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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (7th Set)
November 2012
Representation Form

The Core Strategy has been subject to Examination by an independent inspector at hearings in
September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012,

The independent Inspector adjourned the Examination in Public (EIP) until 27 February 2013 in order
for the Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy in
accordance with the revised timetable (available at www selby.gov.uk/CoreStrategyEIP),

The Council is therefore publighing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation between 12 November and 28 December 2012,

The Submigsion Draft of the Core Strategy (May 2011) takes into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consultation. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 ElPs have
already heard the duly made representations on the Submission Draft Core Strategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage (January 2011) and subsequent consuitation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes {danuary and June 2012). This is hot another opportunity to
make further representations on those matters.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 7th Set of Proposed

Changes to the Submisgion Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appraisal
Addendum Report,

- 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 Friday 28 December 2012

Email to: idf@selby.gov.u_lg

Faxto: 01757292229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT
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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 requiremeants, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Fratriework (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 achiaving sustainable development;

Justified

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

Eifactive

- 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 policias in the
Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once}

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointad,

Personal Details Agents Detalls (¥ applicable)
Name STUART W E MR
Organisation | S s&T Cowvive Town P, wa
s
MAWHHE TR
Address
M2 BBa

Telephane No.

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

You only need to complete this page once. If you wish to make mare than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form,
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£8-DEC-£01
PartB (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedufe, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

Pe 1 | |

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant & ves L Ne
1.2 Sound D Yeas E},ﬁ No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to 02, in ali 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:

[J 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this rapresentation}

IE’f?.Z Justified

@/5.3 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.

PlLosse  $S€B  Avrhcdsd

: - Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4
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Question 3 continued

{Contirnue on a separate sheat 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?

El/ 4.1 Written Representations 1 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3 If you wish to participate at the oraf part of the examination, piease outiine why you consider
this to be necessary
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Exarnination in
Public is by invitation only).

{Continue on g 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.

m;gree with this statement and wish te submit the above reprasentation for consideration.

Signed

Dated | 207 Decacndp oz

Page 4 of 4
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PC7.2 Parad. 39§

Legally Corpliant Yes Positively Prepared Yes

Sound No Justified No
Effective No
Consistent with No
national policy

Wriiten Reps Yas

The use of the word ‘constitutes’ in the thirteenth line rather than the deleted ‘offers’ suggest that

the guestion of whether the circumstances outlined in the earlier sections of the amendment

constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ has already been made.

This concern can he remedied by the addition of the word ‘may’ before ‘constitute’. This is in order
that the decisian as to what may or may not be considered an exceptiona! circumstance is not seen
to have been predetérmined.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet {pages 3-3) for each reprasentation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, £{D2g} to which
this representation refors to:

Pc 7.3 {Ile,  CPYX
_/
Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes [ Ne
1.2 Sound O] Yes 3 o

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other cireumstances, please goto (33,

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 representatic
£472.2 Justified
[1"2.5 Bffective

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Peenss SeE  A9rAcned.

Continue overleaf
Page3 of 2



28-DEC-2@ie 16721 Freom:DUKE OF GORDON HOTEL A134B56158S Ta:9@17STZo2E2Y F’a‘ae:?f‘lE-_
! -,

i
L

Lf}“\

Quastian 3 continued

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

Question4: Can your representation seeking a change he censidered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

B~ 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 oniy).

(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.

T agree with thig statement and wish to submit the above representation for cansideration.

Dated | 72~ Nempibet. 0

Page4of 4

Signed




289-DEC-2@12 16:28 From:DUKE OF GORDOW HOTEL BL548651583 To:SEITSTEOCEES

PCEE Policy CPXX, C

Legally Compliant Yes Positively Prepared Yes

Sound No Justified No
Effective No
Consistent with No
national policy

Written Reps Yas

Section C of draft policy CPXX states that the Green Belt boundarias will only be altered in
exceptional circumstances. Subsection € (jil) currently states that these exceptional circumstance
may exist where the remaval of land from the Green Belt would represent a significantly more
sustainable solition that development elsewhere on non Green Belt land.

The aim of sustainable development runs as a golden thread thraugh NPPF and is the primary test by
which all development is 1o be considered. It is the primary objective of the planning system to
encourage sustainable development. Draft policy CPXX currently fails to fully acknowledge this
important strand and should be amended to properly reflect the primacy of sustainability within the
decision making process.

In addition the current policy wording could be dlarified by the removal of the word “elsewhera” and
its replacement with the words "anywhere else”. This would more aceurately reflect the intention of
the policy, the fact that Green Belt reviews should not be consldered in 3 piecemeal fashion and
assist In the interpretation of the overall document,

The issue of sustainability shauld be elevated from the last subsection of part € of the draft policy to
the main part of subsection € and the word "elsewhere” clarified. The proposed text to part Cis as
follaws:

C. Green Belt boundaries will only be altsred in exceptional circumstances threugh the Local

Plan and where such alterations represent a significantly more gustainable solution than

development anywhere alse on non-Green Belt land, Exceptional circumsiances may exist
where:

i), there is a compelling need {0 accommaodate development in a particular seflament to
deliver the sims of the settiement hierarchy, and

i), in that seilement, sufficient land to meet the identified needs is not avajlable outside the
Green Beli,-and
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-8) for aach representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

Fo ALL

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant ] Yes & No

1.2 Sound [ Yes [2/ 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:

&1 2.1 Pasitively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)

@/2.2 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.

Pledse SEE ATTACALD.

Continug overleaf
Fage 3 of 4
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Cuestion 3 continyed

(Continue on u 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?

E]/ 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 oniy).

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement .

P 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’/Bagree with thjs statemant and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated | 2.8 Detembell 7571

Page 4 of 4
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tegally Comphiant No Positively Prepared No

Sound No Justified No
Effective Na
Consistent with Na
naticnal policy

Weitten Reps Yes

| wish to reiterate that all of gur previous representations made both in response to the formal
consultations and the EiP session remain extant.
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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, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

P 200 ook (3 Pl Tark sodh Avces Fo |

Question 1: Do you cansider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant A~ Yes O Ne
1.2 Sound [ Ves = No

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

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representatic
2.2 Justified
El/:-z.s Effective

E( 24 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 detalls of what change(s) you conisider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
iegally compliant or sound.

flerse St ATTALHeD

Continug averleaf
Page 2 ofa
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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 2 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),

Plesse  See AT aoeD

(Continue on a separate sheet if subrnitting 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 avaitable (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

3
Q/I agree with this statemlent and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated | £ eCernfiel 217

Fage 4 of 4




oB-0EC-26l2 16:85 From:DUKE OF GORDON HOTEL 91548661959

T 581757292229

Pag=:i4-1R

| PC7.02 and 13 CP2, Text and Annex X a
Legally Compliant Yes Puositively Prepared Yas
Sound No Justified No
Effective No
Conslstent with Na
national policy

Written Reps No —The Issue is fundamental to the interpretation of an important policy
within the Core Strategy and needs to be clarified and discussed within an
£iP session.

Mapin Modificotion

Firstly, we disagree that the amendments proposed here san be accurately defined as a 'non-main
modification’. The introduction of windfalls as a source of supply significantly alters the likelihood
that the Council will substantially exceed its delivery target for new dwellings over the plan period,
with consequent implications for the application of other policlas within the Core Strategy and its
daughter documents. The amendment should be defined as a main modification.

Consistency

Secondly, the proposed introduction of windfalls as a potential saurca of supply is welcomed. The
contribution from windfails can however be clarified 10 assist in the interpretation of the policy and
intended strategy.

The NPPF states af paragraph 48 that Local Planning Authorities can make an aliowance for windfall
sites in the five year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently
hecome available and will continue to do so. !t is clear that this guidance is aimed at Local
Authorities that consistently deliver a high percentage of their total new housing from windfall
sources. This is the case in Selby.

The guidance provides for such authorities to introduce a mechanism by which significant delivery
from windfall scurces can he accommodated within the sirategy going forward. The overarching aim
of this guidance Is to ensure that sufficient housing to meet identified needs is detivered sustainabily.
This [s the ‘golden thread’ running through planning policy both at the national and local lavels.

The 7™ Set of Proposed Changes contains recognition that windfalls offer the potential to sustaina biy
meet housing needs from previausly unfdentified sources and that this can contribute to delivery of
the housing target under policy CPXX. However, the method by which they are proposed to be taken
into account needs to reflect the potential of these sites to offer a more sustainable option than
‘identified’ sources of supply.
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In essence, in the interests of sustainability, the mechanism by which the supply of windfalls
complernents the relzase of ailocations in meeting the minimum identified requirement needs to be
made ciear and unambiguous. A five year supply of deliverable allocated sites should of caurse still
be maintained, In order that a dependable source of new housing remains available if delivery falls
below the minimum of 450 dpa for a 3 year period (as per policy £P3),

The proposed amendments to the Core Strategy Inconsistently recognise that the addition of new
dwellings into the supply within the District will have an effect on the release of housing land within
the District.

The proposed applicatlan of windfalls is set out In draft Appendix X, contained within the Annex D to
the 7" Set of Changes. This envisages windfalls are categorised into two typas; ‘Known Windfalls'
and ‘Unknown Windfalls’, The known windfalls are effectively commitments that *..az the time of
determining allocations...” will contribute to the 450 dwelling per annum target. The ‘unknown
windfalls’ are sites which come forward following the determination of allocations and will not ba
counted against the 450 dwelling per annum target, unless the delivery from allocated sites falls
below 450 dwelling per year. The text goes on to describe that Policy CP3 provides the
underperformance mechanism to deliver 450 dwellings per year from allocated sites, and therefore
the contribution from windfalls is likely 1o be on top of the 450 dweliing per annum minimum
requirement.

We consider that the supply of new dwellings from all windfall sourees is a significant source of
supply that must be taken properly into account for the Core Stratepy to be robust, sustainable and
sound. Whilst the amendments sesk to do this the Core Strategy could be amended further ta
ensure that the policy is clear and unambiguous. Not deing so may lead to an interpretation that
fails to recognise that this source of supply can make a sustainable contribution to meeting the
identified needs of the District as an alternative to allocated sites.

For clarity, nowhere within NPPF is there guidance or suggestion that the delivery of a Councils’
identified housing needs to ba achieved only via identified, allocated sources of supply. NPPF simply
states that Councils should identify deliverable sites to meet five years of identified need (with
additional buffers) and bring these forward to ensure that identified requirements are met. If a
previously unidentified source of supply meets a significant propartion of these needs then this will
be reflected in the release of identified sites to ensure sustalnable patterns of development are
achieved and, for example, that undesirable commuting patterns are not created.

The current wording of policy CP3 A, B and C does nat differantiate batwean types of supply and the
Core Strategy should make this clear.

Tadcoster

Thirdly, Tadcaster has been provided with a specific mechanism within policy CP2 (subsection €€)
which seeks to allocate 3 phases of development for the town, each capable of meeting the entire

identified needs of the settlemant for the plan period. We have already set out in previous
representations to the emerging Core Strategy our concerns that this may result in the release of
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allocated sites at double the rate required 1o meet identified neads leading 1o unsustainable patterns
of development.

Tha contribution from windfalls that appiies to part B of CPXX will of course apply to part CC of the
policy, hawever this is not clear from the current warding of the Core Strategy. The
underperformance mechanism within section CC of policy utilises delivery only upon sites which
have heen identified and allocated as the trigger for the release of future phases. This is distinct
from the trigeer used in part B of the policy which uses a shortfall of delivery more generally against
the annual target for a period of three years, Lagically windfalls will of course contribute to either of
these triggers, however this needs to be made clear in the wording of the policy.

Policy CP3 needs to be amended in order recognise that windfalls are consistently taken into account
when considering the issue of under performance in relation to the Tadeaster and District.



