and 13.

HPNP policy text
amended in line
with Gladman
recommendation
toread “...will be
supported
where...”

HPNP text
updated in line
with NPPF 2019
para. 100.

Additional LGS
Appendix 1 to
Basic Conditions
Statement now
included to
further evidence
and clarify the
basis for
designation.
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- The Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report recommended the deletion of a LGS
measuring approximately Sha and also found this area to be not local in character. Thereby failing to
meet 2 of the 3 tests for LGS designation.

- The Alrewas Neighbourhood Plan Examiner's Report identifies that both sites proposed as LGS in the
neighbourhood plan ‘in relation to the overall size of the Alrewas Village” to be extensive tracts of
land. The Examiner in this instance recommended the deletion of the proposed LGSs which
measured approximately 2 4ha and 3.7ha.

- The Freshford and Limpley Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report identified that the six LGS
proposed did not meet the criteria required by the Framework either collectively or individually.
Indeed, the Examiner identified that the combination of sites comprised of an extensive tract of land.
The Examiner also considered that the protection of fields to ‘prevent agglomeration between the
settlement areas... is not the purpose of Local Green Space designation’.

- The Eastington Neighbourhood Plan Examiner's Report recommended the deletion of three LGS
{16ha and 2ha) considered to be extensive tracts of land. The third proposed LGS was deleted due to
the lack of evidence demonstrating its importance and significance to the local community.

- The Tattenhill and Rangemore Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report recommended the deletion
of 2 LGS comprising of 4.3ha and 9.4ha.

- The Morley Examiner's Report identified a total of 13 parcels of land to be designated as LGS. The
Examiner recommended at §4.98 that the identification of these extensive tracts of agricultural land
was contrary to NPPF policy and recommended that the policy should be deleted. The proposed LGS
measured in the range of 1ha —4.3ha.

In view of the above, Gladman suggest that the Parish Council take the time to produce a robust evidence base
to support the proposed LGS allocations.

Policy HES: 12 Green Environment

Policy HES 12 states that new development will be supported when it can be demonstrated that no significant
harm to a list of ecological assets will result.

Paragraph 171 of the Framework 2019 refers to the need for criteria-based policies in relation to proposals
affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas, and that protection should be
commensurate with their status which gives appropriate weight to their importance and contributions to wider
networks. As currently drafted, Gladman do not believe this pelicy fully aligns with the Framework. The policy
fails to make a distinction and recognise that there are two separate balancing exercises which need to be
undertaken for national and local designated sites and their settings. We therefore suggest that the pelicy is
revisited to ensure that it is consistent with the approach set out within the Framework,

Conclusions

Gladman recognises the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to shape the development of
their local community. However, it is clear from national guidance that these must be consistent with national
planning pelicy and the strategic requirements for the wider authority area. Through this consultation response,
Gladman has sought to clarify the relation of the HNP as currently proposed with the requirements of national
planning policy and the strategic policies for the wider area.

Gr

HES: 12

Gladman do not
believe this policy fully
aligns fully with
Paragraph 171 of the
NPPF (2019)
framework and
suggests policy is
revisited.

NOTE:

Policy was drafted
with specific CYC
guidance on text to
maintain consistency
with the York Draft
Local Plan.

In so far as
NPPF (2019)
paral171is
relevant, the
HPNP text
differentiates
local (e.g. green
wedges) and
national (e.g.
LDV NNR)
elements; and
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importance of
habitat
networks. The
HPNP does not
allocate
land/sites for
development.
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Policy re-titled to
Green
Infrastructure
for consistency.

Gladman hopes you have found these representations helpful and constructive. If you have any guestions do
not hesitate to contact me or ane of the Gladman team.

Yours faithfully,

Megan Pashley

mpashlev@gladman.couk
Gladman
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Our ref: Q70385/tw/gl
Your ref:
Email:
Date:

Tim.waring@quod.com
12 March 2019

® Quod

Heslington Parish Council
c/o the Parish Clerk

The Byre

Field House Farm
Thornton-le-Clay

York

YO60 7QA

By email

Dear Sirs

Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan — Consultation (Regulation 14)
Representations of behalf of Langwith Development Partnership

Quod act on behalf of Langwith Development Partnership (‘LDP’), who are promoters of a sustainable garden
village (Langwith) which falls partly within the Neighbourhood Plan’s Designated Area. Consequently, LDP
have significant interests in the emerging Heslington Neighbourhood Plan ("HNP’).

These representations demonstrate that LDP support Heslington Parish Council (‘HPC’) promotion of the HNP
and the benefits of that it can bring in terms of both supporting and managing growth. LDP are especially
supportive of the HNP’s recognition that “future developments will be welcamed” where they are
sympathetic and protect and the character of the area.

In order to provide context to the following representations to the HNP, | have set out a summary background
to the proposed new garden village of Langwith.

Background to Langwith

A new garden village has been promoted southeast of York by City of York Council (‘CYC’), since the early
stages of the draft York Local Plan. Since 2013, a new settlement has been promoted by the Council on land
south of the A6G4, largely within HPC's administrative area.

A new settlement has been promoted in the emerging Local Plan initially on land largely owned by Halifax
Estates, and latterly on land owned/controlled by Halifax Estates and Oakgate/Caddick Group. Both parties
have come together to form a joint development venture — LDP.

LDP have supported the promotion of a new garden village in principle in southeast York, albeit they have
raised objections to the latest version of the draft Local Plan. The objections are primarily in respect of the
proposed new settlement defined as allocation ST15, on the grounds that the proposed form of the
settlement is not appropriate (for a range of environmental and technical reasons) and has not been proven
to be viable by CYC.
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Quod set out
background to the
proposed new garden
village of Langwith.

Allocation of strategic
sites for development
in York is determined
by the York Draft Local
Plan and is not within
the remit of this Plan.

The HPNP does
not allocate any
sites for
development.

No change.
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LDP have promoted an alternative form of development for the allocation, which straddles Heslington and
Elvington Parish Council’s boundaries. It also involves less development within the HPC's administrative area.
A comparison between the ST15 allocation and the proposed Langwith allocation is shown in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1: Boundaries of ST15 and Langwith
ST15 Langwith
/ Lt
Quod/LDP request the | No change.
Plan recognises that
the boundary of ST15
may change.
The new garden community proposed in southeast York is one of a range of proposed housing allocations to
meet the City’s housing needs, including in part those needs in Heslington.
HPNP acknowledges No change.
It is notable that the HNP aims to deliver growth through a number of means, including the strategic site
allocations promoted in the York Local Plan, including ST15. York Draft Local Plan
development work is
LDP welcome the HNP’s support for delivering growth, especially on strategic sites. It is, however, noted at : =
this stage that it would be premature for the HNP to definitively define the strategic allocation ST15 whilst ongoing and speC|f|caIIy
there are outstanding objections to it from the main land owners. The HNP should, therefore, be flexible and references York Draft
recognise that an alternative boundary to the allocation may be found more sound as part of the Examination Local Plan — 2018
of the draft York Local Plan. For reasons outlined in these representations, we would hope HPC would find L.
Langwith more meritarious, from a planning perspective, than ST15. POI|C|€S/Pr0posaI Map
South.
LDP, therefore, respectfully request that the HNP recognises that the boundary of 5T15 may change
as part of the York Local Plan Examination.
CONSULTEES Page 23 of 74
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Travel and Transportation Issues
It is recognised in the HNP that there is a considerable level of functional interdependence of various areas
within the HNP area. Notably at Section 8.4 it is recognised that Heslington Parish, the Village, the Science
Park and the University of York (‘UoY’) are co-dependent.
It is also recognised that traffic implications arise from these inter-dependent areas, and any development
expansion within the HNP area will need to include measures to control (or reduce) traffic.
The inter-dependence of various parts of the Parish will become more broader with the development of a
new garden community in the south east of HPC, as well as the proposed expansion of the Elvington Business
Park (to the south of the HPC Parish boundary).
It is therefore important that the HNP promotes a strategic public transport strategy that will ensure strong
linkages between the different parts of the Parish, especially by non-car modes (i.e., public transport, cycle
and pedestrian).
The importance of exploring synergies between the different parts of Heslington are recognised in the draft
York Local Plan, which encourages functional and transport linkages between the UoY, York Science Park
("YSP’) and ST15. Noted
LDP are promoting high quality public transport links (as well as cycle/pedestrian links) to serve Langwith and Tr s1l4 Sustainable Transport No Change
integrate it with different parts of Heslington. A diagram of the potential public transport linkage is shown policy aims to ensure
at Figure 2. that new development
Alongside this, LDP are also exploring potential synergies with both the UoY and YSP that could benefit the . supporteq by a
wider public transport access of the both areas. balanced mix of
sustainable transport
options and does not
LDP would wish to work with HPC on an appropriate public transport strategy, to ensure that high have an adverse
quality linkages between the various areas of the Parish are established, in an appropriate manner . .
. . impact on traffic
(both technically and environmentally). .
Safety and congestion.
CONSULTEES Page 24 of 74
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Figure 2: Transport Strategy for Langwith
..4)
% -
Transport Links
The York Local Plan identifies the need for a new link road between ST15 and the A64. LDP concur that a
new link road is required to the A64, but in addition a secondary access via Elvington Lane. This is required
for both technical, traffic congestion and environmental reasons. The access arrangements for Langwith are
shown in Figure 2 (i.e., the red route south of the A64, and the blue route along Elvington Lane).
CONSULTEES Page 25 of 74
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Figure 3: Access Routes to ST15 / Langwith from AG4
CYC Local Plan:
Proposed Link Road
HPNP acknowledges
that work on the York
Draft Local Plan is
ongoing and
It can be seen on Figure 3 that LDF's proposed link road between Langwith and the A64 is positioned Spedﬂca”y references
differently to that proposed in the York Local Plan (i.e., it is located further south west). In discussions with York Draft Local Plan —
Highways Englan'd (‘HE), L.DP hav? been advised that the proposed ‘Langwith’ location shown in Figure 2/3 2018 PoIicies/ProposaI No change.
is the only technically feasible option. .
Tr Map South and City of

CONSULTEES
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CITY OF YORK
Local Plan - Publication
Housing Delivery in the HNP Area Draft
The HNP notes (Section 7.2) that the draft York Local includes allocations for approximately 3,500 homes ra
across the Parish boundary, with only 2,411 being in the HNP area. This is explained further in Section 5.1.5, 5.15 February 2018
which states that of the total capacity of the ST15 allocation (3,339 homes); only 2,200 homes will be 7.2 (Regulation 19
constructed in the Parish. This appears incorrect, as the entirety of the ST15 allocation falls within the Parish SEA Consultation) on page
{and HNP) boundary.
54 states:
It is, however, the case that the Langwith site boundary falls across both Heslington and Elvington Parish
boundaries, and a good proportion of the site falls within Elvington Parish Council. [t is estimated that of the PO"CY S$S13: Land to
total site area (204ha ha) of Langwith, 125ha (61%) falls within Heslington Parish and 79ha (39%) within .
Elvington Parish. On the other hand, draft allocation ST15 (159ha) falls entirely within Heslington Parish West of Elvmgton
boundary. Lane
The development of
Land West of Elvington
LDP request clarification on the HNP's assessment of housing delivery within the HNP area, whilst at Lane (ST15) supports
the same time requesting that the HNP should be flexible in the event that the boundary of the new p.p. .
settlement changes as a result of the Examination of the York Local Plan. the Local Plan vision in
delivering a new
sustainable garden HPNP text
Green Belt village for York. It will | amended in line
The vast majority of the HNP area is within the draft Green Belt (Section 5.3 of the HNP). deliver approximately with Quod
3,339 dwellings, around| recommendation
It is recognised in the draft York Local Plan and supported by the draft HNP, that York's Green Belt needs to . . .
e, . . 2,200 units of which to:
be modified within HPC's area, most notably to accommodate some of the housing needs of the City, through . . .
the development of a new settlement. LDP’'s promotion of Langwith will reduce the Green Belt landtake will be delivered within | The development
within Heslington PC by c. 45ha compared to that taken up by allocation of ST15 of the York Local Plan. the pIan period, Of Land West Of
. . o ) ) ) . Location and boundary | Elvington Lane
Moreso, LDP’s promotion of Langwith involves a significant “brownfield” land take up (i.e., Elvington Airfield), . . i
and as a consequence, Langwith has a greater balance of brownfield landtake than draft allocation ST15. definition of ST15 is a delivers
York Draft Local Plan approximately
The Plans at Figure 4 below demonstrate the greenfield/brownfield landtake associated with Langwith and matter and not within 3339 dwellings
ST15. : : , .
| the remit of this Plan.
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HPNP Pre-Submission Consultation responses: Stat. Consultees/Landowners

ACTION
RESPONSE / /
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA COMMENT AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
Quod
obo
LDP
® Quod
Figure 4: Greenfield:Brownfield Landtake
ST15 (159ha) Langwith (204ha) Ho Noted.. . No change.
Allocation of strategic
sites for development
in York is determined
by the York Draft Local
Plan and is not within
the remit of this Plan.
LDP consider that the Langwith proposals are more appropriate than ST15, in that it protects and enhances
the environment and greenspaces moreso than ST15. It, therefore, meets one of the aims of the HNP, which
is to protect and enhance the environment and green spaces (Section 7.2).
Green Spaces and Biodiversity
. . o - . - Gr Noted. No change.
The Parish contains areas of ecological significance, including the Heslington Tillmire SSSI, and a large area of .
Definition of the
farmland.
extent of Green Belt
The Langwith proposals aim to protect and enhance the 5551, through the creation of a Habitat Enhancement boundary is a matter
Area (‘HEA") Puﬁ?r, on t.he faastgrn side of the S5SI, as v?e\l as on the western part of.the Airfield. This buffer for the York Draft
will act as a significant biodiversity resource, and the evidence presented by LDP (available on request) to the
York Local Plan consultation demonstrates that there will be considerable biodiversity enhancement arising Local Plan.
from this HEA.
This HEA, if approved, will provide a substantial natural buffer to the south of Heslington Village, protecting
the village from any development in the south of the Parish, most notably that at Langwith. The HEA is shown
on Figure 5 below:
CONSULTEES Page 28 of 74
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Figure 5: Langwith Habitat Enhancement Area . .
Allocation of strategic | No change.
sites for development
in York is determined
by the York Draft Local
Plan and is not within
the remit of this Plan.
HPC have objected to Policy 0S10 of the emerging York Local Plan, which is the alternative to LDP’s HEA.
HPC'’s principal concern is the site being taken out of agricultural use, and the prospect of disturbance from
people and domestic animals on the adjacent Tillmire SSSI. LDP’s proposed HEA, will remove any resultant
prospect of disturbance on the SSSI, given it will be managed. This has been supported by Natural England .
e R Gr Quod/LDP request a Allocation of
further land area these areasis a
contained within their | matter for the
LDP, therefore, recommend that the area identified above in Figure 5 is designated as a local green . .
space, but with managed public access. alternatlve proposal to emerging YOFk
the York Draft Local Draft Local Plan
Plan is designated as and not within
Policy Specific Representations Local Green Space. the remit of the
In view of the above, LDP wish to make the following comments on specific policies: HPNP
Policy HES:2 — New Business and Employment Development No Change.
This Policy seeks to steer business and employment development to particular areas of the Parish. that the
HNP seeks to restrict business and employment development within the strategic sites, including the new
settlement, to those which are ‘local facilities for the housing’.
CONSULTEES Page 29 of 74
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LDP Bu HES: 2| interpreted such that  [HPNP policy text
® Quod new business and clarified remove
employment will risk of
provide employment mISInterpretatlon.
Whilst it is important to provide local jobs within the new settlement, on the grounds of sustainability, it is for only those living in i.e. “Within the
not in the interests of York's economy to restrict these businesses to provide employment for only those . trat .
living in the new housing. the new the strategic strategic
development site. designated York
Draft Local Plan
LDP, therefore, request that the text ‘where they comprise local facilities for the new housing’ in the QUOd/LDP a rgue that h . .
second bullet point should be removed. thIS, itis notin the ousing sites to
interests of the City of | Provide local
ers
York’s economy. facilities
Policy HES:3 — Agriculture and Rural Enterprise
LDP support the HNP’s focus on rural enterprise, and the HNP's aim of ensuring that working farms in the . “
Parish are viable, thriving businesses which make a positive contribution to local green infrastructure. PO|ICV states “New
, o ) » _ o development will be
There is, however, an inevitable tension between providing new development especially on strategic sites,
and the objectives of Policy HES:3, which, for example, would prevent development that compromises Ru HES: 3 supported Where'. It
farming activities. By way of example, the development of a new settlement, and the necessary HEA, would dO@S not Compromise
take place in part on farmland. There would be an inevitable compromise on farming activities in this 3 s e
particular case. However, the need for accommodating new housing in Heslington Parish has been found farm’ng activities”. .
strategic.al.\\,r necessary to meet the City’s housing needs and, consequently, there will be some impact on QUOd/LDP argues that, Minor HPNP text
ferm activites. by definition strategic [change to clarify
site allocation would  [and reduce risk of
LDP, therefore, respectfully request that Policy HES:3 relates to all development, other than the have some impact on misinterpretation.
strategic sites.
farmland and thus
conflict with the York
Policy HES:7 — New Housing Draft Local Plan'
Policy HES:7 is a ‘permissive policy” allowing housing development within particular locations. The policy
does not, however, acknowledge the strategic housing allocation (ST15, or the proposed new Langwith PO|ICy New Housing HPNP text
garden village). ) - e
and Housing and clarified to
Community Facilities  |petter define
LDP rfespectf.ull.v request tha.t the P0|.IC\,|' is amended to recognise that hoysmg development will be Ho HES:7 | cover development of scope of relevant
permitted within the strategic allocation (whether that be ST15, or Langwith). h . p0| icies
ousing. :
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RESPONSE / A
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA AMENDMENT
COMMENT TO PLAN
Quod
obo
LDP
® Quod
Policy HES:8 — Housing Mix and Affordability
Along with housing mix, this Policy seeks to ensure that affordable housing is provided in accordance with . . . .
the requirements of the York Local Plan. It specifically requires affordable housing that meets ‘Heslington’s HO HES' 8 POIICy HES' 8 States HPNP po“cy teXt
needs’. “New housing amended in line
As the strategic housing site for the new garden village (ST15, or Langwith) is proposed to meet the housing dEVEIOPment will be with QUOd
needs of the City, it would be inappropriate to restrict affordable housing on this site to meeting Heslington’s permitted If |t inCI Udes recom mendation
needs only.
a balanced mix of so as to clarify.
LDP respectfully request that this Policy is clarified, and that in the case of ST15/Langwith, the house types' to meet
affordable housing provision will be capable of providing for the wider City needs, as well as IOcal nEEd..."
Heslington’s. .
Quod/LDP argues this
provision will be
Policy HES:9 — Housing and Community Facilities capable of providing
This Policy seeks to ensure that housing on strategic sites are supported by relevant community . .
st e for wider City needs as
well as local needs.
LDP support this Policy, and it is one of the principle visions for the development of Langwith for the
garden village to provide community infrastructure that sustains the new residential population of
the village. .
Ho | HES: 9| This support for the No change.
Plan is welcomed.
Policy HES:13 — Sustainable Transport Provision
Policy HES:13 requires a balanced and sustainable transport infrastructure on strategic allocation sites.
MNotably, it requires public transport facilities, pedestrian and cycle links throughout the allocations, and cycle
and pedestrian facilities on any new link roads to the A64 and UoY.
LDP support this proposition, and as noted earlier, it is a key vision of Langwith to provide a high Tr HES:13 Th|s support for the No Change_
quality public transport network serving the new garden village, in order to avoid the need for public .
transport routes through Heslington Village. Strong cycle and pedestrian links will be created as part Pla nis Welcomed .
of Langwith.
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Area, of where this is preserved or enhanced.

Requiring that no harm occurs is inconsistent with the NPPF, which necessitates a balancing of the harm
arising against the public benefits of a scheme that prevail.

LDP, therefore, respectfully request that Policy HES:15 recognises that harm per se (arising from
highway works) to the Heslington Conservation Area is not necessarily unacceptable in principle, and

must be weighed against any public benefits of the development, consistent with the NPPF.

Policy: HES 15" which
states “...will be
permitted only if those
highway improvements
preserve or enhance
and cause no harm...”
conflicts with NPPF.

RESPONSE / G
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA AMENDMENT
COMMENT
TO PLAN
Quod
obo
LDP
@ Quod
Policy HES:14 — Vehicular Traffic
Policy HES:14 requires appropriate vehicular access to the strategic housing sites which avoids any additional
traffic movements through Heslington Village. This is to be achieved through two mechanisms: Tr HES: 14 QUOd/LDP comment No Change
1. The provision a principal vehicular access from the new garden village (ST15/Langwith) to the A64, and on possible future
2. Avoiding vehicular, pedestrian and cycle connections to local roads through Heslington Village (or the proposed access road
access roads south of Heslington). |ink5 to ST15. These
LDP support the objectives of this policy but ask for it to be noted that there is a proposed secondary vehicular are matters for the
access to Langwith, providing a secondary access from Elvington Lane via the eastern end of Elvington York Draft Local P|an
Airfield. This falls within Elvington PC boundary and is shown in yellow on Figure 2. ap -
and not within the
Providing a further access point into the new garden village, especially from Elvington Lane, will further remit Of thlS P|an
minimise any prospective traffic movements through Heslington Village.
HPNP policy text
LDP, therefore, respectfully request that Policy HES:14 recognises that a secondary access to the new reviewed and
garden village would benefit local highway amenity and further restrict any pressure from traffic d d
movement on Heslington Village. amenaded so as
to ensure
consistency with
Policy HES:15 NPPF i.e.
Policy HES:15 relates to traffic within the Heslington Conservation Area, and only supports development ”SUpportEd
requiring highways improvements where no harm arises to the character or appearance of the Conservation Tr' HES: 15 QUOd/LDP argue at where

[proposals] lead
to significant
harm, it can be
demonstrated
that substantial
public benefit
clearly outweighs
that harm.”

! Policy references in response are based on the HPNP Pre-Submission Version

CONSULTEES

Page 32 of 74



ACTION /

REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA l::EOS:/I?VII“ESI\E'I'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
Quod
obo
LDP

Summary

In summary, LDP are largely supportive of the HNP, subject to the above matters. LDP wish to work with HPC
to ensure the HNP is soundly based, and LDP would welcome the opportunity of discussing these

representations further with HPC directly.

Yours sincerely

VA L\Sﬁ

Tim Waring
Director

This support for the
Plan is welcomed.
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REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA l::EOS:/I?VII“ESI\E'I'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill
obo
uoy

HESLINGTOMN PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION
(REGULATION [4) JANUARY 2019

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF THE UNINERSITY

OF YORK

MARCH 2019

Neill

Chartered Town Planning Consultants
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REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA I::EOS:/I?VII\‘ESI\E'I'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill
obo CONTENTS
uoy 1.0 Irtroduction

20 Timescales for the Neighbourhood Plan
30  Updates and Clarifications

40 Proposed changes to the Policy Wording

O'Neill Reference: Uhna| $03.stegh

Maerch 2019




ACTION /

RESPONSE
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA COMMENT/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
N .
O’Neill 10 INTRODUCTION Email Gen
obo O’Neill Associates No change.
uoy | These representations are submitted on behalf of the University of York in relation 1o their (O'NA) note “... the Allocation of
significant landhaldings in the desipnated area of the Heslington Panish Meighbourhood Plan. University has strategic sites for
As part of the MNeighbourhoad Plan process, the University has previously held meetings with pFEViOUSIV held development in
members of the Heslington Meighbourhood Plan Working Group and they have also meetings with York is
pravided comments on earlier drafts of the document. Some of these commerts have been members of the determined by
picked up in the pre-submission version but the ones that have not are repeated again here. Heslington the York Draft
There are also & number of further clarifications / updates that we wish to male to reflect Neighbourhood Plan Local Plan and is
the University's most recent representstions on the Draft Local Plan for York as well as Working Group and not within the
changes in the planning status of the University campus. The comments on the reflect the Univ.(;..rsity’s remit of this
Meighbourhood Plan are structured around the following key sechions: most recent Plan
e [ewt Steps and Timescales . '
P representations on the
s Updstes and Clarifications
York Draft Local Plan”
* Proposed changes to the Policy VWording
20 MNEXT STEPS AMD TIMESCALES
21 At this paint, we would alsa guestion whether it would be & worthwhile exerdse to procesd O’NA questions As other Parish
to the next steps of the Meighbourhood Plen (independent examination, referendum and whether itis “a NPlans have
subsequently bringing the order irmta farce) whilst the Draft Local Plan for York is still to go worthwhile exercise to | been progressed
through the examination and subsequent adoption process. This is an the basis that proceed to the next in York it is clear
* The only sites being promoted for development wrthin the Nesghbourhood Plan are steps of the that absence of
four strategic sites allocated for develapment within the Draft Local Plan Neighbourhood Plan an adopted Local
¢ The proposed allocations all lie within the Green Belt and the definive boundanes whilst the York Draft Plan is not a
have nat been properly considered through the examination process Local Plan has still to barrier
e The identification and modification of green belt boundaries are matters for the local h h th '
] . go through the
planning authartty to determine as part of the preparation of the Local Flan . . ”
examination... No Change.
22 MNational planning policy states that neighbourhood plans shauld support the strategic

development needs set out in the Local Plan and in normal circumstances, it would be
correct that these sirategic sites were identified in the plan for Heslington. However, the

Local Plan for York is not yet adopted and the indusion of the sites in the Meighbourhood




ACTION /

REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA I::EOS:/I?VII\‘ESI\IIE'I'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill Plan could therefore lead to uncertainty regarding their planning status. The advice in Email Gen
obo Mational Planning Practice is helpful here, in that:
uoy

3

340

“Should there be & confict betwesn & policy i & neighbourhood plan end & policy in & Local
Flar

sy ey el

r Furchase At 200 requires that the

conflict must be resolved in Bvour of the policy which & contained in the lest document to

become part of the development plan.”

In theory, this means that if the boundaries of the strategic sites were o change betwesn an
order for the Meighbourhood Plan coming into force and the Local Plan being adopted, it is
the Locsl Plan that would take precedence as the last document’, MNevertheless, to avoid any
uncertainky during the imervening period or & scenano where the MNeighbourhood Plan
requires an immediate update, we would suggest that the VWorking Group erther
* waits for the Local Plan to be adopted before progressing the MNeighbourhood Plan
1o independent examination; or
o indudes some additional text at the foot of page 8, which darifies that the extent of
the strategic sites will be established in the adopted Local Plan and the extract from

the draft proposals map is for illustretive purposes anly

UPDATES AND CLARIFICATIONS

The apening 19 pages of the Meighbourhood Plan set the comtext for 17 indiidual palices
cortained later in the document. In addition, each written policy is then preceded by some
supporting text to justify the chosen approach. Having reviewed the Plan in detail, it is clear
that a series of updstss / clarfications are required in relation to s coverspe of the

University and these are idetified on the schedule overlesf:

O’NA refers to
potential
“...boundaries of the
strategic sites
...changing...”

O’NA asks for
“additional text at the
foot of page 8, which
clarifies that the
extent of the strategic
sites will be
established in the
adopted Local Plan
and the extract from
the draft 2018
Policies/Proposals
Map is for illustrative
purposes only”

The HPNP does
not allocate or
designate land
or specific
locations for
strategic sites
development.

No change.

Plan specifically
references York
Draft Local Plan —|
2018 Policies
/Proposals Map
South and City of
York Local Plan -
Publication Draft
(Regulation 19
Consultation
February 2018.

No change.




ACTION /

RESPONSE
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA COSM?VlESNT/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill Paregrach No. Proposed change and explanation See This table of requested | See below.
obo 5.6, 13.2.1 and 1342 The outline planning permission for Heslington East wes approved in below. | clarifications and
uoy June 2007 and was most recently amended in March 2014

{(12/02923/0UT). The site covers an area of | 16 ha

=
F

The HPMP cannat itself enable and shape the redevelopment and
growth of the o campuses which is the role of the York Local Plan.

[5=]
=

The economic impact of both the University of Yark and the Sdence
Parl within the city were recently subject ot a research paper prepared
by Dr Stephen Martin of the MNical Economics. The key findings were:

& There were 4200 fte staff employed directly by the Ua'.

+ Overall expenditure of £81 million on goods and services of
which roughly 20% was spert locally (that iz, £16.2 million)
supparting around 350 fie jobs

s The University's 16,600 FTE students spent maney off-campus
in York This expenditure, coupled with conference delegate
spend off-campus, supported around 1,300 fie jobs.

s Therefore the total |5t round effects from direct emplayment,
spend with local suppliers and student spend, supparted
around 5,500 jobs in Yark

s Subsequent muttiplier effects support a further 600 jobs in
York

& Oversll in 2014717 the activities of the University supported
an estmated 600 fte jobs in York

s A further c. 1,000 jobs in businesses located an the Science
Pari: and that the overall contnbution to employment in York
from the Science Park is around | 200 fie jobs

e |t iz estimated the University of York and the Soence Park
together account for around 8% (1 in 12) of all jobs in the City
of Yark Uniary Authorty area

Q21 1061 and 15.26

These paragraphs need to be updated in order to reflect the most
recent listings at the University of York campus, which include:
Certral Hal

Derwent Walloway

Designed Landscape (Campus YWest)

Derwent Walloway

Dryad Sculpture

Langwith College

Spiral wallowaya and urtitled Sculpture (B Momrell Library)

524 Replace with The University Strategy 2014 — 2020 indudes the
fallowing Key and Enabling Objectives. ..... )
547 Delete this paragrach

proposed responses is

shown at the end of
the document.




ACTION /

REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA l::EOS:/I?VII\lEsl\ET/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill 40 PROPOSED CHAMGES TO THE WORDING OF INDIWIDUAL POUCIES
obo
uoy 4.1 Paragreph 4| of the MNational Planning Practice Guidance provides advice on the preparation
af polides within & neighbourhood plan. | states that they should be deer and unembiguous
and drafted with sufficent darity thet a decision maker can apply it cansistertly and with
confidence when determining planning applications. The policies should elso be distinct ta
reflect and respond to the unigue cherectenstics and planning cortext of the spedfic
neighbourhood area for which they have been prepared. In order to respond to this
requirement, we would propose the following changes to the polices within the
Neighbourhood Plan for Heslington: HES:2 | HES:2 states: HPNP policy
New business and text amended
42 Palicy HES 2 relates to new business and employment development, stating that it will be employment to cIarify scope.
permitted in certain locations, which incude: development will be Reference to
e The existing soence park and business zones on University campuses permitted in the ‘business zones’
However, there is no specific ‘business zone' idertified on efther University campus. Policy following locations: removed.
ED of the Draft Local Plan allows for the following renge of higher education and releted Existing Science Park
uses on the University's campuses and we oonsider that Policy HES 2 should be attered to and business zones on
refiect i . University campuses.
« acadermic, teaching, research and continuing professional developrmernt uses:
e housing for staff and students: Point raised:
& arts, cultural. sports and social facifities andllary 1o higher education uses: conferences; . p
. o N there is no specific
s  |nowledge based businesses including research led scence park; and ‘business zone’
s any other uses ancillary to the university induding support services for the uses . . .
it o |de.nt|f|€j'd on either
Our suggestion would be to take the first bullet paint of Palicy HES 2 and splft this in 1o two University campus
separete locations, spedfically:
* The existing Sosnce Park
e University campuses, provided it is for knowledpe based or research led business or
ancillary to the University, including support services
4.3 Palicy HES 4 relates 1o sustainahle design and seeks to promote high quelity development in HES:4 POIICy HES 4 ... The

accordance with & senes of design pringples. The wording of the policy is considered to be

too peneric though, particularly the first bullet poirt, which states:

wording of the policy
is considered to be too
generic...”




ACTION /

RESPONSE
REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA / AMENDMENT
COMMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill HES:4 | Suggests change in HPNP policy text
= ne 5 ~din cer of & Pansh | sz of o . ..
obo » Complermentng the surmounding character of the Pensh in terms of scale hesght, pOlICV text as this is amended to
SSinE, t in and set back from street fromages . .
uoy FEEENE, SpnriE, Wrsean grain &n rem romas= currently considered clarify and
Clearly, the Pansh is made up of different character aress. For instance, the scale, height and
as too reference to
mass of bulldings on Campus East or Campus West are quite different to that within the . . .
. . . L generic/embracing. Conservation
historic willage core. In order to address this, we would suggest either substituting the wo
et , e o Area removed.
Pansh’ for immediate localty” or including an extra bullet poirt which reads:
e Bringing farward new development on the University’s campuses in accordance with
the approved Development Briefs / Masterplans and their subsequent versions. .
HES:5 | Suggests HPNP policy text
“ H H ” s
44 A similar generelization occurs in Policy HES 5 on Urban Character, which appears to have ge_nerallsatlon n on Urban
been drafted specfically in releton to new development within Heslington Canservation Area pOlICV Scope. Character
but doss nat say so explictly. If this is the intention, then the area to which this palicy epplies amended to
should be clearly defined. differentiate
policy focus.
4.5 Policy HES 7 sets out the drcumstances within which new housing development should be
permitted, which is basically limited to infill development. There are no additional housing sites HES:7 | Suggests policy scope HPNP policy text
put forward in the Meighbourhood Plan. However, it is important to acknowledge the strategic should reference the amended and
housing locations proposed in the Local Plan within this Palicy. This can be achieved via a strategic housing clarified in line
simple reference to them at the outset of the policy to danfy that ‘Beyond the strategic locations. with O’NA
gllocatians...... hausing develapment will be permitied in the following locations. ... recommendation
] , o i.e. “Beyond the
4.6 Policy HES |0 sesks ta control the development of student housing Qutside of the University .
o . - strategic
campus although it i not dear whether this paolicy relates to new-build only or all forms of : ”
development, induding chenpes of use. In relation to changes of use, the Dreft Local Plan allocations ...etc
slready contains policies o restrict the number of student households &t both & strest and . .
neighbourhood level by applying appropriate thresholds and these are currently enforced HES:10 SUggeStS pOIICV does HPNP pOlICY text
; ; ; not differentiate amended to
through a Supplemertary Planning Docurment. Permitted developmert nights 1o move between reference
the C3 and C4 use dass have also been removed by an Artidle 4 Direction. It is through these between pUTpOSG-bUIlt purpose built
mechanisms that the Council is seeling to implement its strategy on the management of halls and HMOs. student
student households but Policy HES 10 eppears to undermine this approach. accommodation.
‘Built area of village’ in
4.7 There aso appears to be inconsistencies between the main policy wording and the

imerpretation below it. Our reading of the policy wording is that the restrictions only apply to

the built-up area of Heslington Village but the ‘imterpretstion’ appears to extend them to the

policy text not defined.
Interpretation refers to
strategic sites.

HPNP policy text
amended to
clarify.




ACTION /

REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA I::EOS:/I?VII\‘ESI\E'I'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill
obo strategic housing allocations as well, If this is the case, then the justification for this approach
uoy needs to be property explained.

4.8 Policy HES | | identifies a seres af local green spaces within the Parish and seeks to maintain HES: 11 Boundary definition of Maps Updated
their open and green character by restricting the forms of development that could take place LGS not clear. with input from
there. Fourteen local green spaces are identified in total although the boundanes of these CYC.
spares are not properly defined. For example, the Campus VWest Leke and Grounds s
designated a: Local Green Space no. 4 but the extent of this area is left open 1o imterpretation.

49 I is &lso sugpested that the Lord Dersmore School ste should be excuded from the Suggests removing LGS designations
designation as this is an established educational facility where additional development beyond Lord Deramore’s for Campus
the 's"".al -scale’ examples listed in the ."Ir.E|'|:rEtenjn.:|r| af the palicy could Il::e |'Eq.4irle:|. An Primary School West, now Grade
alternative would be to incude sorme additional text in the interpretation section ta clanfy that Grounds from LGS Il listed and UoY
“Mew development will nat be supported an land designated as Local Green Space except in designation as other Sports fields both
wery specal drcumstances, where it is ancillary to the main use or plays & complementary role.” IanCi“ary’ removed.

developments beyond

4.10 Similar 1o Policy HES |1, Policy HES |2 seeks to identify a seres of open space buffer zones ’small-scale’ examples
and importart green spaces where an added layer of planning control will be applied. This may be required.
requires applicants to demonstrate that any development does nat cause significant harm, must Maps incl.
be adequately mitigated or compensated for. Again, the imporiant spaces are nat property O’NA note boundary ‘Buffer zone’
defined within the document and an accurate reference plan is therefore required, particulardy definitions for ‘other boundary
around Campus East (Green Space na. |} where the acceptable locations for development, HES:12 | green Spaces’ not updated with
green buffers end landscape areas have elready been established by the outline planning proper|y defined. input from CYC.
permission and the approved masterplans.

HPNP policy

4.1l Policy HES |5 relates o traffic management and cantrals within the Heslington Conservation O’NA suggests PO“CV text reviewed

Area and states that where development relies on highwey improvements, they will only be HES: 15 may be and amended
HES:15 So as to ensure

permitted where those improvements preserve, enhance or cause no harm to the character
and appearance of the conservation area. This sets & fairly high bar and the nature of highways
improvements and the need far them tao be easily visible will often result in some degres of
harm. In order to make this policy more consistent with the Metional Planning Policy on

development affecting heritage assets, we supgest some additional wording to danfy that

considered to conflict
with NPPF guidance.

consistency
with NPPF i.e.
“supported
where
[proposals] lead
to significant
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REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA l::i)sll\allolvll\llisl\f'l'/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
harm, it can be
demonstrated

that substantial
public benefit
clearly
outweighs that
harm.”
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REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA I::EOS:/I?VII\‘ES:T/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
O’Neill “Where development relies on highway improverments within the Heslington Canservation
obo Area, they will be permitted anly if those highway improvements preserve ar enhance and
uoy cause no harm 1o the character of the conservation area or it can be demonstrated thet the
public benefits of the development outweigh the harm.
Itis agreed outline HPNP policy
4.12  Finally, Poligy HES 17 identifies the University of York as a spedal policy area but the purpose planning permiSSion is | text amended
of this palicy is undear when Campus East has outline planning permission which endures for laid down in the to be consistent
20 years and the development of Campus West has previously come forward in accordance conditions associated with York Draft
with the 1999 Development Brief, which has been recent updated. HES:17 | with the Secreta ry of Local Plan
State’s decision dated | Policies ED1-3.
4.13 For Campus East in parbcular, new palicy is not ehle to change the comsent or the key 24th May 2007
principles that have been established by this permission. Far example, the uses permitted on reference
campus are covered by planning condition,  Building and landscape design are controlled via 04/01700/0UT (and
Councll approved design and landscape briefs in response to planning conditions.  These are subseq uent]y
permitted to be updated as the next phase of development is rolled out amended March 2016)
4.14 The supporiing text o Policy HES |7 (from paragraph |5.4 onwards) is also fairdy ambiguous
as there are some sections of it that appear to relate to Campus West and athers to Campus O’NA suggests PO||Cy
East, which are each of a marledly different character and context The endosed schedule of HES: 17 (University of HPNP text para.
changes sesks to comect some inacturacies in the supparting text but the fundamental poirt in York) in Pre- 15.4 (GOOd
reletion to Policy HES 17 is that it needs to be simplified and acknowledge the framewarles for Submission Plan Practice
decision malding that are already in plece. Our suppestion for the revised warding aof Palicy HES version, acknowledges Development
7 would be s Blows the frameworks for Principles)
o . . . decision making amended to
On the University f:f York's West and East campuses, the following range of higher educaton already approved and reflect ongoing
and related uses will be permitted: .
in place. masterplan
* acedemic, teaching, research and continuing professional development uses; Eg “Individual /design brief
*  housing for staff and students: development work and in
e arts, cuttural, sports and social facilities encillary to higher education uses; conferences; proposals shall be respect of
s knowledge based businesses including research led science perk; and brought forward in

* any other uses ancllary to the university induding suppart services for the uses
identified abave

accordance with the
design and land use
principles established

Design Review.

NOTE: Policy
HES: 19 now
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REF COMMENT SOURCE | TOPIC| PARA l::EOS:/I?VII“ESI\E{ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN
by the original outline | refers to the
planning permission University of
and apprlov?d York in the
Masterplan for
Campus East and the HPNP. .
Submission
adopted Development )
Brief for Heslington version.
West.”
O'Neill Individuel development proposels shell be brought forward in eccordance with the design
obo and land use princples established by the outline planning permission and approved
uoy

Mesterplan for Campus East and the edopted Development Brief for Heslington West. As
future fterations of these documents emerge, consultation will be carmied out with the local
community priar to being afforded amy weight in the decision-making process.

END
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SCHEDULE OF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT HPNP

Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION / AMENDMENT TO PLAN

HES: 1

Main Street- Change of Use

WithintheMainStreetarea,
applicationfor changes of
use to Retail (A1), Food and
drink (A3, A4) and Medical
and other community
facilities (D1) will be
permitted subject to:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

There being no significant
detrimental impact on
traffic safety or capacity

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

There being no significant
detrimental impact on the
amenities of nearby
residents

e.g. by restricting the hours
of operation

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

There is no change of use
involving the loss of retail,
food and drink, business or
community facilities in Main
Street including changes of
use of ground floors to
residential use

This policy needs
amending to allow
for the possibility of
permanently vacant
retail, food and
drink, business or
community
premises, and a
new "fallback"
clause policy is
therefore required.

We suggest that the following clause is added

to the end of this policy:

"... including changes of use of ground floors to
residential use unless it can be satisfactorily
demonstrated that none of the above are viable uses."
“In the event of there being no demonstrable
acceptable viable use, any alterations to the premises
must satisfy the requirements of Neighbourhood Plan
policies HES 4, 5 & 6 and Section 16 Additional
Guidelines.”

HPNP policy text (HES: 1) amended to reflect
HE recommendation on vacant premises.




Policy | Text Comment Recommendation (amended text in italic) ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN
Proposals to diversify the This policy is No recommendation No change.
use of public houses willbe | \yelcomed

supported, providing the
use as a public house
remains as part of the mix
of uses.

HES: 2

New Business and
Employment Development

New business and
employment development
will be permitted in the
following locations:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Existing Science Park and
business zones on
University campuses

Sports usage is
"development"
and will happen
outside these
zones

HPNP policy text (HES: 2) amended to include
provision for sports usage i.e. “Development
for sports usage will be supported where there
is a proven local need and providing there is no
significant adverse impact on traffic safety,
congestion or residential amenity”

Within the strategic
designated York Draft Local
Plan housing sites, where
they comprise local facilities
for the new housing

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Within farm complexes, to
support diversification,
providing there is no
significant adverse impact
on traffic safety,
congestion or residential
amenity

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 3

Agriculture and Rural
Enterprise

New development will be
supported where:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

It is sited and designed to
support and acknowledge the
working farms and rural
businesses of Heslington

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

It ensures that farm traffic is
accommodated

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

It does not compromise
farming activities

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 4

Sustainable Design

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

New development will be
supported where it uses high
quality design incorporating
key principles from the
Design Council's Building for
Life 12 and based on
sustainable urban design
principles. This includes:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Complementing the
surrounding character of the
Parish in terms of scale,
height, massing, spacing,
urban grain and set-back
from street frontages

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Providing active frontages
to streets and public spaces,
so as to provide natural
surveillance

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Providing a clear separation
between private spaces
(rear gardens) and public
spaces and streets

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Creating attractive, safe,
permeable and convenient
pedestrian environments,
linking to the surrounding
footpath network

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Using permeable materials
for hard surfaces

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Providing a range of parking
solutions as an integral part
of layout, ensuring that
parking does not dominate
the street scene

No change.

No recommendation

No change.

Within the Conservation
Area, using materials that
respect and are sympathetic
to the context and building
traditions of the village

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 5

Urban Character

Should there be a
complimentary
"Rural Character"
policy?

Consider polices to address the appropriate
conservation of hedge rows, woodland and individual
trees, areas of water and watercourses, lanes, tracks
and paths.

Policies on Local Green Space and Green
Infrastructure are considered to adequately
address this comment.

No change.

New development and
extensions to existing
buildings will be supported
where they complement the
local and historic character of
Heslington, including:

It is unclear whether
the intention this
policy is focused
solely on Heslington
village, or is to apply
to all development
within the
Heslington
Neighbourhood

Plan area.

Reword as follows: "New development and
extensions to existing buildings within the existing
"settlement boundary and on allocated sites (with
the exception of Site ST27)"will be supported...”

[ST27 is the potential extension of Campus East.]

Noted.

HPNP policy text amended to clarify where
Urban Character policy applies specifically to
the Conservation Area or wider Heslington
Parish.

Complementing the
vernacular forms, scale and
character of the Heslington
Conservation Area

No comment

No recommendation

Respecting the character and
setting of Heslington,
including the medieval
pattern of long, narrow
burgage plots in Main Street

No comment

No recommendation




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Preserving gardens and
open spaces behind and
between the houses and
only allowing sub-division of
such gardens and open
spaces where the resulting
layout would maintain the
character and

amenity value of the village

No comment

No recommendation

Maintaining historic paths
and routes

No comment

No recommendation

Maintaining key views and
the setting of local
landmarks to help
orientation and provide
local distinctiveness

No comment

No recommendation

Having regard to the diverse
character of the historic
environment, based on
variety in styles and
construction methods

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Retaining wide green
verges, without
further crossways

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Adhering to the Additional
Guidelines (see Section 16)
in so far as they are
material to the proposal

No comment

No recommendation

Section on Additional Guidelines has been
deleted and salient points included in updated
Policy/ Community Actions policy text.

There is no specific
reference to new
development on
strategic allocation
sites.

We suggest an additional new clause as follows:
"New housing development on the strategic
allocation sites will be supported only if a masterplan
or design statement has been submitted and agreed,
which demonstrably satisfy the requirements of
policies HE 4, 5 & 6 and Section 16

Additional Guidelines."

Housing and Community Facilities policy (now
HES: 11) text amended to clarify reference to

community facilities, masterplanning and the

relevant requirements of other HPNP housing
policies.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

HES: 6

Conversion of Existing
Buildings

Building conversions and
extensions which
complement the vernacular
forms, scale and character of
buildings in the village will be
supported. In particular,
extensions should avoid
dominating the parent

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 7

New Housing

Housing development will be
permitted in the following
locations:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Infill development
appropriate to the draft
Green Belt, within the built
area of Heslington village

Could this be
interpreted as
supporting
development within
the Green Belt?

We suggest re-wording as follows:

“Infill development on strategic allocation sites
appropriate to the Green Belt, within the built area of
Heslington village, with the exception of Site ST27.”

HPNP text amended and reference to Green
Belt removed.

Outside of these locations,
small-scale infill housing
development will be
permitted, providing:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

It comprises infill
development within an
existing housing row or
cluster

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

It would avoid the creation or
extension of 'ribbon
development'

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

New housing will be
permitted if it:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Maintains or enhances the
amenities of existing
residential properties

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Complements the character
of the area, including
complementing the spatial
characteristics of existing
housing in terms of setback,
spacing and garden space.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 8

Housing Mix and
Affordability

New housing development
will be permitted if it includes
a balanced mix of house
types, to meet local need and
should meet the
Government's Technical
housing standards.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Affordable housing provided
in response to York Draft
Local Plan requirements will
be supported if provided
within the development site,
so as to meet Heslington's
needs, and not be provided
remotely through financial
contributions.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Affordable housing will be
supported where it is tenure
blind, forming an integral
part of any scheme.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 9

Housing and Community
Facilities

Development of housing
on the strategic sites will
be supported where it
incorporates community
facilities as part of the mix
of uses, to support the
additional needs of the

We suggest re-wording as follows:

“Development of housing on the strategic sites, with
the exception of Site ST27 will be supported where it
incorporates community facilities”

[ST27 is the proposed extension of Campus East.]

HPNP Housing and Community Facilities policy
text amended to include reference to
community facilities at the strategic housing
development sites. ST27 is allocated for B1b
employment floorspace for knowledge based
businesses including research-led science park
uses and other higher education and related




Policy | Text Comment Recommendation (amended text in italic) ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

new residential uses.

population. This includes The HPNP does not allocate any sites for

recreational facilities, development.

convenient paths and

green spaces to encourage

healthy lifestyles.

If sites are developed No comment No recommendation No change.

incrementally, a

masterplan should be

prepared, including the

location of community

facilities.

HES: 10 |Student Accommodation

New student residential This is a very We suggest re-wording as follows:

accommodation will be broad brush policy | “New student residential accommodation will be The HPNP does not allocate any sites for

permitted within the which allows permitted within the defined boundary of the development and therefore considers allocation

University of York development University of York campuses and including site ST4”. of land use at ST4 a York Local Plan matter and

campuses. anywhere on the not within the remit of this Plan.
campuses,
qualified by any We suggest the relevant maps are amended to define | Maps updated with input from CYC.
relevant CYC the University of York Campuses as per the attached It is considered the boundaries of UoY are well-
policies. maps. [no attachment] established.

Student accommodation Is the "built area If not indicated on the relevant maps, identify the HPNP policy text has been clarified to cover

will not be permitted of Heslington boundary of the built area of Heslington Village. new purpose built student accommodation

within the built area of village" defined? only within the existing development

Heslington village, in the boundaries of the University of York.

interests of maintaining a

balanced range of housing

for local people.

HES: 11 |Local Green Space

Designated Local Green
Spaces must remain as
open community spaces.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Small size, ancillary
development will be
permitted, providing it meets
all of the following:

e The open and green
character of the Green
Space is not compromised

e |t comprises facilities to
support the community use
of space

o The community, wildlife,
amenity or other values as a
Local Green Space are
preserved or enhanced

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 12

Green Environment

New development will be
supported when it can be
shown to avoid significant
harm to the environment
of Heslington, including:

This policy does
not address the
significant
incursion into the
Green Belt and
land identified as
"existing open
space" (see
Policies Map
(South) of the City
of York draft Local
Plan -February
2018) implied by
the allocation of
Site ST 27.

The development
of Site ST24

The primary
purpose of the York
Green Beltis to

We suggest re-wording as follows:
“New development will be supported when it can be
shown to avoid significant harm to the environment
of Heslington Parish as a whole....”

ST24 is not recognised.

HPNP policy text has been amended in line
with HE recommendation.




Policy | Text Comment Recommendation (amended text in italic) ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN
safeguard the
special character
and setting of the
historic city, a
development in the
Green Belt,
therefore, has the
potential to impact
upon elements
which contribute
towards the
significance of York.
Trees, woods, hedges, No comment No recommendation
ditches, grass field margins,
flora and fauna
Local wildlife habitats and No comment No recommendation
protected landscapes,
including the Common Land
and SSSI
Designated and significant No comment No recommendation
Local Green Spaces as listed
in para. 12.3 and 13.5
Where significant harm No comment No recommendation
cannot be avoided, it must be
adequately mitigated, or as a
last resort, compensated for.
Opportunities to incorporate | No comment No recommendation
improvements for green
infrastructure in and around
developments are to be
encouraged.
HES: 13 |Sustainable Transport

Provision

New housing development on
the strategic allocation sites
will be supported where
there is balanced and

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

sustainable transport
provision, including:

Public transport facilities,
including new bus stops

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

A layout providing convenient
pedestrian

links to footpaths, bus stops
and community facilities

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Facilities for cyclists and
pedestrians on any new link
roads to the A64 and
University

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Where a site is to be
developed incrementally, a
transport masterplan should
be prepared for that site,
showing links to adjacent
sites and the

surrounding area.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 14

Vehicular Traffic

New development will be
permitted where vehicular
access to the strategic
housing sites is provided, to
safely accommodate the
additional traffic generated
and avoid additional traffic
movements through
Heslington village. Achieving
this would involve:

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Providing the principal
vehicular access from ST15
(Land West of Elvington Lane)
to the A64

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Avoiding vehicular,
pedestrian and cycling
connections to local roads

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy

Text

Comment

Recommendation (amended text in italic)

ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

through Heslington village or
to the access roads south of
Heslington

HES: 15

Traffic in Heslington
Conservation Area

Development will be
supported only where the
increase in traffic would
cause no significant harm to
the character or appearance
of the Heslington
Conservation Area, taking
account of parking,
movement and disturbance.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

Where development relies on
highway improvements
within the Heslington
Conservation Area, they will
be permitted only if those
highway improvements
preserve or enhance and
cause no harm to character
or appearance of the
Conservation Area.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

HES: 16

Paths and other Rights of
Way

New development will be
supported where it does not
obstruct or impinge on public
footpaths, bridleways, cycle-
paths or byways.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.

New development near to
public footpaths, bridleways,
cycle paths or byways will be
supported where it preserves
or enhances

their distinctive character.

No comment

No recommendation

No change.




Policy | Text Comment Recommendation (amended text in italic) ACTION/ AMENDMENT TO PLAN

HES: 17 |University of York
University of York campus No comment No recommendation No change.
sites West and
East are allocated for:
Education and uses ancillary | No comment No recommendation No change.
to the
primary purpose as a
university
A business and science park | No comment No recommendation No change.
Development of the No comment No recommendation No change.

campuses will be
supported, subject to:

The green open space
'buffer zones' protecting the
landscape settings of
Heslington village and
Badger Hill remaining
undeveloped (see Figure 4)

The map is
distorted and the
colours difficult to
distinguish

We suggest re-wording as follows:

“The green open space 'buffer zones' and the rural
landscape to the south of Campus East protecting the
landscape settings of Heslington village, wider Parish
and Badger Hill remaining undeveloped (see Figure
4)/[

Definition of new Green Belt boundaries is a
matter for the emerging York Draft Local Plan.
No change.

HPNP maps have been updated with input
from CYC.

Implementation of good
practice principles (see
para. Error! Reference
source not found.)

Theerrornotedinthetextneedsaddressing

HPNP text has been corrected.




Neill

SCHEDULE OF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT HPNP

Policy . ACTION / AMENDMENT

Para. No. Comment/ Proposed change and explanation RESPONSE / COMMENT TO PLAN

5.6, The outline planning permission for Heslington East It is agreed outline planning permission is laid down in the HPNP text amended in

15.2.1 was approved in June 2007 and was most recently conditions associated with the Secretary of State’s decision line with O’'NA

and amended in March 2016 (15/02923/0UT). The site dated 24th May 2007 reference 04/01700/0UT and was recommendation.

15.4.2 covers an area of 116 ha amended March 2016.

7.2 The HPNP cannot itself enable and shape the Para 7.2 states “The HPNP aims to deliver sustainable HPNP text amended to
redevelopment and growth of the UoY campuses, development by the following means: state “HPNP ...Recognises
which is the role of the York Local Plan. Enabling and shaping the redevelopment and growth of the the development of the

University of York campuses University of York.”

8.2 The economic impact of both the University of York O’NA kindly provides additional background economic impact

and the Science Park within the city were recently
subject of a research paper prepared by Dr
Stephen Martin of the Nicol Economics. The key
findings were:

e There were 4,200 fte staff employed directly by
the UoY.

e Overall expenditure of £81 million on goods and
services of which roughly 20% was spent locally
(thatis, £16.2 million) supporting around 350 fte
jobs

e The University’s 16,600 FTE students spent
money off-campus in York. This expenditure,
coupled with conference delegate spend off-
campus, supported around 1,300 fte jobs.

e Therefore, the total 1st round effects from

data. O’NA suggests updating or supplementing Plan text
accordingly.

References to UoY data at 8.2 (bullet point #1*, other data
generally available from UoY /YSPL websites but not source
referenced)

*Source: https.//www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/15869/cd001_-

_city_of york_local_plan_publication_draft_regulation_19 consulta

tion_february 2018

Additional Background
economic impact data
supplied by O’NA, included
where relevant.

Source now clearly
referenced to reflect the
latest York Draft Local Plan
data.




Policy
Para. No.

Comment/ Proposed change and explanation

RESPONSE / COMMENT

ACTION/ AMENDMENT
TO PLAN

direct employment, spend with local suppliers and
student spend, supported around 5,900 jobs in
York.

e Subsequent multiplier effects support a further
600 jobs in York.

e Overall in 2016/17 the activities of the
University supported an estimated 6,600 fte jobs in
York.

e Afurther c. 1,000 jobs in businesses located on
the Science Park and that the overall contribution
to employment in York from the Science Park is
around 1,200 fte jobs

e Itis estimated the University of York and the
Science Park together account for around 8% (1 in
12) of all jobs in the City of York Unitary Authority
area

10.2.1,
10.6.1 and
15.2.6

These paragraphs need to be updated in order to
reflect the most recent listings at the University of
York campus, which include:

e Central Hall
Derwent Walkway
Designed Landscape (Campus West)
Derwent Walkway
Dryad Sculpture
Langwith College
Spiral walkway and untitled Sculpture (JB
Morrell Library)

10.2.1 and 10.6.1 state “including its 21 listed buildings”

Response from Historic England (HE)refers to “32 Grade |l

listed buildings”.

15.2.6 seeks only to give examples not a full listing.

HPNP text amended in line
with HE recommendation.

No change

Listed buildings changed
to listed buildings and
structures for consistency.

15.2.4

Replace with ‘The University Strategy 2014 — 2020
includes the following Key and Enabling
Objectives......"

15.2.4 states:

“Inits latest published 2014-2020 Master Plan [which is

currently in review] the University stated:-




lef)al.lcl\)llo. Comment/ Proposed change and explanation RESPONSE / COMMENT ACTIONI_gAP'\Ci%DMENT
Key objectives HPNP text amended in line
To be a world leader in research the latest published
To offer outstanding teaching and learning University Strategy 2014 —
To offer all our students an outstanding and valuable experience | 2020 to include Key and
Supporting objectives Enabling Objectives.
To be sufficiently large to be excellent, resilient and financially
sustainable
To be organised in the most efficient and effective way
To work effectively with other organisations and stakeholders”

15.4.7 Delete this paragraph

15.4.7 states “Design Review”

Independent design review is important, as described in
Paragraph 62 of the NPPF. This is especially important for taller
buildings, to assess whether they are of exceptional design
quality. Design review is suggested at a relatively early and
conceptual stage, and then to test detailed design proposals at a
later stage.

HPNP text amended at
15.4.6 and original para
15.4.7 referring to “Design
Review” deleted.
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s couNelt  sSchedule of CYC Comments on the Pre-Submission Draft Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan
Main Document
Page Policy/ ACTION /
Para./Section/Table/Map Comments AMENDMENT
ref TO PLAN

General comment It would be useful if paragraph numbers could be added for all paragraphs for clarity. Agreed.

General comment The pre-submission version usefully shows the evidence and data gathered as part of the Noted.
Neighbourhood Plan process and how this has been used to form the basis of the policies. All of this
information should be put into the Consultation Statement when the Submission Version of the
Neighbourhood Plan is written.

General comment References are made throughout the Pre-Submission version to the 2012 NPPF this is useful for Noted and
context. In February 2019 an updated NPPF was released by government. When the Submission agreed. HPNP
version of the plan is written it will need to reference the 2019 NPPF. Submission

version

documents have
been updated in

line with NPPF
(2019).
General comment Copyright is required for all CYC Maps as follows: Noted and
“Based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's agreed.

Stationery Office, Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may
lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. City of York Council, Licence No. 1000 20818. Prepared by
Strategic Planning Team, 2018”




Page Policy/ ACTION /
Para./Section/Table/Map Comments AMENDMENT
ref TO PLAN
7 Section 5 Paragraph 5.1.3 | National planning policy (Paragraphs 83-85 of the 2012 NPPF and Paragraphs 136-139 of the 2019
NPPF) is clear that the identification and modification of green belt boundaries are matters for the local HPNP text
planning authority to determine. It goes on to state that these processes should be undertaken as part amended to
of the preparation or review of a local plan. reflect current
At present, York does not have an adopted Local Plan. In the meantime it is necessary for the position of
Neighbourhood Plan to be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan. Green Beltin

Within this context the appropriate strategic Green Belt polices are the saved policies of the otherwise
revoked Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (2008) (the RSS).

Until a Local Plan for York is adopted, development management decisions relating to proposals falling
within the general extent of the Green Belt have and will be made on the basis that the land in
guestion should be treated as Green Belt.

The Upper and Nether Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan, Rufforth with Knapton Neighbourhood Plan
and Earswick Neighbourhood Plan have all been through examination with an Independent Examiner.
The Examiner’s recommendations included in his reports included a series of modifications to the
Neighbourhood Plans green belt policies to reflect the context of York Green Belt and background to
the emerging Local Plan. A full copy of the Examiner’s Reports are available via the links below:

https://www.york.qov.uk/downloads/file/13410/examiners report
https://www.york.qov.uk/downloads/file/16753/rufforth with knapton np examiners report
https://www.york.qov.uk/info/20051/planning policy/1747/earswick neighbourhood plan

In particular, the Examiner’s modifications take account of national advice on the principle of the
identification of detailed Green Belt boundaries whilst safeguarding the general application of this
important and nationally-recognised planning tool.

The Examiner recommends that the neighbourhood plans continues to apply the approach to the
identification of the Green Belt as set out currently in the RSS and the Fourth Set of Changes

Development Control Local Plan (2005) on an interim basis until such times as the emerging Local Plan is

adopted. This will ensure that the preparation of the emerging Local Plan is used as the mechanism for

the detailed identification of the York Green Belt boundaries in accordance with national planning policy.

York and give
explanatory
comment.



https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/13410/examiners_report
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16753/rufforth_with_knapton_np_examiners_report
https://www.york.gov.uk/info/20051/planning_policy/1747/earswick_neighbourhood_plan

Page

Policy/
Para./Section/Table/Map
ref

Comments

ACTION /
AMENDMENT
TO PLAN

It will also provide full and proper opportunity for developers and land owners to contribute to this
debate both in general terms and to provide the agreed levels of development for the City.

If the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan is submitted and examined in advance of the Local Plan being
adopted then we would suggest that the same approach is taken with regard to the setting of an interim
Green Belt boundary in the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan to that advised by the examiner in the
reports provided above. We note that Figure 2 of the Pre-Submission Heslington Neighbourhood Plan
currently shows York’s draft Green Belt from the submitted Local Plan (2018). Should the Heslington
Neighbourhood Plan be progressed in advance of the adoption of the York Local Plan then we would
advise that a new map showing the 4™ Set of Changes Green Belt boundaries is produced. This would
allow the Neighbourhood Plan to continue to apply the approach to the identification of the green belt
as currently set out in the RSS and the Fourth Set of Changes Local Plan (2005) on an interim basis until
such time as the Local Plan is adopted.

If the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan is progressed in tandem with or after the Local Plan is adopted
then the current map in Figure 2 will be in conformity with the emerging Local Plan green belt boundary
subject to any modifications agreed through the examination process.

It is anticipated the
HPNP will be
examined in
advance of the
emerging York
Draft Local Plan
and a new map
showing the 4™ Set
of Changes to Local
Development Plan
(Green Belt
boundaries)(2005)
is now included.
This would allow
the
Neighbourhood
Plan to continue to
apply the approach
to the
identification of
the green belt as
currently set out in
the RSS and the 4™
Set of Changes to
Local Development
Plan (2005) on an
interim basis until
such time as the
Local Plan is
adopted.




Page Policy/ ACTION /
Para./Section/Table/Map Comments AMENDMENT
ref TO PLAN
6 Paragraphs 5.1.1and Information regarding the evidence of need for housing York’s housing requirements needs to be
and | 11.2.2 updated in light of new evidence by consultants GL Hearn (please refer to the OAN wording below) which
33 was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 29" January and was considered by the Councils
Executive on 7™ March 2019. Please refer to the link below for the full report:
https://democracy.york.qov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?Cld=733&MId=10479&Ver=4
Objective Assessment of Housing Need (OAN)
The Council’s OAN (Objective Assessment of Housing Need) has been updated by consultants GL Hearn. HPNP text
The OAN uses the 2016 based sub-national population projections (SNPP) for York which show an amended in line
average annual population growth over the period 2012 to 2037 of 24,036, significantly lower than the with CYC

previous (2014 based) figure of 36,348 for the same period upon which the submitted Local Plan was
based. GL Hearn’s analysis of the components of population change suggest that the 2016 based
population projections provide a more robust assessment of population growth for York than their
predecessor which is also ratified by more recent population estimates in the Mid Year Estimates (2017,
ONS). The main reason for this change relates to updated forecasts of international migration along with
a downward trend in fertility rates and revised assumptions for increases in life expectancy. These
population figures are then translated into household growth and a dwelling requirement using a range
of assumptions on household representative rates and also including a vacancy rate of 3%.

In accordance with National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) applied under transitional arrangements
GL Hearn have then considered whether it would be appropriate to consider any uplifts to account for
economic growth or to improve housing affordability (market signals).

They have calculated the housing need required to meet an economic growth of 650 jobs per annum
(based on the Local Plan target underpinned by the Employment Land Review Update, 2017). Using a
series of assumptions including economic activity rates from the Office of Budget Responsibility (OBR)
results in an economic led need for housing of up to 790 dwellings per annum.

GL Hearn have also provided an updated analysis of housing market signals which show that house prices
are relatively high in York and that housing affordability is a significantly worsening issue over the last
five years. Affordable Housing needs remains at 573 dpa. In accordance with NPPG an uplift to improve
affordability is required and considering the evidence GL Hearn proposes a 15% uplift. When applied to

recommendation
to reflect updated
position on
housing numbers
in York.



https://democracy.york.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=733&MId=10479&Ver=4

Page Policy/ ACTION /
Para./Section/Table/Map Comments AMENDMENT
ref TO PLAN
the demographic starting point (484 dpa) this 15% uplift would result in an OAN of 557 dpa which is
some way short of the economic led need of 790 dpa. The OAN in York is 790 dpa which would be
sufficient to respond to market signals, including affordability adjustments as well as making a significant
contribution to affordable housing needs.
The updated OAN of 790 confirms to the Council that the robustness of submitted plans housing supply,
based on the OAN of 867 dwellings per annum, is strengthened further by the reduction in the OAN. The
submitted plans proposed housing supply can be robustly demonstrated to meet the revised OAN of 790
dwellings per annum both for the plan period (to 2033) and post plan period ( to 2038). The proposed
housing supply in the submitted Plan will provide the required flexibility in order to be able to
demonstrate that the Plan can respond to unforeseen circumstances over the duration of the plan period
and to create a Green Belt boundary for York which will endure beyond the end of the plan period
meeting longer term development needs.
31 | Policy HES: 4 Sustainable The City of York Council Statement of Community Involvement which was adopted in December 2007 Noted and agreed.
Design Interpretation relating to community engagement should be referenced as well as NPPF engagement. This source
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/1287/statement_of community_involvement reference included
in Plan text.
35 | Policy HES: 7 New The submitted Local Plan (2018) no longer uses the term that villages are ‘washed over by the Green Noted and agreed.
Housing Interpretation Belt. Please refer to Policy GB2. Heslington village exhibits a high degree of openness, and is considered Plan text amended
to contribute to the openness of Green Belt. The reference should be altered to say that ‘Heslington accordingly.
village is included within the Green Belt'.
35 | Policy HES: 8 Housing Mix | The first Paragraph of the policy should also refer to the City of York Council Strategic Housing Market Noted and agreed.
and Affordability Assessment (SHMA) (2016 and 2017 update) evidence base document. This source
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/11251/strategic_housing_market_assessment_shma_2016 reference included
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/14277/strategic_housing_market_assessment_update_2017 | in Plan text.
38- | Section 12 Local Green Happy to provide a map to show the draft Local Plan Open Spaces and the Locally Designated Open Noted.
50 | Spaces Designation Spaces and differentiate these if this would be helpful. It would be helpful if the draft Local Plan Open Plan text
Spaces/ Green Spaces/ Nature Conservation Sites could be renamed to be the same as the names amended to

Section 13 Green
Infrastructure

specified in the Open Space and Biodiversity Audit which are Local Plan Evidence Base documents.
This is for consistency where applicable. Please refer to the following link for the Councils Local Plan
Evidence Base Studies:

https://www.york.qov.uk/downloads/file/16040/sd085 - city of york local plan evidence base -

cross-reference
CYC Open Space
data, where
sites are listed.



https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16040/sd085_-_city_of_york_local_plan_evidence_base_-_open_space_and_green_infrastructure_update_september_2017

Page Policy/ ACTION /
Para./Section/Table/Map Comments AMENDMENT
ref TO PLAN
open_space_and _green_infrastructure update september 2017
https://www.york.qov.uk/downloads/file/16047/sd089 -
city of york council_biodiversity audit 2010
54 Section 14 Transport and City of York Council are happy to provide a consolidated map. Maps updated
Movement with input from
CYC.
57 | Para 14.5 last paragraph The construction of the new routes in relation to the A64 is also the responsibility of Highways England. | Noted. Plan text
Highways England should also be referenced. amended to
reference
Highways England.
63 | Policy HES:17 University Final bullet point reference to paragraph required. Error message. Noted and
of York corrected.
66- | Additional Guidelines The Additional Guidelines are important, however as they are currently written we are unclear of the Additional
67 role of the guidance. We suggest that they are written into existing policies or new policies are created | Guidelines

in their own right in the main body of the report which are positively prepared. Please refer to the table
below.

(originally Section
16) have been
deleted and
relevant guidance
is either included
within Policy text
or separate
Community
Action provisions.



https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16040/sd085_-_city_of_york_local_plan_evidence_base_-_open_space_and_green_infrastructure_update_september_2017
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16047/sd089_-_city_of_york_council_biodiversity_audit_2010
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16047/sd089_-_city_of_york_council_biodiversity_audit_2010
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Proposed New Policies based on Additional Guidelines

NEW POLICY/ WITHIN
EXSITING POLICY

PROPOSED WORDING

ACTION / AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Broadband

We recommend that the guidelines on broadband are incorporated
into a new policy to enable them to have weight and be actioned
through the planning process. The points being raised would fit well
within a new policy. We are happy to discuss this with you further.

Important Additional Guidelines have been included
within Policy or Community Action provisions and
Section 16 deleted.

Signage and Street Furniture

We recommend that the guidelines on signage and street furniture
are incorporated an existing policy to enable them to have weight
and be actioned through the planning process. The points being
raised would fit well within Policy HES: 4 Sustainable Design. We are
happy to discuss this with you further.

Lighting

We recommend that the guidelines on lighting are incorporated an
existing policy to enable them to have weight and be actioned
through the planning process. The points being raised would fit well
within Policy HES: 4 Sustainable Design. We are happy to discuss this
with you further.

Transport

We recommend that the guidelines on Transport are incorporated an
existing policy to enable them to have weight and be actioned
through the planning process. The points being raised would fit well
within the Transport policies. We are happy to discuss this with you
further.

Conservation Area

We recommend that the guidelines for the Conservation Area are
incorporated into an existing policy to enable them to have weight
and be actioned through the planning process. The points being
raised would fit well within Policy HES: 4 Sustainable Design.




NEW POLICY/ WITHIN
EXSITING POLICY

PROPOSED WORDING

ACTION / AMENDMENT TO PLAN

Crime Prevention

We recommend that the guidelines on Crime Prevention are
incorporated into a new policy to enable them to have weight and be
actioned through the planning process. The points being raised would
fit well within a new policy. We are happy to discuss this with you
further.

Building and Landscape
Character

In relation to the Rufforth with Knapton Neighbourhood Plan and
Earswick Neighbourhood Plan the Inspector has recommended that
some policies which are not land use based should be made into non-
land use ‘Community Actions’. Community actions have been
expressed by the Inspector as those which are not the remit of
planning but fall into the remit/ambition of the Parish or
neighbourhood Planning group. We advise that the wording specified
in the Building and Landscape Character Section are named as
community actions. We are happy to discuss this with you further.

Elvington Airfield

We recommend that the guidelines for Elvington Airfield are
incorporated into an existing policy to enable them to have weight
and be actioned through the planning process. The points being
raised would fit well within Policy HES: 7 New Housing. The policy
should be consistent with Policy SS13 in the submitted Local Plan.
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation
Draft

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the pre-submission draft of the
Heslington Parish Neighbourhood Plan.

We appreciate the amount of hard work and dedication that the Neighbourhood
Planning Group has put into this process to produce a locally representative
document, detailing the issues which affect Heslington Parish.

We also recognise that the absence of an up-to-date adopted York Local Plan and
the timing of the emerging Local Plan may have proved problematic for you and we
appreciate work undertaken in this respect.

We would like to continue to work closely with you to move this Plan forward in
tandem with the production of our Local Plan resulting in the creation of two sound
plans that fit together and serve the best interests of the people, environment and
economy of Heslington and York as a whole.

This letter highlights those issues that we feel are fundamental to the success of the
Neighbourhood Plan. We would like to work in partnership with you to address these
issues ahead of the Plan’s submission. A schedule identifying further comments/
recommended amendments for the main document is enclosed with this letter.

Draft Green Belt

National planning policy (Paragraphs 83-85 of the 2012 NPPF and Paragraphs 136-
139 of the 2019 NPPF) is clear that the identification and modification of green belt
boundaries are matters for the local planning authority to determine. It goes on to
state that these processes should be undertaken as part of the preparation or review
of a local plan.

At present, York does not have an adopted Local Plan. In the meantime it is
necessary for the Neighbourhood Plan to be in general conformity with the strategic
policies of the development plan. Within this context the appropriate strategic Green
Belt polices are the saved policies of the otherwise revoked Yorkshire and Humber
Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (2008) (the RSS).

Until a Local Plan for York is adopted, development management decisions relating
to proposals falling within the general extent of the Green Belt have and will be made
on the basis that the land in question should be treated as Green Belt.

The Upper and Nether Poppleton Neighbourhood Plan, Rufforth with Knapton
Neighbourhood Plan and Earswick Neighbourhood Plan have all been through
Examination with an Independent Examiner. The Examiner’s recommendations
included in his reports included a series of modifications to the Neighbourhood Plans
green belt policies to reflect the context of York Green Belt and background to the
emerging Local Plan. Full copies of the Examiner’s Reports are available via the links
below:



https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/13410/examiners report
https://mwww.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16753/rufforth with knapton np examiners report
https://www.york.gov.uk/info/20051/planning policy/1747/earswick neighbourhood plan

In particular, the Examiner’s modifications take account of national advice on the
principle of the identification of detailed Green Belt boundaries whilst safeguarding
the general application of this important and nationally-recognised planning tool.

The Examiner recommends that the neighbourhood plans continues to apply the
approach to the identification of the Green Belt as set out currently in the RSS and
the Fourth Set of Changes Development Control Local Plan (2005) on an interim
basis until such times as the emerging Local Plan is adopted.

This will ensure that the preparation of the emerging Local Plan is used as the
mechanism for the detailed identification of the York Green Belt boundaries in
accordance with national planning policy. It will also provide full and proper
opportunity for developers and land owners to contribute to this debate both in
general terms and to provide the agreed levels of development for the City.

If the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan is submitted and examined in advance of the
Local Plan being adopted then we would suggest that the same approach is taken
with regard to the setting of an interim Green Belt boundary in the Heslington
Neighbourhood Plan to that advised by the examiner in the reports provided above.
We note that Figure 2 of the Pre-Submission Heslington Neighbourhood Plan
currently shows York’s draft Green Belt from the submitted Local Plan (2018). Should
the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan be progressed in advance of the adoption of the
York Local Plan then we would advise that a new map showing the 4th Set of
Changes Green Belt boundaries is produced. This would allow the Neighbourhood
Plan to continue to apply the approach to the identification of the green belt as
currently set out in the RSS and the Fourth Set of Changes Local Plan (2005) on an
interim basis until such time as the Local Plan is adopted.

If the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan is progressed in tandem with or after the Local
Plan is adopted then the current map in Figure 2 will be in conformity with the
emerging Local Plan green belt boundary subject to any modifications agreed
through the examination process.

The City of York Local Plan has progressed significantly recently and was submitted
for examination on the 25th May 2018. We support the Neighbourhood Plan and
policies within it where they are in broad conformity with the approach set out in the
emerging York Local Plan (Publication draft, February 2018).

Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitat Requlation Assessment

We welcome the production of a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
Screening Report and Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) at the Pre-Submission
stage detailing whether the plan is likely to have a significant or adverse effect on
environmental, social and economic aspects of the plan area. We concur with the
conclusions which have been reached at this stage of the process that there is not


https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/13410/examiners_report
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/16753/rufforth_with_knapton_np_examiners_report
https://www.york.gov.uk/info/20051/planning_policy/1747/earswick_neighbourhood_plan

likely to be significant (adverse) effects as a result of the plan. However, since the
production of your SEA and HRA, we have completed a revised HRA for the Local
Plan, which includes consideration of new evidence commissioned by the Council
including a Visitor Survey for the Lower Derwent Valley Special Protection Area
(SPA).

We recommend that the HRA should be updated to reflect this latest evidence prior
to submission and we would be pleased to advise you on the additional changes
required. In addition, should any significant changes to the plan be made as a result
of the consultation, we would welcome a discussion to advise on updating both the
SEA and HRA documents appropriately prior to Submission of the Neighbourhood
Plan. We would also welcome you sharing with us the content of any applicable
responses to the pre-submission in relation to these documents to enable us to
advise you appropriately moving forward.

We welcome the significant progress made with the development of a
Neighbourhood Plan for Heslington. We would welcome the opportunity to work with
the Neighbourhood Planning Group to consider and address the comments made in
this response and look forward to meeting with you on 19" March 2019. If you wish
to discuss anything before this date please contact Anna Pawson in the Council’s
Strategic Planning Team.

Yours Faithfully,

Rachel Macefield

Rachel Macefield
Forward Planning Team Manager



SECTION: 7 EDUCATION
Para7.1PolicyEDl1:UniversityofYork

Reference: https.//www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/15869/cd001_-
_city_of york _local _plan_publication_draft _regulation_19 consultation february 2018

To ensure the continuing development of the University of York, the following range of
higher education and related uses will be permitted on the University’s campuses, as
identified on the Proposals Map:

* academic, teaching, research and continuing professional development uses;
 housing for staff and students;

e arts, cultural, sports and social facilities ancillary to higher education uses;

¢ conferences;

¢ knowledge based businesses including research led science park; and

¢ any other uses ancillary to the university including support services for the uses
identified above.

The University of York must address the need for any additional student housing which
arises because of its future expansion of student numbers. Provision will be expected
to be made on campus in the first instance. In assessing need, consideration will be
given to the capacity of independent providers of bespoke student housing in the city
and whether it is economically prudent to provide additional student accommodation.


https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/15869/cd001_-_city_of_york_local_plan_publication_draft_regulation_19_consultation_february_2018
https://www.york.gov.uk/downloads/file/15869/cd001_-_city_of_york_local_plan_publication_draft_regulation_19_consultation_february_2018
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Ms. Fiona Hill, Our ref: PL0O0545626
Parish Clerk, Your ref:

Heslingtan Parish Council, 01904 601 879
The Byre, Telephone 0755719 0988
Field House Farm, Mobile

Thornton-le-Clay,

York,

YO60 7QA

11 March 2019

Dear Ms. Hill,
Heslington Neighbourhood Plan
Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion Consultation

We write in response to your e-mail of Thursday 24 January 2019, seeking a Screening Opinion
for the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan Preferred Options draft. For the purpeses of this
consultation, Historic England will confine its advice to the question, “Is it likely to have a
significant effect on the environment?” in respect to our area of concern, cultural heritage.
Our comments are based on the information supplied within the Heslington Neighbourhood
Plan Preferred Options draft and associated documents.

The Heslington Neighbourhood Plan area is situated on the southern edge of York’s urban
area and contains 2 grade I1"and 30 grade Il listed buildings, 1 Registered Histeric Landscape,
1 Scheduled Monument and Heslington Conservation Area. It will also have a number of
locally important buildings, sites, areas and landscapes. Much of the Neighbourhood Plan
area falls within York’s Green Belt.

On the basis of the information supplied, and in the context of the criteria set outin Schedule
1 of the Environmental Assessment Regulations [Annex Il of ‘SEA” Directive], Historic England
concurs with the conclusion of the Heslington Neighbourhoed Plan SEA Screening Report, set
outon pg. 21, para. 7.1, that the preparation of a Strategic Environmental Assessment is not
required.

The views of the other three statutory consultation bodies should be taken into account
befare the overall decision on the need for an SEA is made. We should like to stress that this
opinionis based on the information available in the Heslington Neighbourhood Plan Pre-
submission draft attached to your e-mail.

v Aoy, . Historic England, 37 Tanner Row, York YO1 6WP *
Stonewall
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To avoid any doubt, this does not reflect our obligation to provide further advice on later
stages of the SEA process and, potentially, object to specific proposals which may
subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later versions of the
plan/guidance) where we consider that, despite the SEA, these would have an adverse effect
upon the environment.

We would be pleased if you can send a copy of the determination as required by REG 11 of the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.

Historic England strangly advises that the conservation and archzaeological staff of the York
City Council are closely involved throughout the preparation of the plan and its assessment.
They are best placed to advise on; local historic environment issues and prierities, including
access to data held in the HER (formerly SMR}; how the policy or proposal can be tailored to
minimise potential adverse impacts on the historic environment; the nature and design of any
required mitigation measures; and opportunities for securing wider benefits for the future
conservation and management of historic assets.

We look forward to receiving an invitation to comment upon the Heslington Neighbourhood
Plan Submission in due course.

Thank you in anticipation.

Yaours sincerely

i

Craig Broadwith
Historic Places Adviser
E-mail: Craig.Broadwith@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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