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ryan king

From: Stuart Vendy [stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk]
Sent: 19 July 2012 17:12

To: |df

Cc: helen gregory

Subject: SDC LDF Reps

Thank you for confirming the safe arrival of 16 emails from myself.

By way of a summary, you should now have received a total of 16 representations upon the following
Proposed Changes (in the order that they were sent through to you}:

PC6.13

PC&.17

PC6.18

PC 6.18 (separate issue)
Various regarding RSS
PC 6.20

PC 6.31

PC6.35

PC6.39

PC 6.51

PC 6.51 (separate issue)
PC 6.68
PC6.65andB6.74

PC 6.85

PCB.74

PC6.32

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any thing further or have any queries with regard the
above.

Regards

Stuart

Stuart Vendy
CUNNANE TOWN PLANNING LLP

Tel: +44 (0)161 282 9290
Fax: +44 (0)20 8977 8344

http://www.cunnanetownplanning.co.uk/

This email is private and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient you have received this in error and
please be advised that any use, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. Any views or
opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Cunnane Town
Planning LLP. Cunnane Town Planning LLP try to maintain the highest possible protection against the transmission
of viruses via email, however, any attachments should be scanned for possible viruses before opening. We do not
accept any liability for damage to, or loss of information, or the accidental transmission of computer viruses. If you
have received this email in error please call +44 (0)20 8943 4032 or email reception@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

23/07/2012
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

~ An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and Aprit
20112 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore mvited as part of this consultatlon on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representatlons It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT
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PartA
The Tests of Soundness

The Independant inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordaiice with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether itis sound. The teststo
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework {NPPF) {March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the pian should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to'meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements; including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

-the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives; based on proportionate evidence;

Effective

-the plan should be deliverable over its period-and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
-the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details : Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
. : PO Box 305
Address.  [c/o Agent _ Marichester
M21 3BQ
Telephone No. 0161 282 9290
Email address stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

it will be hefpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once: If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 2 of 4



159

A

PartB (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the P_ubh'shed Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PC 613 + ¢.g0

Quéstion 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 tegally compliant L] Yes 4~ No

1.2 Sound [] Yes  No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[ 2.2 Justified
[3-2.3 Effective

[}-2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

‘Continue overleaf
Page3of 4



Question 3 con tinded_ _

(Continue ona separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

v 4.1 Written Representations 3 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3 Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknow!edge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process. '

Q/I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated |19th July 2012

Pagedof 4




PC: 6.13 & PC 6.80

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not

legally compliant or is unsound and provide detsils of what change(s) you consider

necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

The amendment change provides that there will be a preference to land of ‘lesser
environmental” value. This term is not used with NPPF, is confusing and does not
make sense when the sentence is read as a whole. The current wording provides no
guidance as to what benchmark is being used in the assessment or definition of ‘lesser
environmental value’.

NPPF refers at paragraph 111 to a preference for previously developed land, provided
that it is not of ‘high environmental value’, and the change should be modified to
reflect this wording and ensure that the test of environmental value is expressed in
absolute terms rather than relative.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
© held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EiP until 5 September 2012 i in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy

and for the Council t6 consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5§ Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an

opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.
Faxto: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

ov.uk
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Part A

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has béen prepared in‘accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests.to-
consider whether the plan'is ‘sound' are explairied undér paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirernents from neighbouring
-authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate eviderice;

Effective

- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and '

. Consistent with national policy _
- -the planshould enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policiesin the
- Framework.

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy

Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP

PO Box 305
Address  {c/o Agent Manchester

M21 3BQ

Telephone No. 0161282 9250°

Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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59
PartB (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement;

G-

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes 0O Mo
1.2 Sound T Yes E/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: Ifyou consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[] 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[}2.2 Justified

Q/ 2.3 Effective

|3/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please sée attackied

‘Continue overleal
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? :

g 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyouwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outfine why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue ona separate sheetif submitting o hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

[;a/lagree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.,

Signed Dated [15th July 2012

Page 4 of 4




PC: 6.17

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

The proposed change as currently worded refers to ‘the best agricultural land’. This
reference has no basis within NPPF or other relevant policy documents and
frameworks.

NPPF at paragraph 122 refers to the “best and most versatile agricuitural fand’. This
reference mirrors that used by DEFRA in the methodology for assessing the quality of
the agricultural land.

The wording of the change should be altered to include ‘and most versatile’ between
the words ‘best” and *agricultural’.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EiP} into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
. held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
~ Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to

the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that ail parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EiP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consuitation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and Apri
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your s’_eparaté representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Faxto: 01757 292229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page10of4



Part A

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and wheéther it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is ‘sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

| Positively prepared

- -the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed

- development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considerad against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy _
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framewaork,

Contact Details (only compléte once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details . Agents Details (f applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery.{Tadcaster) | Cunnane Town Planning LLP
_ PO Box 305
Address  |c/oAgent Manchester
M2138Q
Telephone No. 0161 282 9290
Email address . stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. if you wish to make more than onerepresentation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page2of 4



Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

Pc ¢-1¢

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant 1 Yes O No

1.2 Sound EZ/ Yes D No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: 1If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[] 2.1 Posttively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[4-2.2 Justified

I]/23 Effective

3 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Eontinue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on aseparate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

= 4.1 Written Representations: O 42 Attend Examination

4.3  If youwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Yaur request will be considered by the inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

Q/ | agree with this statgment and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |15th July 2012

Page4of4
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PC: 6.18

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

The amendments to the text appear to repeat the content of the NPPF in relation the
presumption in favour of sustainable development. The text does not add to the
presumption provided within NPPF, and fails to apply the presumption to the local
context to which the Core Strategy relates,

The text and policy should therefore be amended to apply this presumption to the
local context, or be deleted,
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an

opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
- Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Faxto: 01757 292229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page1 of 4



The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared inaccordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strateqy should be:

Positively prepared

- the-plan should be prépared based on a strateqy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructuré requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and ¢onsistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

-the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable-
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective Joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy _
-the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete cnce)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name | Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuei $mith.Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunrniane Town Planning LLP'
. PO Box 305
Address  [c/o Agent Manchester
M21 380
Telephone No. ' 01612829290
Email address stuartvendy@cunnianetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to makae more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B {(pages 3-4} to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

613

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes [ No

1.2 Sound ] Yes Ef/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[#72.2 Justified
IB/:Z.B Effective

[3-2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of4



_Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

| 4.1 Written Representations IZ/ 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary '
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation wili be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

B/Iagree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated ([19th July 2012

Page 4 of 4



PC: 6.18

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to.the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound..

Paragraph 3.7 provides for sustainable development to be achieved by balancing the
needs of the District against adverse impacts. This appears to provide for a ‘relative’
test of sustainability, arrived at by balancing the perceived benefits and harm resulting
from a development in order to conclude whether a proposal is *sustainable’ or
otherwise.

The definition of sustainability within NPPF does not provide for such a balancing
judgement. Sustainable development is a concept that is not influenced by the
specific development pressures or the presence/absence of adverse impacts resulting
from the proposal. '

In order to be consistent with NPPF the Core Strategy should be amended to ensure
that the definition of sustainability is not dependent upon a value judgement reflecting
the development pressures and/or an assessment of adverse impact.

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? '

Written Representation?

Oral? YES

If *Oral’ Please specify why

The need to amend the text of the Core Strategy, highlights a tension within the Core
Strategy between the requirement to be consistent with NPPF and the need for the
remainder of the Core Strategy (and Local Plan) to be sustainable.

This tension needs to be fully explored and considered at an oral session of the Core
Strategy examination.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Ind_ependant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy

and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP’s have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subseqguent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
‘Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations, It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and fndicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: |df@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page1of4d



PartA

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound" are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

- the plani should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

| Justified
- -the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
- alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
-the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Veridy

Organisation {Samuel Smith Qld Brewery (Tadcaster) {Cunnane Town Planning LLP

PO Box 305
Address  lc/o Agent Manchester

M2138Q

Telephone No. 0161282 9290

Email address si_:uart.vendy@cunnanetpwnp‘lanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronicaily.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

Naviedt

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant O Yes [+~ No

1.2 Sound [ Yes Q/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
EA” 2.2 Justified
LY 2.3 Effective

O 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

0 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

43  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

E(I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated [19th July 2012

Page 4 of 4



PC: Various

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

There are references through out the emerging document to ‘Regional Spatial
Strategy’ and ‘RSS8’. This term was replaced with ‘Regional Strategy’ in the Local
Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act (2009).

The Core Strategy should be amended accordingly.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

- An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
~ held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy {and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an

opportunity to revisit matters which have béen fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consuitation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for eac_h of your separate representations. It
wouid be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: ldf@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT
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Part A

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Coopérate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framewark (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure réquirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effactive
- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Veridy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery {Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent Manchester

M213BQ

Telephone No. 0161 282 9290

Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

it will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet {pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2h to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

L2 o | |

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant [1  Yes ¥ No

1.2 Sound [ Yes B/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: if you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[2°2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)

[¥"2.2 Justified
(&Y 2.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3:  Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a séparate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

M 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

43  Ifyouwish to participate at the oral part of the exarnination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

I_Z}/fagree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.,

Signed Dated |19thJuiy 2012

Page 4 of 4
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consuitation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

- An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 Aprit 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment shouid not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
‘Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: idf@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT
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Part A

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is’sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the pian should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence:

Effective _
- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
~the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent Manchester-
M21 38Q
Telephone No. 01612829250
Email address stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 20f 4
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6 B\ | |

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant 0O Yes [] No

1.2 Sound [] Yes E/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[J72.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
X 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

12/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is notlegally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound. '

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3 of 4



Question 3 continued’

(Continue on o separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? -

[ 4.1 Written Representations D_ 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyouwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available {including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

m agree with this statement 4n to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated |19th July 2012

Page 4 of 4
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PC: 6.31

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

The deletion of Part C to policy CP1 removes the target for the proportion of housing
development upon previously developed land. Whilst the justification for this

modification is provided by the Council with reference to paragraph 111 of the NPPF,
there is nothing within the NPPF which suggests such a provision should be removed.

The evidence base (summarised in Appendix 1 to the emerging Core Strategy)
supports the view that a target of 40% of development upon PDL has been easily
attainable in the past. Guiding development toward PDL as part of the efficient use of
existing land, promoting regeneration and preventing the unnecessary development of
Greenfield sites has been achieved with notable success in the past.

Paragraph 111 of NPPF provides that Councils can consider the case for a locally
derived PDL target. There has already been extensive debate about the large volumes
of PDL that have been developed within the District and the significant contribution
that this has made to the delivery of housing in the past. There has been no detailed
consideration by the Council of the desirability or otherwise of including a locally
derived PDL target in the Core Strategy, and consequently no justification for the
proposed remnoval of the target from the emerging document. The exclusion of such a
target from the Core Strategy leads to an unsound and unsustainable strategy that is
unsupported by the evidence base available.

The use of a target of 40% of new housing to be delivered on PDL is justified,
appropriate and remains a positive mechanism for focussing development in
sustainable locations and the efficient use of land.

Part C of emerging policy CP1 should therefore be retained and not deleted as
currently proposed.

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

Written Representation?

Oral? YES

If ‘Oral’ Please specify why




In order to fully examine the evidence base and need for a locally derived PDL target,
the Councils justification for its removal from the text of the policy and the effect that
such removal will have on the sustainability of the Core Strategy.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consuitation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

- An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (§DCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and invit_i_ng comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an

opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 SFT

Page 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whéther it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Plannmg Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should.be:

Positively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
developmient and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective

- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
~ strategic priorities; and

. Consistent with national policy
~the:plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (f applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy

Organisation [Samuét Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planniiig LLP

PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent Manchester

M21 36Q

Telephone No. ' 0161282 9290

Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electranically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional coplies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Cha ngé {(which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

638

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant L] Yes (0 No

1.2 Sound ] VYes " No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[] 2.1 Positively Prepared . (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[J32.2 Justified

[ 2.3 Effective

II}/ZA Consistent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3of4



Question 3 continued

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

rd 4.1 Written Representations || 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wishto participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet ifs;)bmi’rring a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

Q/Iagree with this statement ang wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |[19th July 2012
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PC: PC6.35

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

PC 6.35 in considering the special justification for adding the northern area housing
requirement into Tadcasters, removes reference to an ‘absence’ and replaces this with
a ‘low number’ of DSVs. The inclusion or otherwise of the northern sub areas
housing requiremerit within that for Tadcaster should not be made on the basis of the
number of DSVs’ within the sub-area. It should be made on objective and evidenced
issues such as the capacity of those settlements to meet the sub areas requirement.

Notwithstanding the use of the term ‘low number’ is not qualified or supported by
evidence. No indication or evidence is provided regarding what would be an
‘acceptable’ number of DSVs in a sub area.

The general approach and justification for ‘adding’ the housing requirements of
Tadcaster and the northern DSVs is fully discussed in representations to PC 5.14. PC
6.35 has not provided the amendments sought by our previous representations.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP untii 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy

and for the Council to consuit on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to

the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent

“consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: |df@selby.
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

ov.uk
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Part A

The Tests of Soundness.

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been preparedin accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and pracedural requirements, and whether itis.:sound. The teststo
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the planshould be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed.
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities whefe it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development:

Justified

~the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective

- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy |
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete onice)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if a ppointed.

Personal Details Agents De_tails (if applicable)
Nameg Stuart Vendy
Organisation [Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
. PO Box 305
Address. [c/o Agent Manchester
M21 3BQ-
Telephone No. 'fnm 2829290
Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

1t will be helfpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only nead to complete this page once. If you wish to make miore than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form,
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f} to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement;

654

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant [J Yes [ Neo
1.2 Sound [ Yes E/ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2. Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)

(3 2.2 Justified
[¥ 2.3 Effective

B/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
lagally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

M 4.1 Written Representations @/ 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3 . Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public s by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name {and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available {including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

lj/l agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |19th Juty 2012

Page 4 of 4




PC: 6:39

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

Taking Account of Windfalls

At paragraph 48 NPPF provides that Councils may make provision for windfalls in
certain circumstances. Whilst the text refers to the difficulty of predicting windfall
rates, it is clear from any reasonable review of the facts that windfalls have made a
significant contribution to historic levels of development within the District.

Whilst the amended text acknowledges that windfalls have been a significant source
of housing, the text goes on to cast doubt over the predictability of future windfall
levels.

For the period that data is available it is clear that windfall levels have been sustained
at well over 50% and have come forward at an average rate of 69% per annum. This
is highly significant in the delivery of a robust and sound Core Strategy for the
district. The Council should formally assess and consider evidence regarding the
contribution that windfalls are likely to make to the delivery of housing in the District.

Previous representations on this issue provide evidence that this is likely to be a
significant and reliable source of new housing development within the district and that
similar levels of windfall development will continue to be achieved into the future.

There has been no examination or evaluation of the various policy mechanisms
available to the Council that may provide a reliable method of taking these levels of
windfall development in to account. For example, it would be possible to deploy a

‘rolling policy’ mechanism based on the average of the previous 5 years of supply.
This would take account of changes in market conditions, availability of sites and
central government policy whilst providing a stable and reliable forward projection of
likely delivery from this source.

A full and thorough examination of the available options is essential if a sound and
robust policy in relation to windfalls is to be adopted. Until this has occurred in an
open forum the Council approach to the issue of windfalls is unsound and fails to
address and take into account relevant issues.

representatwns, or do you conslder it necessary to partlc1pate at the oral part of the
¢xamination?

Written Representation?

Oral? YES




If ‘Oral’ Please specify why

The extensive nature of the changes proposed, the implications and effects of
introducing a proper assessment of windfalls requires examination in an Oral session
of the EIP. -
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

- An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was.
- held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjoumed the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations.on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and. subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consuitation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: idf@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are'explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based ona strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over its pericd and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
-the plan should enable the delivery of sustainableg development in accordance with the policies in the.
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details. Agents Details (ifapplicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation [Samuel SmithOld Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent _ Manchester
' M213BQ
Tetephone No. 01612829290
Emait address’ stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

it will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. if you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B {pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 2 of 4



Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, €D2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6-S|

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compfiant L1 Yes [] WNe

1.2 Sound ] Yes & No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[32.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
[32.2 Justified
[ 2.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3 of 4



Question 3 continued .

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written

representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

r_.:;./ 4.1 Written Representations ] 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only}.

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy) -

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicabie) and representation will be made publically avaitable (inctuding on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

EJA agree wit

his statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration,

Dated |19th july2012

Paged of 4



PC: 6.51

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Proposed paragraph 5.55a refers to facilitating ©... Tadcasters own gtowth...’, This
suggests that the housing requirements that has been provided to Tadcaster in the
emerging plan is intended to meet housing needs that have been generating by the
town in isolation. This is not the case, and ignores that fact that the Council currently
propose to add the housing need generated in the ‘northern region’ to that generated
by Tadcaster.

Without prejudice to previous representations seeking the needs of the northern sub
area being met within that sub area, the reference to *... Tadcasters own growth...”
should be amended in order to make it clear that the growth levels currently attributed
to Tadcaster are an amalgam, including 44% made up of needs generated in the
northern sub area.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
- held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy

and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012 |

Email to: |df@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Pige 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Soundhess

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with-
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March:2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the plan should be prepared based 6n a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan shouid be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives; based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
-the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy |
- the'plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework:

Contact Details (only complete orice)

Please provide cantact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details _ Agents Details (ifapplicable)
Name. Stuart Véndy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
PO Box 30S
Address ¢/o Agent; Manchester

M2i 380

Telephone No, 01612829290

Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. if 'ybu’ wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 2 of4



RS

PartB (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement;:

.S\

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes 0 Ne
1.2 Sound D Yes Q/NO

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, piease go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)

[ 2.2 Justified
5/2.3 Effective

Ej/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

. Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written _
representations; or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

! 4.1 Written Representations @/ 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examinatiorin
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if. submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name {and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available {including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

[11-1 agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |i9thJuly 2012

Paged of4




PC: 6.51
Page: 68

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not

legaily compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider

necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

PC6.51 proposes a broad range of changes to policy CP3 and its supporting text.

These changes, amongst other things, seek to introduce a phased approach to the
delivery of new housing within Tadcaster. This approach may require the release of
twice the current housing land requirement for the town, including potential review
and release of Green Belt sites,. Consequently itisa fundamentally unsustainable.
approach to the development of Tadcaster specifically, and is a manifestly unsound
strategy to be adopted in to the Core Strategy.

The adoption of policy which may require the allocation, release and subsequent
development of double the identified and evidenced needs within a specific location
runs contrary to the principal justification for controlling and allocating land. The
identification of a preferred location for development, through the allocation of
specific sustainable sites and areas ensures that developmerit is guided to the most
sustainable locations. I refer again to the nature of sustainability and the fact that
there is no qualifying or relative test to be adopted in considering whether a
development site is sustainable or otherwise.

This can only be remedied through further amendments to the policy which ensure
tha either the Phase 1 sites are brought forward by the Council using their available
legal powers, or the Phase 1 sites are deleted upon the release of Phase 2.

In arriving at this phasing solution the Council have ignored the alternative strategy
provided for within previous representations on behalf of my client, and failed to
properly assess the full effects, in terms of sustainability and housing delivery of
adopting this course of action.

Question 4; Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

Written Represcntation?

Oral? YES

If ‘Oral’ Please specify why




The complex nature of the proposed changes and wider ranging implications of its
adoption by the Council require detailed examination and discussion at the oral
session of the EIP,
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Moving forward with purpose

Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

_An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
“held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 Aprit 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector,

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult.on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Counicil is how publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
‘Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page t of 4



PartA

The Tests of Sohﬁdn'ess

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound, The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework {NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy; when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence:

Effective _
- theplan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

- Consistent with national policy _
| -the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development In accordance with the policies in the
- Framework,

Contact Details (only complete onice)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Qld Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP.
PO Box 305
Address  [c/o Agent Manchester
' M21 3BQ
Telephone No. 0161282 9290
Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

it will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronicaily.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4} to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6 6%

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant [1 Yes O No

1.2 Sound [0 Yes 1~ No

If you bave entered Noto 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

2.1 Po sitively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
|Zl/2.2 Justified
|3/2.3 Effective

Q/?_A Consistent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submiission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3of4



‘Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet If submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written

representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

L—J/ 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

Ei/lagree wi

Signed

this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated 19th July 2012
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PC: PC6.68

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

Amended paragraph 6.20a references the Retail and Commercial Leisure Study
(2009) in identifying high levels of vacancy rates and the needs of the finance and
insurance sectors for small units as contributing to an anticipated high level of “chumn’
of commercial floorspace within Tadcaster town centre.

The concept of ‘churn’ is reference to the normal cycle of accommodation becoming
vacant and then reéoccupied, as businesses expand, contract and change their
requirements. This is an entirely acceptable and indeed desirable operation of the
commercial market. It is based on the premise that the quantum of floorpsace
becoming vacant, and that being taken up by new occupiers is in broad equilibrium.

High vacancy rates and needs generated by a growth sector whose requires are
matched to that vacant property would typically manifest itself in terms of take up’ of

......

existing premises, The text in paragraph 6.20a should be modified accordingly.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012

Representation Form

- An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
“held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Indepéndent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the- Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes 1o
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. [t
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: {df@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page 1 of4



Part A

 The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether itis sound. The teststo.
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared |

- - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed

development and infrastructure requurements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring

authorities where itis reasonable to dq so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
|

Justified |

- the plan should be the most appropnate strategy, when considered against the reasonable

alternatives, based on proportionate eyldence

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over 1t5 perlod and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy _
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details; if appointed.

Persorial Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name 7 Stuart Vendy

Organisation {Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) " |€unnane Town Pianning LLP

: PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent Manchester

! M21 3BQ

Teleéphone No. 0161282 9290

Email address | stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

it will be helpful if you can pnw_jide an email address so we can contact you electronically.
You only need to complete this p'a?ge once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 2 of 4



Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

{.6C — 6-1¢€

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [0 VYes [J No
1.2 Sound O Yes “ Mo

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: [If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
2.2 Justified
(@ 2.3 Effective

EAA Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overfeaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary '
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, dattendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

L Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and _
organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website} in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

IQ/I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed |

Dated |19thJuly2012

Page 4 of 4




PC: 6.65 and 6.74

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

PCs 6.65 and 6.74 propose a wide range of alterations and amendments to policy CP9
and its supporting text.

The policy and text, as currently amended, suggests that there is an identified need for
a specific quantum of employment floorspace 37-52ha in the period to 2027. This is
not the case.

The Employment Land Study (2007) and the Employment Land Review (2010) both
provide for aspirational requirements, in that they seek to allocate land on the basis of
ensuring that there is a wider choice of sites available. This approach acknowledges
that neither historic land take up rates, nor forward projections of identified needs
Justify the allocation of further employment sites within the District,

Such an approach fails to reflect the requirement in NPPF for development to be
sustainable, both in terms of ensuring that employment generating uses are guided to
the sustainable locations, and that the allocation of land for development purposes is
justified and necessary,

The policy should remove all reference to employment land requirements that are not
fully justified by calculations that demonstrate that they are likely to be needed during
the plan period. '
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

. An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
. held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consuitation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

[ Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
- Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 SFT

Page 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Scundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to.assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF} (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be; '

Positively prepared

-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requiremeants from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
~the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over its period-and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy _
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in‘the
Framework,

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details. Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
{PO Box 305
Address |c/oAgent Manchester

M21 3BQ

Telephone No. © [o161 2829290

Email address ' stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6-e3

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes 0 No
1.2 Sound 7 Ves O N

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

{7 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[32.2 Justified
[22.3 Effective

Q/z.tl Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally comptiant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continitied

(Continuedna separate sheér !fSubrﬁitﬁng a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representatlon seeking a change be consndered by wrltten

representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral partof the
examination?

IB/ 4.1 Written Representations ] 4.2 Attend Examination

43 fyou wnsh to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary

(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement
| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and

organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a falr and transparent process.

Q/Iagree with this statemegt and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |19th July 2012

-Page4of4.



PC 6.85

Quéstion 3: Please give details of why yon consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

PC 6.85 adds text to policy CP14 that introduces a requirement that low carbon and
renewable energy proposals will only be supported if they fall within identified
suitable areas which may be designated in future Local Plan documents. Such as
requirement is unjustified, unnecessary and unsupported by national policy.

The inference is that schemes that do not fall within these areas will not be supported
by the Council. The importance of ensuring that the low carbon and refiewable
energy sources are hamessed is well documented, as is the governments desire to
encourage such developments where they are appropriate.

Whilst paragraph 97 of NPPF provides for positively identifying areas that are
suitable for low carbon energy sources, this is not to be at the expense of innovative
solutions and means of harnessing energy that may be proposed outside of these areas.
The amendments proposed under PC 6.85 do not reflect this ‘positive’ approach and
instead restrict development outside the identified areas.

The policy should be amended to ensure that developments for low carbon and
rencwable energy generation are encouraged throughout the district. Individual
proposals will of course have to be considered upon their merits with regard the
appropriateness of the site, impact on the amenity etc.
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Moving forward wilh purpose

Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector,

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5§ September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consuitation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
‘Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than Spm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: |df@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Soundness

‘The Indepenidant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planining Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared _

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
developrnent and infrastructure réquiréments, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered againstthe reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over.its period and based.on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable developmentin accordance with the policies ini the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (f applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) ' Cunnane Town Planning LLP
. PO Box 305
Address (/o Agent Manchester
M213BQ.
Telephone No, 01612829290
Email address _ | stua.rt.vendy@cunn’an'etownplanning,cp;uk

it will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page.once. if you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant O Yes O MNo
1.2 Sound ] Yes 3 No

If you have entered Na to 1.2, please continue ta Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[7 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
[d-Z.2 Justified
[3772.3 Effective

13/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3of4



Question 3 continued

{Continue on'a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered b'y-w‘i‘itt_en
represe'ntations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

B/ 4.1 Written Representations O 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3 Ifyouwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be niecessary _
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

1 acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and representation wifl be made publically available {including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

B/Iagree_wit'h this statemept and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |[19th July 2012

Page 4 of 4




N

PC6.74

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

PC 6.74 seeks 1o encourage the development of the rural economy though supporting
the development of local employment opportunities or sustainable economic
development. This includes the development of activities and the reuse of buildings
that are directly related to the rail infrastructure available at Gascoigne Wood Mine,
the reuse of buildings and infrastructure on former mine sites and other commercial
premises outside development limits.

The sites are not strategic in either their nature or the role that they may play in the
Core Strategy. The locations are within remote, unsustainable areas of the open
countryside and a site specific assessment of their future use needs to be carefully
considered against alternative options.

Similarly the failure to reflect the existence of restoration conditions is a site specific
issue which is more appropriately dealt with in the preparation of the SADPD. Their
identification in the context of a strategic policy document, such as a Core Strategy, is
inappropriate.

Reference to the mine sites within the Core Strategy should be removed, and

consideration of these areas reserved for consideration during the preparation of the
SADPD.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

~ An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
' held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views known.

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consuitation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an .

opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

- Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than S5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT

Page1of 4



Part A

The Tests of Soundness

~ The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether-the plan has been prepared in accordance with

- the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained undér paragraph 182 of the National Pianning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy.should be:

Positively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
- -the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
© alternatives, hased on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverahle over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy | | _
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accerdance with the policies in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Stuart Vendy
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
- PO Box 305
Address  [c/oAgent Manchester
M2138Q
Telephone No. 0167 282 9290
Email address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

&Y

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant L] Yes [0 MNo

1.2 Sound ] Yes 3 Mo

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to;

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)

4.2 Justified
EI/2.3 Effective

E]"/2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

A 4.1 Wiitten Representations IE/ 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3 if you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet If submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicabie) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

[‘_Jl/l agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated |i9thJuly 2012

Page4of 4




PC: 6.32

Question 3: Please glve details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

The proposed change introduces Escrick as a Designated Service Village (“DSV™), to
which there is considered to be scope for additional residential and small scale
-employment growth.

We consider that the DSV designation proposed for Escrick should be removed, and
the settlement returned to the ‘secondary villages’ designation. We have particular
concern with regard the Local Authorities approach to the issues set out below:

Lacal Services

Reference has been made to the availability of shops and services with-in the village.
Specifically with regerd the Shop/Post Office, this should be classified as a single
retail unit. It is clear from any visit to the premises that the two services have
developed as a single comimercial entity and that neither component of the business is
likely to be viable in isolation.

It is also worthy of note that the current shop owner/post master placed the business
on the open market over two years ago. This is understood to be related to a desire to
retire, Whilst the asking price for the premise and business have been reduced during
this time, we understand that the site is not under offer and is still available on the
open market. The lack of interest in taking over this enterprise must cast significant
doubt over the long-term sustainability of the facility, and the likelihood that the
provision will be maintained. '

Reference is made to the Costcutter coivenience outlet associated with the Petrol
Filling Station. This facility is plainly desigred to cater primarily to car borne trade,
and benefits from the co-location of the retail kiosk with petrol sales. The Petrol
Station is within the open countryside, over 250m outside the settlement boundary of
the village, and located beyond ‘easy walking distance’ for the vast majonly of
residents of the village. Consequently the identification of this facility as servmg
the village of Escrick masks the fact that ac¢ess to this facility will primarily be via
pnvate car.

I would like to make it clear the village is unlikely to be capable of sustaining such a
facility without the prevalence of pass by trade on the A19 commuter route between
Selby and York. In this regard the séttlement is not a self contained and sustaining
location for these facilities. ‘




The'S'ervice prov13ion vnthm the settlement therefore does not warrant a classification
sustainability of the rural settlements The settlement of Esknek should be provided
with an overall classification Table 2, of 2.

Accessibility to Employment

Background paper No.5 Assessing the relative sustainability of Rural Settlements
provides a review of the accessibility of a range of settlements to employment
opportunities. Escrick has been noted in Table 6 as a category 2 settlement (within 5
miles of a Major Employment Location). Having measured the distance between
Escrick and the nearest Major Employment Location. (York)? it is clear that the travel
distance is 6 miles. Consequently the assessment of Esctick’s accessibility to
employment opportunities should be recorded with category 3, rather than 2.

Commuter Travel Patterns

‘The Analysis of Travel to Work patterns provided within Background Paper No.1
‘highlights the dominant role that York has in atiracting commuters from Area 3
(ineluding Escrick, but covering a wider area, as far south as Cawood and North
Dufﬁeld) The settlements locatlon on an arterial route between Selby and Tadcaster

likely to result in commutmg, to these tWo.main centres.

No assessment of the likely travel to work pattemns that will result-from the
development of further housing and employment opportunities in the settlement has
‘been undertaken, nor the impact of the amendment on the sustainability of the Core
Strategy as:a whole.

Other Matters

The location of Escrick on the boundary of the District and close to the administrative
area of York City Council makes liaison with surrounding Councils, particularly York
of critical importance. The principle of révising or reconsidering the Green Belt
boundary within this area should therefore be an important matter for consultation
between the two authorities.

In relation to other representation that have been submitted to the Core Strategy on
behalf of my ¢lient I wish to make it clear that Escrick falls within a separate market
area to-that of Tadcaster. This has been confirmed by the Council’s own evidence
base. Consequently, we see no justification for ‘redistributing’ housing requirements
from either Tadcaster or the northern sub area to Escrick.

Suminary
Having considered the above issues the proposed elevation of Escrick to a DSV it is

unjustified by the evidenice basé presented to the EIP, is incapable of sustainably
supporting growth in residential and employment uses.




Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

Written Representation?

Oral? YES

If ‘Oral’ Please specify why

The critical nature of the amendment to the Green Belt and Housing Strategy requires
detailed ¢xamination in an oral session.




