Your Ref: Submission Draft Core Strategy - Page 1 of 1

Ryan King @

From: CAA Aerodrome Standards Department

[CAAAerodromeStandardsDepartment@caa.co.uk]
Sent; 27 November 2012 16:14
To: Idf
Subject: Your Ref. Submission Draft Core Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Aftachments: 20121127SelbyDistrictCouncilLocalismAct.doc
Dear Ms Gregory '

Further to your letter dated 12 November 2012 please see attached CAA response:-

<<20121 1278elbyDistrictCouncilLocalismAct.doc>>

Kind regards

CAA Aerodrome Standards Department

Before Printing consider the environment.

This e-mail and any attachmenti(s) are for authorised use by the infended recipient(s) only. It may contain proprietary material,
confidential information and/or be subject to legal privilege. If you are not an intended recipient then please promptly delete this e-
mall, as well as any aszociated attachment(s) and inform the sender. It should not be copied, disclosed to, retained or used by, any
cther party. :

Thank you.

Please note thet all e-mail messages sent to the Civil Aviation Authority are subject to monitoring / interception for lawful business

29/11/2012




Safety Regulation Group
Aerodrome and Air Traffic Standards Division

Civil Aviation
- Authority.

Ms Helen Gregory
Palicy Officer

Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Doncaster Road
Selby

YO8 9FT

Your Ref: Submission Draft Core Strategy

Dear Madam
CONSULTATION ON PLANNING MATTERS

While the CAA has a duty to provide aviation safety advice when requested, it is not a
statutory consuitee for planning applications (unless its own property is affected). In order
to reduce the time devoted to unnecessary consultations, the following guidance aims to
clarify requirements.

Other than the consultation required by Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011, it is not
necessary to consult the CAA about:

+ Sirategic Planning Documents {e.g. Local Development Framework and Core Strategy
documents) other than those with direct aviation involvement (e.g. Regional Renewable
Energy Plans);

Waste Plans;

s Screening Options; oo R

o lLow-rise structures, including telecommuhication masts. With the exception of wind
turbine developments, the CAA is unlikely te have any meaningful input related to
applications associated with struciures of a height of 100 feet or less that are situated
away from aerodromes or other landing sites;

Orders affecting Rights of Way or Footpaths;
Sub-surface developments;
= General planning applications not affecting CAA property.

In all cases where the above might aifect an airport, the airport operator is the appropriate
consultee. Where the above might affect a NATS installation the consulfee is:

NATS

Mailbox 27

NATS Corporate and Technical Centre
4000 Parkway

Whiteley

Fareham

Hants PO15 7FL



Please be advised that we will no longer respond to future correspondence received
regarding the above subjecis. Where consultation is required under Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 the CAA will only respond to specific questions (but will nevertheless
record the receipt of all consuitations).

It is necessary to consult the CAA in the following situations:

= When a Local Planning Authority is minded to grant permission for a development to
which a stafutorily safeguarded airport or NATS Plc has objected, write to:

Aerodrome and Air Trafiic Standards Division
Civil Aviation Authority

Aviation House

Gatwick Airport

West Sussex RH6 0YR

s« When a Local Planning Authority is considering a proposed development involving
wind turbines, write to: . !

Renewal Energy Project Officer

Directorate of Airspace Policy

Civil Aviation Authority

CAA House

45-59 Kingsway

London WC2B 6TE

email: windfarms@caa.co.uk (preferred option)

« When a development |nvolves structures of a height of 90 meires or mere, lasers or
floodlights, write to:

Off Route Airspace 5
Directorate of Airspace Policy
Civil Aviation Authority

CAA House

45-59 Kingsway

London WC2B 6TE

Email:

Please could you ensure that your Planning Officers are aware of these principles and the
revised policy and that any associated procedures are amended with immediate effect.

Yours faithfully

S Doherty
Head of Straftegy, Risk and Business Management

Civil Aviation Authorify
2W Aviation House Gatwick Airport South  West Sussex England RH8 OYR
Telephone 01293 573419  Fax 01293 573971 www.ca&.co.uk
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Ryan King

From: _

Sent: 12 November 2012 11:35 P
To: Idf P
Ce: helen gregory ' {
Suhje : i %

Attachments: Clirs Crane/Chilvers predetermination has been costly to SDC taxpayers

For submission as particularly relevant to "Submission Draft Core Strategy - Further Proposed
Changes (7th Set)® within 12th November 2012 and closing at 5.00pm Friday 28th December, as
requested in Ms Helen Gregory's letter 12 November, received 11.30am, 12th November.

21/11/2012
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Ryan King
From: SR

Sent: 12 November 2012 08:15

To:
Ce:

Subject: Cllrs Crane/Chilvers predetermination has been costly to SDC taxpayers

Communities and Local Government — ‘A Plain English Guide to the ‘Localism Bill’ {Updated}

{June, 2011) Rt Hon Greg Clark MP , Minister of State For Decentralisation. (Download it}

“Abolition of the Standards Board. (Page 7)

" . the Government will abolish the Standards Board regime ...... Instead it wili become a
criminal offence [for councillors] to deliberately withhold or misrepresent a personal interest

n

Clarifying the rules gn ’predetermihation’. (Page 7} '

In parallel with the abolition of The Standards Board, the Government intends ..... to clarify
the rules on ‘predetermination’ ..... developed to ensure councillors came to council
discussions — on, for example, planning applications — with an open mind. In practice,
however, these rules have been interpreted in such a way as to reduce the quality of local
debate and stifle valid discussion. In some cases [Mr Crane’s agenda-less and minute-less
'cabal politic' at Selby District Council (admitted to in the Selby Times) and regarding
especially the ‘Olympia Park’ housing build, of which Ousebank residents were totally
ignorant until it was signed, sealed and (almost) delivered!] ceuncillors have been warned
off doing such things as campaigning, talking with constituents, or publicly expressing theair
views on local issues for fear of being accused of bias or fear of facing legal challenge.

The Localism Bill makes it clear that it is proper for councillors to play an active part in local
discussions, and that they should not be liable to legal challenge as a result. This will help
them better represent their constituents and enrich democratic debate.  ”

And firstly by a Council meeting which informs Selby District taxpayers, threatened with
bankruptcy by eventual closure of the railway if the 'Olympia Park’ build goes ahead, and also
imminent and dangerous flooding by a dangerously narrow height difference in the 1.9
kilometres of flood-defence wall, of the issues Councillors have been prevented from
mentioning to their electorate in the recent past by abuse of the predetermination rule by
vested interests, namely, the criminal conspirators.

Mr M. Crane, Head of Council and representing Brayton, and Mr | Chilvers ‘Planning
Committee’, also representing Brayton, have deliberately set out to keep themselves willingly
blind to the criminal conspiracy unequivocally evidenced as existing bQ/ the acceptance of an
unlawful planning application by Selby District Council and Planning Committee, and where
conspirators agreed to pervert the course of justice by removing Public Records which might
reveal the application's unlawful nature and so as to prevent public challenge to the
applicatio’s acceptance by Council, and, further, went on to unlawfully prefer the unlawful
site to ‘core strategic site’ of the Selby District Core Strategy/ Local Plan, because both were

21/11/2012
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willing to enter into a criminal conspiracy which reveals a predetermination to protect Brayton ‘
from planning development by protecting the 'Brayton Gap', the land being prime for g :
development by being in a non-flood zone, and its 'Gap* status bemg the reason given by Selby

District Council for choosing an unlawful 'Fiood-zone 3' site ever and above two better suited

sites - better suited because not requiring expenswe bndge—buu!dmg, and mfrastructure cost to

add to cost per dwelling and make cuttlng corners more Ilkely i

And by ensuring Selby District Council did not have to arrive at a coherent Plan ning Restraints

Policy which would make a sure guide to substantive planning applications accessible to all, and

to thereby create 2 much speedier local planning process and which would prevent costly future

challenge to, for example, a Selby District Council Core Strategy, as exemplified recently by i
Samuel Smiths Brewery Ltd 'Green Belt' challenge of September 2012 at The Inspectors 'Matters |
6' meeting, which has held up and extended {at what cost to Selby District taxpayers?) the
Independent Government Inspectot’s Examination by causing 'Matters 7' October 2012
(unresolved until February, 2013), and a Planning Restraints Document which has been available
to Selby District Council and the Chief Planning Officer for a decade from Communities and Local
Government “Strategic Gap and Green Wedge Policies in Structure Plans —January,

2001" (Download it) and to thus avoid a re-evatuation of Planning Restraints which wauld }
threaten development in the ‘Brayton Gap’ and to adversely affect Mr Crane's/Mr Chilvers'

Brayton property prices, protection of which is their predetermination.

Forcing distant developments the ‘other side of the tracks, the ather side of town' and into a
'Flood-zone 3’ area by a criminal conspiracy offering imminent threat to many lives by a height
difference in flood-defence wall the conspirators refused to publicly reveal, and to eventually
bankrupt Selby District taxpayers by the build eventually causing closure of the railway track as
the defence wall has to be built higher than the railway track, all for financial gain, reveals to all
just how many criminal offences may ba prompted by a grasping of the opportunity to promote
criminal ‘predetermination’!

What can the future be for ‘Localism’ if this particular local criminal conspiracy succeeds?
Sihcerely
lan T Hinchey Ousebank where (nearly) forty families live in continual fear of
permanent threat to life and [imb and livelihood,
-(by 'Updated Masterplan and Delivery Document - November 2010
claiming mass access by instigating mass trespass by land theft and
which Ousebank residents must contest to prevent occupier liability costs)
contrary to Statute Law : NPP Sect.8 - Para 69. Bullet point 2.
representing Section 17 Crime & Disorder Act, 1998, and as this
Law represents mandated compatibility with ECHR (1950) 'Article 2

‘Rights and Freedoms’ - 'Everyone's life shall be protected by law'.

21/11/2012
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&

Ryan King

Fom:  ERENR

Sent: 15 November 2012 11:03

To: Ryan King

Subject: Fwd: Why did a technicality take precedence over criminality in Inspection?

Attachments: Why did a technicality take precedence over criminality in Inspection?

FOR SUBMISSION TO Draft Core Strafegy Set 7 Changes prior to 28th December, please.

21/11/2012



Ryan King

From: R
Sent: 15 November 2012 10:57
To: programmeofficer

Subject: Why did a technicality take precedence over criminality in Inspection?

Mr Martin Pike — Independent Government Inspector

Sir,

[ requested 6 November ‘Document regarding “absence of Document’ absent as well’ to be
informed of which of the 69 Care Strategy Documents, or what extant rule/s or ruling/s,

permitied Sefby District Councif/ Planning Committee/Chief Planning Officer to absent the
Document ‘Design out Crime’ from its submission to Mr Jim Shanks at North Yorkshire Police

And whether this was acceptable behaviour regarding a Core Strategy ‘core strategic site’?

I have had no response to date.

At the ‘Matters 6’ meeting 30 September, 2011 {and with later comment on Qctober 237
‘Matters 7* meeting) ! submitted to you the evidence existing to reveal the criminal

consplracy at Selby District Council/SDC Planning Committee/SDC Chief Planning Officer
dedicated to attempting to make acceptable the ‘Olympia Park’ build of 995 dwellings,
unlawfully accepted and unlawfufly preferred to ‘core strategic site’ of the Selby District
Council Core Strategy by Selby District Council/Chief Planning Officer/ Planning Committee
given the extant but unlawfully deleted ‘Emaus’ Planning Decision Documents of 2002.

But it was a ‘Green Belt’ issue at Tadcaster which caused a halt to and a time extension for a
continuation of the Inspector’s Examination, and, to the best of my knowledge and research, |
can find nothing relating to the evidence of criminality | presented to you,

This evidence should surely have had precedence of consideration over and above a
technicality (which my 12/11/2012 email ‘Clirs Crane/Chilvers predetermination has been
costly to SD taxpayers’ showed to be due to Selby District Council/Planning Committee/ Chief
Planning Officer having ignored a Communities & Local Government ‘Strategic Gap & Green
Wedge Policies — 2001’ advice which had existed for a decade) and to cali a halt to any
further progressing of the unlawfully accepted and ‘preferred’ application’s Inspection.

And which surely is demanding also of a full Public Enquiry when such activity is revealed?

And especially when fully evidenced from Public Dacuments, and more especially when life is
seen to be put at and remains at imminent risk?

Might | please ask for an explanation on these several counts which remain in limbo with
regard the Core Strategy, and to provide the ‘evidence base’ for continual future challenge?

Sincerely
lan T Hinchey Ousebank where (nearly) forty families HAVE BEEN UNLAWFULLY PLACED
in fear of permanent threat to life and limb and livelihoad

CONTRARY TO LAW : NPP Sect8 Para 69 Bullet Point 2 |

21/11/2012
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Helen Gregory

From: N (5
L

Sent: 23 BDecember2012 16:12
To: Martin Connor

Cc; LDF; Helen Gregory;—

Subject: 'Brown envelope' payments to criminal conspirators
FOR SUBMISSION PRIOR TO 28th December CUT _OFF DATE INTO

DRAET CORE STRATEGY - FURTHER PROPOSED CHANGES {7th Set}

Mr Martin Connor - Chief Executive, Selby District Council
Sir,

| have told you bhefore, but repeat yet again, a growing and rampant criminality in Selby
District Council and Planning Department has been the feature of your tenure displaying little
to prevent criminal conspirators benefiting from their criminality during what must be

now your very short-lived tenure as Chief Executive.

For, how many people would participate in the progressing of a criminal conspiracy, risk the
chance of a gaol sentence, out of the kindness of their hearts?

Very few, it must be agreed. If any at all!

So the assumption has to be that ‘brown envelopes’ will scatter like confetti to the
conspirators from the near £40 million profit to be made by all who agreed to allow
submission of the BOCMPauls Ltd unlawful planning application for ‘Olympia Park’ to Selby
District Council; those in the Planning Department/Selby Councit placed to use the internal
“Write permission’ to unlfawfully delete the Public Documents relating to the refusal of the
‘Emaus, Yorkshire’ planning application CO/2002/0634 — 8/16/255E/PA; those on the
Planning Committee able to ‘prefer’ the ‘Clympia Park’ site to ‘core strategic site’ of Selby
District Core Strategy; and the people with access to the means to make illicit payments; and
those in a position able to call a halt to the criminality when given the evidence, and
evidence | supplied to you.

‘Back-pocket cash’ able to be paid without the notice of the Inland Revenue, must itself
come from illicit sources, unless the BOCMPauls Ltd directors Mr Richard Cooper, Mr WF5
Mayne and Mr Mr GCJ Powell intend that their Three Swans Property Ltd, Norwich, will pay
the conspirators officially, through “the books’, and thus blatantly, which seems mast
unfilkely.

Materials supplied for the build of 985 ‘built for profit’ houses over some 17 years will be a
lat easier to manipulate than the lesser amount of materials for the original 600 dwellings
over a shorter time scale proposed in the 2008 partnership build with Bellway Homes, who
may well have ‘walked away’ from the partnership build - when offered, but who, being
nation-wide, would obviously refuse - the criminal conspiracy as being a way past the
mentioned at the time 2002 Planning Decision preventing such a venture — the Company
should be asked.

So manipulation of the materials far the 995 dwellings will have to be the source of illicit
payments!

28/12/2012
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| am told that ‘agreements’ can be made to supply materials ‘guaranteed’ to get a signature for
100% when a lesser percentage is actually delivered, and materials which can generate the ‘back-
pocket’ cash required for illicit payments by sale of the missing percentage on the 'black market’,
or to the ‘good customers’ of material suppliers for whom ha[f—prrce matena]s offer : a N
considerable advantage.

The only people to suffer because of such a scam will be the future residents of sub-standard
‘built for profit’ dwellings, who have to live with, for example ‘less slates than should officially be

31 H [ il
onuaIeir roocTs .

That the entered into material losses might even have to be put down to ‘theft by local people’
and claimed against insurance, will be neither here nor there ta directors of Three Swans
Property Ltd, who will simply accept the drop in their £40 million profit as part of their
exceptional ‘cleverness’ in having reduced taxable profit whilst using the ‘loss’ to make illicit
‘back-pocket’ cash payments to their colleagues in crime, in ‘brown-paper envelopes’ of course —
or perhaps, or as well, make legitimate purchase of properties in the Caribbean where colleagues
in crime may holiday on a regular basis to celebrate : a lot can be done with a near £40 million!

A QUORUM of ELEVEN responsible Selby District Councillors is all that is required to get rid of
the future shock to Selby District taxpayers, of bankruptcy caused by closure of rallway, for
example, or continual repair costs to sub-standard housing 'built only for profit', or by the wiping-
out of Barlby village and Barlby First School and forty Ousebank families, THIS WINTER possibly,
and by getting rid of the criminals and their damaging influence which still threatens, and will
threaten even more if managing to get away with such blatant and well advertised criminality.

Sincerely
lan T Hinchey Ousebank where (nearly) forty families live in continual fear of
permanent threat to life and limb and livelihood

contrary to law.

28/12/2012
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From: (A e
Sent: 28 December 2012 16:52 WA
To: LDF

Subject:

Fwd: | do nothing underhand ever, so be warned ; RESIGN NOW!
Attachments: | do nothing underhand ever, so be warned : RESIGN NOW!

Thank you for confirming the receipt of my email 'Brown envelope payments to criminal conspirators’

23122012,

Please accept this copy email originally sent 26th December, 2012, and sent in case 'lost' in the
Christmas mail

Regards

lan T Hinchey Ousebank

28/12/2012
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Helen Gregory

From: Helen Gregory on behalf of LDF
Sent; 28 December 2012 16:59

Subject: RE: | do nothing underhand ever, so be warned : RESIGN NOWI!

| confirm receipt of your email.

Acces.f;k Sefby ELBY
# P e ta T DR uls‘rut:r‘stmn L
¥ T SRR it I it

HELEN GREGORY

Boficy Ao

Tel TR MM Suaiinhselygoyul W wevssbpameas -
Eelhy Ciptrinr Coune - Ohi Gemtre, Donaaser Road, Salfsy YOROFT

The information in this e-mail, and any atfachments, is confidential and may be subject to [egal professional privilege. It is intended solely
for the aitention and use of the named addressee{s). Its contents do not necessarily represent ihe views or opinfons of Selby District
Gouncll, If you are not the intended reciplent please notify the sender im mediately. Unless you are the infended reclpient, or histher
representative, you are not authorlsed o, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or refain this message ar any past of it

i ee—

Sent: 26 December 2012 15:15
To: LDF
Cc:

ubject: I do nothing underhand ever, so be warned ; RESIGN NOW!

For Pre- 28th December Submission to FJA ADDENDUM RE-CONSULTATION
RISKING, IF REFUSING, CRIMINAL INDICTMENT IN JANUARY 2013, FOR

Perverting The Course of Justice in order to Conspire To Defraud The Qusebank Community
of Their Statutory Right To Lawful Protection From Crime And Disorder According To 1998
Crime & Disorder Act : Section 17, and National Planning Policy Framework : Section 8 -
Paragraph 69 : Bullet Point 2 : and aiding and abetting the conspiracy by either actively or

passively permitting the progressing of the criminal documents informing the conspiracy
either by their presence or their absence

IMMEDIATE RESIGNATION of ALL Parties below from either elected or appointed office/s
Mr Martin Connor (et al), Chief Executive Officer, Selby District Council
Mr Richard Sunter (et al), Chief Planning Officer , Selby District Council

Mr Richard Caoper (et al), Group Controller, BocmPauls Ltd/Director, Three Swans Property
Ltd, _

Mr GCI Powell , Director, Three Swans Property Ltd, Norwich/ ALL other Directorships
Mr WFS Mayne, Director, Three Swans Property Ltd, Norwich/ All other Directorships

Mr Adrian Spawforth (et at}, Managing Director, Spawforths Lid, producer of criminal
‘UMaDD’

Mr Paut Bedwell (et al), Director, Spawforths Ltd, co-author of criminal land-theft ‘Public

11/01/2013
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Document’ — ‘Updated Master—plah and Delivery Document — Nav,
2010 '

Mr Mark Crane, Councillor for Brayton, Head of Councl, Selby District Council
THE TWELVE MEMBERS of The Planning Committee, Selby Distrigt‘,gounq:il_

Councillors } Dean, Chair; C Pearson, Vice-Chair; J Cattanach; | Chilvers (also Brayton); Mrs D
Davies; D Mackay; Mrs E Metcalfe; 5 Shaw-wright; D Peart; S Ryder; ) Crawford; ) McCarinay

Plus the immediate resignation of all councillors who know their names will arise during the Open
Reconciliation Meeting by NEW Selby District Council aimed at discovering and apportioning
responsibility for issues and policies kept secret by abuse of the policy of ‘predetermination’
which, for example, kept the ‘Olympia Park’ development from public knowledge until made
incontestable.

ALSO IMMEDIATE RESIGNATION OF
ALL OFFICERS, elected and appointed, of Barlby & Osgodby Parish Council

for criminally conspiring, by invention and promulgation of a falsely misleading doorstep survey
and ensuing false document, to defraud Ouseba nk residents of their statutory right to freedom
irom fear of crime and disorder in the community and for community safety, by their ACTUAL
and almed for actual incitement of crime and,disorder in the Ousebank community by setting
neighbour against neighbour with the evidentially-false document ensuing from the decéption of
the doorstep survey.

11/01/2013
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Helen Gregory '

rom: (Y

Sent: : 28 December 2012 17:48
To: LDF
Subject: Fwd: | do nothing underhand ever, s¢ be warned : RESIGN NOW!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status; Completed
Attachmenfs: RE: | do nothing underhand ever, s be warnad ;: RESIGN NOW!

| note with incredulity the avoidance of confirmaticn of submission of my email 26th December,
resubmitted to guarantee subrnission 28th DEcember prior to 5.00 clock cut-off!

Judgemental censoring, necessarily based on biased value judgement, is not a requisite element of
any LAWFUL SUBMISSION.

Be wamed again!

lan T Hinchy Cusehank

11/01/2013
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@

Ryan King

From: Claire Streather F on behalf of The Coal Authority-Planning
[planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk]

Sent: 13 December 2012 15:48

To: Idf

o

- ar Propose anges e
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red
Dear Helen

Thank you for cansulting The Coal Authority on the abaove.

Having reviewed your document, | confirm that we have no specific comments to make on this document
at this stage. - ,

We look forward o receiving your emerging planning policy related documents; preferably in an electronic
format. For your Information, we can receive documents via our generic email address

planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk, on a CD/DVD, or a simple hyperink which Is emailed to our generic
email address and links to the document on your website,

Alternatively, pleasé mark all paper consultaiion documents and correspendence for the attenfion of
Planning and Local Authority Liaison.

Should you require any assistance please contact a member of Planning and Local Authority Liaison at
The Coal Authority on our direct line (01623 637 119).

Regards

[} cid:fmace0t.ona@01CDD

Claire Streather

Admin Officer

T :{016823) 637 119

E : planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
W : coal.decc.gov.ulg

All images are subject to © Crown copyright and database right [2012]. Ordnance Survey Licence
number 100020315,

P Save resources, think before you print

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

21/12/2012
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Ryan King

From:  Ann Barker (TR
Sent: 13 November 2012 11:30

To: I

Subject: Selby Submission Draft Core Strategy ~ Further Proposed Changes (7th Set) ;
Attachments: Selby No Comment Nev2042d0c——— — — — — —

Dear Policy and Strategy Team

Thank you for asking the Homes and Communities Agency to respend to the Draft Core Strategy in our

role as Statutory Consultee. We have no comments to make at this time and | attach a formal letter in
response.

Please continue to send Planning Consultee requests to me at: NN

Regards
Ann

Ann Barker .

Senior Information Officer — North East, Yorkshire and The Humber
Homes and Communities Agency

First Floor, Lateral, 8 City Walk,

Leeds, LS11 BAT
Tel
Tel: 0300 1234 500 (switchboard)
www.homesandcommunities.co.uk

Follow us on Twitter |
Join our LinkedIn group i
Sign up for our weekly newsletter _ g

i

The format of my email address has changed from @hca.gsx.gov.uk to @hca. gsl.gov.uk. Please update
your atldress book.

Please note: The format of my email address has changed from (@hca.gsx_gov.uk to
(@hca.gsi.gov.uk. Please remember to update your address book.

HELP SAVE NATURAL RESOURCES. THINK. BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Homes and Communities Agency; Central Business Exchange LI, 404 - 412 Midsummer
Boulevard, Central Milton Keynes, MK9 2EA (reg.address for legal documents) 0300 1234 500
mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk VAT no: 941 6200 50

e s ot ok A e ook b o o e skl ok kot e sl o o skl e e ok ok el o ol o o sk b ok ks slesk ok o ook okl s ok sk okt ok ok o o ke ok o ok koo sk ok

This email is only for the addressee which may be privileged / confidential. Disclosure is
sirictly prohibited by law. If you have received this in error notify us immediately on

01908 353604 and delete the email. This email message has been scanned for viruses. Open any
attachments at your own risk. ‘

21/11/2012



@
Homes &
Communities
Agency

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Poncaster Road

Selby

YO8 9FT

13 November 2012

Dear Sirs

' Submission Draft Core Strategy — further proposed changes (7" Set)

Thank you for requesting comments from the Homes and Communities
Agency (HCA), the national hausing and regeneration agency.

Our enabling role is to support our local authority partners in creating
opportunity for people to live in high quality, sustainable places. We are a
national agency working locally. We help provide funding to deliver
affordable housing, bring land back into productive use and improve
quality of life by raising standards for the physical and social environment.

The HCA support the proposals being put forward but have no specific
comments to make at this stage of the consultation process.

Yours faithfully

David Curtis
Director
North East, Yorkshire and The Humber

Homeas and Communities Agency
2nd Floor, Lateral, § City Walk, Leeds,LS11 BAT

0300 1234 500
homesandcommunifies.co.uk
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Ryan King et
From: sMITH, an
Sent: 19 December 2012 13:54
To: LDF
Subject: Selby Core Strategy - Further Proposed Changes

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Attachments: ¢9.5 7thPpsdCngs19deci?.pdf. ¢5 7thPrpsdChngsSA 19dec12 pdf
Dear Sirs,

Thank you for consulting English Heritage about the Selby Core Strategy - Further
Proposed Changes and the associated Sustainability Appraisal. Please find attached

our comments on those documents. Copies of these letters are in the post for your
records.

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised in our responses or would fike
to discuss anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards

lan Smith | Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)
Direct Line:

Mobile phone: (NG

English Heritage | 37 Tanner Row
York | YO1 6WP

www.english-heritage.org.uk

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not
the views of English Heritage unless specifically stated. If you have received il in error, please
delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy ot disclose the

information in any way nor act in reliance on it, Any information sent to English Heritage may
become publicly available.

Portico: your gateway to information on sites in the National Heritage Collection; have a look
and tell us what you think.

hitp:/fwww, english-heritage.org.uk/professional/archives-and-collections/portico/

21/12/2012
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Policy and Strategy Team,
Selby District Council,

Civic Centre, ' Our Ref: HD/P5342/03
- Doncaster Road
SELBY Your Ref:
Morth Yorlshire '
YO8 9FT Date: I2 September 2008
Dear Sirs,

Selby Local Development Framework: Seventh Set of Proposed Changes to the Submission
Draft Core Strategy

| refer to the recently-published seventh Set of Proposed Changes which the Council is
proposing to make to the Submicted Plan. | can confirm that English Heritage has no
comments to make on the latest set of amendments to the document.

If you have any queries about this matter or would [ilce to discuss anything further, please do
not hesitate to contact me.,

Yours faithfully,

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire)

Telephone: (N
= ——




Policy and Strategy Team,
Selby District Council,

Civic Centre, Our Ref: HD/P5342/04
Doncaster Road : :

SELBY Your Ref:
North Yorkshire

YO8 9FT Date: 19 December 2012

Dear Sirs,

Selby Local Development Frameworlkc Sixth and Seventh Set of Proposed Changes to the
Submnission Draft Core Strategy - Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report

Thank you for consulting English Heritage about the above document.

We would concur with the conclusions reached about the likely significant effects which the

Sixth and Seventh set of Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy might have upon the
historic environment.

We should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by you with
your letter dated [2* November, 2012. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our
obligation to provide further advice and, potentially, object to specific propesals which may
subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or in later versions of the Plan)

where we consider that, despite the SA/SEA, these would have an adverse effect upon the
historic environment.

If you have any queries about this matter or would like to discuss anything further, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

fan Smith

Historic Environment Planning Adviser {Yorkshire)
Telephene:

- ————
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Ryan King el
From: Leeming, Pzul [N
Sent: 21 Becember 2012 12:37
To: LDF; Helen Gregory
Subject; Selby Local Plan Core Strategy - Proposed Changes No.7

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status; Red

Attachments: 16098 191212 GPE HELEN GREGORY PC7.pdf; Reps Sst 1.pdf; Reps Sat 2.pdf
Dear Mrs Gregory

Foltowing our conversation please find attached representations on behalf of the Grimston Park
Estate. There are three pdf files attached a cover letter with all cormmments and two containing
the relevant forms. These have split due to file size.

Yours sincerely

Paul Leeming MRTPI
Senior Associate

For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP
T

M:

VW: carterjonas.co.uk

CARTER |
JOMNAS

Carter Jonas LEP
Regent House
13-15 Albert Street
Harrogate HG1 1JX

LOMDCHM & IRWTERMATIONAL B

ﬁ Please consider the environment - do you really need fo print this email?

This email is confidential and intended sclely for the use of the individual(s) to wham it js addressed. If yeu are nof the intended recipient be
advised that you have received this ernail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly
prohibiled. Although the firm cperates anti-virus programmes, it does not accept responsibility for any damage whalsoever that is caused by
viruses being passed. Carter Jonas LEP i5 a Limited Liahility corporate bedy which has "Members” and not "Pariners”. Any representalive of
Carter Jonas LLP described as "Pariner” is a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Partner” in a Partnership. The term
Pariner has been adopted, with effect from 01 May 2008, becanss it s an accepted way of referring to senior professionals.

Carler Jonas LLP

Place of Registration: England and Wzles

Registration Number: QC304417

Address of Registered Office: 127 Mount Street, Mayfair, London. W1 3NT
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Our Ref: HA1609B/PAL/GP/
Your Raf:

E:
DD:

CARTER
JONAS

Selby Distiict Council

Civic Cenire : ‘

Doncaster Road ' The Praperty feople
\?feo]gyg ET _ Regent House

Mrs H Gregory

13-15 Albert Street
Harrogate HGT 14X

T. 01423 523423
F: 01423 521373

19th December 2012

.Dear Mrs Gregory
SELBY LDF SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY SEVENTH SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES

Carter Jonas represents the Grimston Park Estate, a major landowner in the northern part of the
District. Representaticns have been submitted fo each stage of the Core Strategy so far and
sessions of the Examination have been attended where they affect the Estate’s interasts.

Commenis have been submitted in respect of the Estate’s land and properiy interests around
Tadcaster, Ulleskeif and Towton. Those areas remain the key poinis of interest.

In submitting further comments we have regard to the Inspectors’ note as issued on 16"
November 2012, Within that note the Inspector recognises that the areas where the need fo
recommend main modifications fo achieve a sound plan are refatively few”.  Within those
 comments the Inspector has helpiully brought a number of issues to the fore in relation to
oxceptional circumstances for a Green Belt Review, the scale of housing and windfall
{particularly Ca[GUIatIOH of the five year supply plus buffer) rural affordable housing and econormic
growth.

A number of other matters are covered including changes to the DSV designations and the Duty
to Cooperate. On the laiter issue it is clearly correct that detailed consideration must await the
various legal subrmissions which are anticipated early in the New Year.

NPPF requires that at para 182 that

. “The Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspecior whose role is fo assess
whether ..... itis sound....... namely that it is: '
e Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a sirategy which seeks io
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructurerequirements, including unmet

Officas throughout tha UK carterjonas.co.ul

Cornmercial | Planning & Development | Residential | Rural Cartar Joras LLP s a fimited labiliy parcoershn
reglstared Tn England and Wales no. GC304417.
Reg office 127 Mount Street, London WIK 3NT
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requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable fo do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development; :

o Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate sirategy, when considered against
the reasonable afiernaiives, based on proportionate evidence;

e e Effective — ihe plan should be deliverable over ifs perlod and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and
e e Consistent with national policy — the pian should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
‘Turning to the Proposed Changes No.7 we conslder these in detail below. A copy of the
necessary forms (where we consider the changes or the policy and [ustification to be unsound
and a further change or reversion required) is attached to this correspondence:

" PC7.1: Para 4.9
The clarification is broadly supported as stated. However, we would suggest that the three main

towns (Selby, Tadcaster and Sherburn) are set identified in the paragraph for the avoidance of
doubt.

PC7.2 Para 4.39 CPXX Supparting Text :
Within this broad set of proposed changes, amendments are included fo reflect the wording and

intent of NPPF io substantially increase the delivery of housing and promote sustainable patierns
of development (Para 84).

NPPF at Para 83 suggests thai Green Belt remains an important tool alongside settlement policy.
It continues that Green Belt boundaries should be drawn up with regard to their intended
permanence and to endure beyond the plan period (i.e. beyond 2027 or later). Boundaries
should only be reviewed in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of a
Local Plan. Para 85 seis out the considerations for defining. boundaries, using recognisable
features and ensuring that areas of safeguarded land are identified to meet the longer ierm
needs beyond the plan period.

This latter issue does not appear to be explicit within the ]ustlflcat:on particularly para 4.39g. In
order to address these matters we would suggest that proposed paragraph 4.39g should have
the additional werds insented: .

"[péttems of development] and fo accommodate the longer term development needs
beyond the plan period”. A

Paragraph 4.39h seeks to protect the setilement hierarchy and suggests that this is the most
appropriate mechanism for delivering housing in sustalnable locations. Changes introduced
through PC7.2 remove reference fo the "meet their own needs”, to one of provide for an
“appropriale level of growth.” This change is supported as it moves away from the simplistic
distribuiional approach based upen housirg need, advocated in the (post submission) changes to
Policy CP2,

Where we would then diverge from the Council's position is that the Submission Core Strategy
includes an equal distribution of housing between both Tadcaster and Sherburn In Elmet of the
District’s housing. provision at 9% each. A varialion was produced in subsequent Proposed
Changes to reduce Tadcaster's proportion (by 2%) and a similar hike in Sherburn’s; providing a
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differential of Sherburn 11% and Tadcaster 7%. This change was predicated on the case for
housing need,; we no longer consider that policy approach fo be justified and it is thersfore
unsound. .

To resolve this concern we consider that now the housing need element is replaced by a wider
“basket” of sustainability measures we would suggest that the proportions revert back fo those
set out in the Submission Core Strategy. '

Paragraph 4.39] sets out what the Council considers to be the exceptional circumstances fo
justify a Green Belt Review through the Local Plan process. In broad terms, it suggests that
where non-Green Belt land around higher order and selected seitlements is not available the
Council will need to review the Green Belt to deliver development in sustainable locations. This
approach is sensible and therefore supported. ‘

We would suggest that the phraseclogy in para 4.39} in relation to identiiying areas of
safeguarded land should be changed from “may” to “will. NPPF advocates that considering the
potential for safeguarded land is a pragmatic requirement in identifying and defining Green Belt
houndariés: not an optional exercise as the current wording suggests.

Paragraph 4.3900 suggests what the Gresn Belt review will do. In light of our comments above,
we would suggest that the word “and” is inserted between the third and fourth bullet points. In
our view this improves the legibility of the paragraph.

PC7.3 Amended CPXX policy Text

A number of amendments are proposed fo Policy CPXX within PC7.3. The infent of these
changes is broadly supporfed. We would suggest however, that the policy should be more
definitive and allows for the review of Green Beit boundaries to exclude land which no longer
performs a Green Belt function, consistent with the provisions of the NPPF.

In our view the revised CPXX does noi provide a policy “hook” for the Green Belt Review and is
therefore unsound. We would suggest that the beginning of provision C is reworded as follows:

“"A comprehensive review of Green Beit boundaries will be underiaken through the Local
Plan. Boundaries will only be altered in exceptional circumstances. Stich [exceptional
circumstances may exist where:}”

To deal with the second point, we would suggest that a fourth criterion is added which deais
more prosaically where a Green Belt designation is anomalous or no longer required, or where
land is no longer considered to serve a Green Belt function.

i) land], or ,

iv) in localised areas the Green Belt designation is anemalous, or the fand fs not
considered fo serve a Gresn Belt function due o incremental changes in land use around
H.‘ ® )

PC7.4 Para 4.22
Makes reference to the Development Limiis which are to be defined as part of the Policies Map;
we have no comments upon this change. .
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PC 7.5 Amended para 4.29 (Well designed new buildings)(
We have no comment about this particular change.

PC 7.6 Policy CP1 Part A (a)
We have no comment about this particular change. - i

PC7.7 CP1 Part A (a) Fairburn status
We have no comment about this particular change,

PC7.8 CP1 Pari A (b) Development Limits
We have no eomment about this particular change.

PC7.9 CP1 Part A (c) Development in the Countryside
We have no comment about this particular change.

PC7.10 CP1A Para 4.47

We would suggest that the word liner” be replaced with “inear”, the statement would then make
sense,

PC7.11 CP1A

Minor changes to the wording of the policy are proposed. These add to the clarity and legibility of
the policy; we have no comment on these minor wording changes.

PC7.12 CP2 Paras 5.28 Onwards
We assume that the heading block for this proposed change includes the section from paragraph

5.25 onwards (as changes to this paragraph do not appear to be referred to elsewhere);
otherwise the Proposed Changes are not complete or coherent.

Paragraph 5.27 as drafted following the current set of Proposed Changes is factually incorrect
and is therefore unsound.. The Core Strategy will not be adopted until 2013. We would suggest
therefore that PC5.22 and 5.23 be deleted and updated to reflect the actual likely adoption date
and a 15 year end point identified there from, i.e. 2028.

An approach which accepts windfall sites as a "bonus”™ rather than as an integral part of the
“planned for” housing supply is supported. Taking the estimate that the Council anticipates that a
lean year will produce around 100 dwellings from windfall sites we are satisfied that the Council
is seeking to support an annualised housing figure of at feast 550 units per year.

PC7.13 CP2 Windfall Footnote

If howaver, the Council is maintaining the current proposed end date of 2027, we would query the
mathematics in the current Provision B: 7,200 — 1820 is 5,380; noi 5,340. It would be approprlaie
for the target io be rounded up to 5,400 and s&t as a minimum target. It should read:

* Taking info account current commftments, housing fand aflocations will be required to
provide for a minimum target of 5,400 dwellings for the period to 2027, as follows:
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We would suggest that Column 6 of the subsequent be labelled “Minimum New Alfocations
needed”. To accommodate the changes in the numbers we would suggest that the figure for
Tadcaster should be rounded up to 400, and to 1,800 for the DSVs. {Subject to our comments
on PC 7.2, 717 and 7.19).

PC7.14 CP2 Clarification

This clarification is supported and reflects comments made to the previous set of Proposed
Changes (No 6).

PC7.15 CP2 Phasing

This proposed change seeks to delete paris of the policy on phasing. Confirmation of this
change (PC6.40) is supparted.

PC7.16 Para 5.44c-f Deletion
These changes seek to correct duplication in the supporting text which refers to the use of PDL

targets. Such targets are no longer supported by national policy, sa their removal is consistent
with NPPF.

PC7.17 CP3 Para 5.55a (new 5.52) and PC7.19 CP3 Para 5.55¢

Comments in relation to these changes replicate the malters set out above in relation to PG 7.2
where it refers to “appropriate levels of growth™ and consequential reversion to the Core Strategy
CP2 distribution. '

PC7.18 CP3 Para 5.55d Plan Review

This proposed change is supported as the text is superseded by changes elsewhare at Poiicy
CP3.

PC7.20 CP3 Part B (plus consequential text changes 5.44b, h, m, n and o)

Changes are imposed here to ensure consistency with the NPPF. These changes to the text and
policy are supported. ‘

PC7.21 CP5
We have no comment upon this particutar change to the po[icy.

PC7.22 CP6 “Exceplions” sites
Changes are proposed to enable market housing to be progressed where this will- enable the

delivery of affordable and local needs housing where grant funding a[locatlon may not be
available to cover tha cost.

PC7.23CPY

Several changes are proposed to Policy CP9 to ensure consistency with NPPF. We have no
comment upon these changes.

PC7.24 CP12 and PC7.25 CP 12 Criterion b
Both of these changes comptise minor wording changes to.ensure consistency with the NPPF
and clarity within the policy. We have no commenis to make at this time.
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PC7.26 (CP14) Para 7.53, PC 7.27 CP14 Polmy and PC7.23 CP14
These changes seek to more closely reflect the wording W|th1n the NPPF. Wa have no
comments at this iime.

Conclusions

The seventh set of Proposed Changes are broadly welcomed as they more accurately reflect the
contents of the NPPF. We would remain of the view that the cumulative effect of all of the
Proposed Changes over the previous 18 months do not substantively change the Core Strategy
as submitted, but merely seek to clarify the policy and justification and to brlng the contenis of the
document in to line with the prevailing planning pollcy

A number of concerns remain; in particular we are of the view that the Core Strategy should seek
to deliver a minimum of 580 dwellings per annum over the Core Straiegy period and this should
be stated expliciily in Poticy CP2. It is welcomed thai the Council acknowledges that at least 550
dwellings sheculd be delivered; however, this relies upon a balance of provision from as yet
unknown “windfall” sites. By their very nature these cannot be predicted, as a consequencs it
would be prudent for the Council to ensure that sufficient land is identified and made available
and that any windfall allowance should be a “bonus”™ not o he relied upon.

Some of the changes relating to Tadcaster suggest that it should seek to accommodate an
“appropriate level of growth”. A move away from a simplistic approach based upon an
accumulation of the housing need of the northern sub-area is welcomed where this is instead
determined by a wider basket of sustainability measures. In our view, mindful that beth Sherburn
and Tadcaster are Loca! Service Cenires the housing distribution should revert o that set out in
the Submission version of CP2 of 9% of the housing requirement each. !

As it is we consider that there are a number of minor amendments required to Policy CP2 and
the housing numbers contained within it. Should delivery of the housing numbers require a
review of the Green Belt and the exceptional circumsiances can be demonstrated, we have
suggested a number of minor changes to Policy CPXX and the justification which we consider
provides a more definitive policy stance as well as a conmstent appreach to the identification of
safsguarded land.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

| Leeming BA {Hons) BTP MRTPI
Senior Associate

For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP
Encl
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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, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

PC 7.12 Policy CP2 Jusiification

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally cornpliant Yes 1 MNo

1.2 Sound 1 Yes No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In all other clrcumstances, 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 iclentify just one test for this representation)
1 2.2 Justified
23 Effective

[} 24 Consistent with national policy

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

We assumne that the heading block for this proposed change includes the section frorm paragraph 5.25 onwards (as
changas to this paragraph de not appear to be referred to alsewhere); otherwise the Proposed Changes are not complete
or coherent.

Paragraph 5.27 as drafted following the current set of Proposed Changes is factually incorrect and is therefore unsound..
The Core Stratedy will not be adopted until 2013. We would suggest therefore that PC5.22 and 5.23 be deleted and
updated to reflect the actual likely adoption date and a 15 year end pointidentified there from, L.e. 2028.

An.approach which accepts windfall sites as a “bonus” rather than as an integral part af the “planned for” housing supply is
supported, Taking the estimate that the Council anticipates that a lean year will produce around 100 dwellings from
windfall sites we are satisfled that the Coundil Is seeking to support an annualised housing figure of 3t least 550 units per
year.

PLEASE ALSO SEE THE COVERING LETTER WHICH ACCOMPANIES THESE COMMENTS ALONG WITH OTHER
REPESENTATIONS, .

Contintre overfeaf
Page3of 4



Question 3 continued

{Continue on d 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 1
examination? ‘ i

O 4.1 Written Representations 4.2 Attend Examination

43  If youwish to particlpate at the oral part of the examination, please cutline why you consider
this to be necessary ' '
{Your request will be cansidered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination i
Public is by Invitation only).

Grimston Park Estate is a major landowner with business and property interests in the North of the District. The matters
raised thraugh these Proposed Changes directly affect the interest of the Estate. As a consequence it s important to
attend the hearings to listen and contributa to the debate as appropriake.

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

Reprasentation Submission Acknowledgement :

l 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.

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

Signed (PAULLEEMING t Dated 121/12/12

Paga 4 of4



[GCAL SELBY
DEVELOPMENT ——— B
FRAMEWOR.K DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward with purpose

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
Sepiember 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 fo the Submission Draft Core Strategy in
accordance with the revised timetable (available at www.selby.gov.uk/CoreStrategyEIP).

The Counil is therefore publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submissicn Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation between 12 November and 28 December 2012. '

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy {May 2011) iakes into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consultation. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs have
already heard the duty made representations on the Submission Draft Core Strategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage (January 2011) and subsequent consultation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not another opportunity 1o
make further representations on those matters. :

Rebresentations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 7th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission 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
“ Coungil no later than 5pm on Friday 28 December 2012

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

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

A

Page10of4



- 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 Palicy

T ATV 513 d SOUTHILD alegy Snouida nes

Positively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet ohjectively assessed
development and infrastructure requiremants, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achleving 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
strateqic 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 camplete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details ‘ - Agents Details if applicable)
Name . PAUL LEEMING
Organisation [THE GRIMSTON PARK ESTATE CARTERJONASLLP =
. REGENT HOUSE
1315 ALBERT STREET
- Address HARROGATE
HGT 1JX
Telephone No. . A . _
Email address| ‘-- _

It will be helpful if yow can provide an email addfess 50 we can contact you electronically.

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

Paga2of4



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:

PC 7.13 Policy CP2 Windfall footnote and Policy Text

Queastion 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes . Ne

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

Question 2: If you consider the Proj:osed 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)
O 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

[ 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 details of what change{s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

P2 Footnote 6 seeks to darify the provision from planned for sites (targat com p!et[ons) and ananticipation of
completions from windfall sites. This clarification is welcomed.

In light of the amended position on windfalls hawever, we would query the situation if windfal sites fail to deliver the
number of dwellings anticipated. As drafted we consider that the policy is unsound as itis not effective. We would
suggest that the Policy CP2 wording should be amended to carry the figures through te a policy hook.

Consistent with our previous representations we would suggest that an additional provision should be included:

“A mnimum of 550 dwellings par annum will be delivered during the Core Strategy period. "

Subsequent provisions should be renumberad, In hnewwh our previous repretentattcns the numbers should be amendead
to take Into account a15 year end date of 2028.

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continted

PLEASE ALSO SEE THE COVERING LETTER WHICH ACCOMPANIES THESE COMMENTS ALONG WITH OTHER
REPESENTATIONS. ’

{Continue on a separate sheetifsubmitting a hard copy)

Question 4: Can yourrepresentation seeking‘ a change be considerecd 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  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).

Grimston Park Estate s a major landowner with business and property interests in the North of the District, The matters
raised through these Proposed Changes directly affect the Interest of the Estate. Asa consequence it is important to
attend the hearings to [isten and contribute to the debate as appropriate,

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

. Representation Submission A:knowle'dgement o
I acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name {(and

organisatton whers applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ansure that it is a fair and transparent process.

t agree with this staiement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed [PAUL LEEMING ' ' Dated [21/12/12

Page fof 4
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[OCAL SELBY

DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK _ D!STR[CT COUNCIL

Moving forward wilk purpose

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

AP

The Core Strategy has besn 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 {E\P) 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/CoreStirategyE(P).

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

The Submissicn Draft of the Care Strategy (May 2011) takes info account views gathered at the
previous stages of consultation. The Sepfember 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 E!Ps have
_ already heard the duly made representations on the Submission Draft Core Strategy which were
submiited during the formal Publication stage (January 2011) and subsequent consultation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012) This [s not another opportunity to
make further representations cn those matters.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 7th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission 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 representatlcns 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.uk
Faxfo: 01757 202229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby Dlstrmt Councll 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 Flanning Policy

worl (NPPF)-{March 2012 and states a sound-Core Strateqy shouid 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 s reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
altematives, based an 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 natlonal policy
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development In accordance with the policies in the
Framaworle,

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and ageni details, if appointed.

Personal Details : Agents Details (if applicable)
Name . | , PAUL LEEMING
Organisation |THE GRIMSTON PARK ESTATE ‘ CARTER JONAS LLP
REGENT HOUSE
' | 13- 15 ALBERT STREET
Address . HARROGATE
HG1 15X
Telephone No. ' _ '
Ermail address | ——

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

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

Page2of 4
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Part B, (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

PC7.17 CP3 Para 5.55a {new 5.52) and PC7,13 CP3 Para 5.532

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change js:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [0 Mo

1.2 Sound [0 Yes . No

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

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

12 ] Positively Prepared (Please idenﬁfyjust one test for this yepresentation)
2.2 Justified
O 2.3 Effective

[] 2.4 Consistent with nationai 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. :

Cemments in relation to these changes replicate the matters set out above in relationta PC72whare it refers to
"appropriate levels of growth” and censequential reversion to the Core Strategy CP2 distribution.

Such matters have been dealt with through easlier representations.

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

PLEASE Al SO 5EE THE COVERING LETVER WHICH ACCOMPANIES THESE COMMENTS ALONG WiTH OTHER |
REPESENTATIONS. -

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

Question4: Can your representation seeking a change be consiclered by written

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

O 4,1 Written Representations 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
Publicis by invitation only).

Grimston Park Estate is a major [andowner with business and property [nterests in the North of the District. The mattars
raised through these Proposed Changes directly affect the interest of the Estate. As a consequence it Is important to
attend the hearings to listen and contribuie to the debate as appropriate.

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

Represe ntatmn Submission Acknowledgement :

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

I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consiceration.

Signed [PAUL LEEMING ' . Datad 21112112
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LOCAL '
DEVELOPMENT —— B C——
FRAMEWORK . DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward wilh purpose

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

The Core Sirategy 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 fo consult on any further Propesed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy in
accordance with the revised timetable (available at www.selby.gov.uk/CoreStrategyEIP).

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

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy {May 2011) takes into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consultation. The Septamber 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs have
already heard the duly made representalions on the Submission Drait Core Strategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage (January 2011) and subsequent consultation on the
previous 6 sefs of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not another apportunity to
make further representations on those matiers.

Representations are thersefore invited as part of this consulfation on the 7th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission 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 representatmns It
would be heipful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness™ and indicate if you are objectingon 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.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Gﬁjlijhcil, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YOB SFT
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PartA

The Tasts 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

F) (March 2072) 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, induding 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 reasanable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective

-the plan should be deliverable overits period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strateqgic pricrities; 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 - ' : PAUL LEEMING
Organisation [THE GRIMSTON PARK ESTATE ’ |CARTER JOMAS LLP
. BEGENT HOUSE
13-15 ALBERT STREET
Address HARROGATE
HG1 1%
Telephone No| . | F
Email address ' _

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

You only need to compiete 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 rapresentation 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 Schedidz, CD2g) to which
this reprasentation refers to:

PC 7.2 Para 4.39 Supporting Text for (PXX

Question 1: Da you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 1 Mo
1.2 Sound [ Yes No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to (2. 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:

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

p<] 2.2 Justified
(1 2.3 Effective

[1 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 detalls of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound. '

Within this broad set of proposed changes, amendments are includesd to reflect the wording and intent of NPPF to
substantially increase the delivery of housing and promote sustainable patterns of development (Para 84).

NPPF at Para 83 suggests that Green B2l remains an important tool alongside settlement policy. It continues that Green
Belt boundaries should be drawn up with regard to theirintended permanence and to endure beyond the plan period {i.e.
beyond 2027 orlater}. Boundaries should only be reviewed in exceptional dreumstances through the preparation or
review of a Local Plan. Para 85 sets gut the considerations for defining boundaries, using recognisalie features and
ensuring that areas of safeguarded land are identified to meetthe longerterm needs beyond the plan perlod.,

This latter issua does not appear to be explicit within the justification particularly para 4.39g . In order te address these
matters we would suggest that proposed paragraph 4.399 should have the additional words Inserted:

“[patterns of development] and to accommodate the longer term development needs beyond the plan period”, '

Paragetaph 4.36h seeks to protect the settlement hierarchy and suggests that this s the most appropriate mechanism for
delivering housing in sustainable locaticns. Changes introduced through PC7.2 remove reference to the “meet their awn
needs”, to one of provide for ah “appropriate level of growth.” This change is supported as it moves away from the

sim plistic distributional approach based upon housing need, advocated in the (post submissian) changes ta Pelicy €P2.

Where we would then diverge from the Council’s position is that tha Submission Core Strategy inclirdes an equal
distribution of housing betwaen both Tadcastar and Sherbutn in Elmet of the District's housing proviston at 9% each. A
varfation was preduced in subsequent Proposed Changes to reduce Tadcaster's proportion (by 2%) dnd a similar hike in
Sherburn's; providing a differential of Sherburn 119% and Tadcaster 7%. This change was predicated on the case for
heusing need,; we no longer consider that policy approach to be justified and it is therefore unsound.

Continue overleaf
Page3of3



Question 3 continued

To resolve this concern we consider that now the housing need element Is replaced by a wider “basket” of sustainabllity
measures we would suggest that the proportions revert back to those set out in the Submission Core Strategy.

Paragraph 4.39j sets out what the Council considers to be the excepticnal circumstances ta justify a Green Belt Review
through the Local Plan process. |n broad terms, it suggests that where non-Green Belt land around higher arder and
sefected settlementsis not available the Council will need to review the Green Belt to deliver development in sustainable
locations. This approach is sensible and therafore suppertad.

We would suggest that the phraseclogy in para 4.39j in relation to tdentifying areas of safeguarded land should be
" |changed from “may” to "will”. NPPF advocates that considering tha potentiat for safeguarded fand is a pragmatic
requirement in identifying and defining Green Belt boundaries; not an opticnal exercise as the current wording suggests.

Paragraph 4.3900 suggests what the Green Belt review will do, In light of our comments abave, we would suggest that the
word "and” 1s inserted between the third and fousth bullet points. tn our view this Improves the legibility of the paragraph,

PLEASE ALSO SEE THE COVERING LETTER WHICH ACCOMPANIES THESE COMMENTS ALONG WIiTH OTHER
REPESENTATIGNS.

{Centinue on a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)’

Question4: 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 Written Representations 4.2 Attend Examination

A3  [fyouwish 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 Inspecior, however, attendance at the Examination in
- Publicis byinvitationonly).

Grimston Park Estate is a‘majcrr landowner with business and property interests In the North of the District. The matters
raised through these Proposed Changss directly affect the interest of the Estate, As a conseguence it is Important to
attend the hearings to listen and contribute to the debate as appropriate.

{Continue on @ separate sheet ffsubmitiing 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.

| agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for considzration.

Signed {PAUL LEEMING _ Dated i21/12/12

Pageqof 4
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DEVELOPMENT e

FRAMEWORK | DISTEICT}OUNCIL

Maving forward wilh purpose

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 [nspector adjourned the Examinatien in Public (E!P) 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 publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation between 12 November and 28 December 2012.

The Submission 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 EIPs 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 consultation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012) This is not 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 Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appraisal
Addendum Report.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of thls 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 Ubjectlng ona
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.uk
Faxto: 01757 292229

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

Page 10f4




Part A

e Tests of So 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 itis sound. The tests to
consmler whether the planis 'sound' are explalned under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy

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 petiod and based on effective j jOI nt working on cross—houndary
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 , Agenis Details (fapplicable)

Name B ' PALL LEEMING

Organisation [THE GRIMSTON PARK ESTATE CARTER JONAS LLP
REGENT HOUSE
' 13- 15 ALBERT STREET
Address |HARROGATE
HGT 13X

Telephorie No.| : _

Email adress | —

It will be helpful if you can provide an emaif address so we can contact you electronicaliy.

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

Page 2of 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, CD2g) to which

this representation refers to:

PC 7.3 Policy CPXX

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 1 No
1.2 Sound o ] Yes No

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

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

[J 2.1 Pasitively Prepared
[0 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effectiva

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

{Please identify just one test for this representation)

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

A number of amendments are proposed to Policy CPXX within PC7.3. The intent of these changes is broadly supported.
We would suggest howevar, that the pollcy should be more definitive and allows for the review of Green Belt boundaties
to exclude land which na longer performs a Green Belt funciion, consistent with the provisions of the NPPF.

In our view the revised CPXX does not provide a policy *hook” for the Green Belt Review and is therefore unsound. We
would suggest that the beginning of provision C is reworded as follows:

“A comprehensive review of Green Belt boundaries will be undertaken through the Local Plan. Boundaries will only be
aftered jn exceptional drcumstances. Such [exceptional circumstancas may exist where”

To deat with the second point, we would suggest that a fourth criterion is added which deals more prosaically where a
Grean Belt designation is anomalous ar no loniger required, or where Jand is no longer considered to serve a Green Belt
function. ’

"[Hi) tand), oF
fv} In Jocalised areas the Green Belt designation is anomalous, or the land (s not considered to serve & Green Belt function
due to incremental changes in lard use around it. °

PLEASE ALSOD SEE THE-COVERING LETTER WHICH ACCOMPANIES THESE COMMENTS ALONG WITH OTHER
REPESENTATIONS.

Continue overleaf
Page3ofd




Question 3 continved

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

Questlon 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  If youwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please gutline why you consider
this to be necessary -
(Your request wifl be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only),

Grimston Park Estate Is a major landowner with business and property Interests in the North of the District. The matters
raised through these Proposed Changes directly affect the interest of the Estate. As a consequence it is important to
attend the heaiings to listen and contribute to the debate as appropriate.

(Continue on g separate sheet ifsubmitting 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 wabsite) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

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

Signed [PAULLEEMING Dated [21/12/12
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[OCAL SEL BY
FRAMEWORK DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward with purpose

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

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

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy {May 2011) falkes info account views gathered at the
previcus stages of consultaiion. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs 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 (January and June 2012). This is not another opportunity to
make further representations on those mafters.

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

' Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appraisal
Addendum Report.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of ihis form for each of your separate representations. Ik

would be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting cn a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Friday 28 December 2012

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

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Cenfre,
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 requiremenits, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
RASWO 3 vigrch-20 afit-statesasoundCore altedy showd pe
Positively prepared
- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
- development and infrastructure requirements, including unrmet requirernents from nelghbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do 5o 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 petiod and based on effective joint working on cross-bou ndary
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 detalls and agent details, if appointed.

Perscnal Details _ : Agents Details (if applicable)

Name N : PAUL LEEMING

Organisation [THE GRIMSTON PARK ESTATE : CARTER JONAS LLP

REGENT HOUSE
13-15 ALBERT STREET

Address HARROGATE

HGY 15X

Telepheone No. ‘ , _
Email address | P

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address 50 we can contact you electronically.

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

Page2of4






Ryan King

From: Garl Bunnage (Y

Sent; 21 December 2012 15:37
To: LDF _
Subject: LBF Drait Core Strategy 7th Set of Proposed Changss Consultation : NYCC Strategic

Folcy (Fmal Submission)
Follow Up Flag: Fallow up
Flag Status: Red

Dear Helen,

Thank you for your letter of 12 November 2012 consulting North Yorkshire County Council an the Fth
Set of Proposed Changes to the Selby Submission Draft Core Strategy.

As an officer respanse and from a strategic planning perspective | do not wish to make further
representations at this time in refation to matters of soundness.

[ trust that you will find this response helpful. Thank you again for consulting the County Council on this
matter. ' '

Yours sincerely,

Carl

Carl Bunnage

Team Leader Regional a2nd Strategic Policy
Business and Environmental Services
(Trading Standards and Planning Services)
North Yorkshire County Council

County Hall

Racecourse Lane

Narthallerion

North Yarkshire,

DL7 BAD

Te!: I
= U

Access your county council services online 24 hours a day, 7 days a week at
www.northyorks.gov.uk. -

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and not
necessarily those of North Yorkshire County Gouncil.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the

2171272012
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intended recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to
anyone, notify the sender at the above address and then destroy all copies.

North Yorkshire County Council?é c:ompﬁter systems and communications may be
monitored to ensure effective operation of the system and for other lawiul purposes. All -
GCSX traffic may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with relevant

legislation.

Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free
from any virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are
actually virus free.

If you receive an automatic response stating that the recipient is away from the office and
you wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data
Protection Act or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your request by
e-mail to the Data Management Team (datamanagement.officer@northvorks.gov.uk) who
will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council.

21/12/2012
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Ryan King

From: Megan Lewis (SN,

Sent: 10 December 2012 17:27
To: ldf |
Subject: Selby SDCS Consultation on 7th Set Proposed Changes - Representations of Hogg

Buiiders [NLP-DMS FID165322]
Follow Up Flag: Foliow up
Flag Status: Completed

Attachments: SDCS Representations - 7th Set Proposed Changes_Hogg Builders_10.12.12_pdf.PDF _
Dear Sir f Madam,

Please find attached a copy of the completed representation forms for the Selby District Submission Draft
Core Strategy - Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (7ih Set) November 2012, submitted on
behalf of Hogg Builders (York) Ltd.

Please let me know if you require any further information. | would also appreciate acknowledgement that
our representations have been received. ‘

Kind regards
Megan
Megan Lewis

Senior Planner
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, 3rd Floor, One St James's Square, Manchester M2 6DN

nipplanning.com

(%!

This email is for the use of the addressee, It may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute or disseminate this email or atiachments to anyone other than the
addressee. If you receive this communleatiop in error please advise us by telephone as soen as possible.

Nathaniel Lichfleld & Partners Limited is registered in England, no, 2778116. Qur registered office is at14 Regent’s Wharf, All
Saints Street, London N1 9RL.

&5 Think of the environment. Flease avoid printing this email tnnecessarily,

o tvRetz oo
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FRAMEWORI( | DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward with purpose

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 publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation between 12 November and 28 December 2012.

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy (May 2011) takes into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consuitation, The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs 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 consultation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not 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 Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appraisal
- Addendum Report.

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of yout 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 Friday 28 December 2012

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

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

Page 1 of4




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 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 evidencs;

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.

e
Contact Details (only complete once)
Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.
Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Mr Peter Hill Mr Michae! Watts
Organisaticn {Hogg Builders (York) Limited . Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners
Redmayne Lodge, _ 3rd Floor,
Park Gate One St ) -
Address  |Strensall € atJames s >quare,
; Manchester
North Yorkshire M2 6DN
YO3 5YL
Telephone No. _
Email address —

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 imore than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B {pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.
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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, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

7.3

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [l No
1.2 Sound EI 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)
3 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.

Hogg Builders considers that Policy CPXX is unsound becaUse it is not ‘consistent with national pelicy’. The amended
policy wording proposed by PC7.3 does not resalve the issues with Policy CPXX as raised previously through
regresentation submissions by Hogg Builders.

Parts Cand P of Policy CPXX pravide the mechanism by which the LPA can allorate land from the Grean Belt for tha
purposes of development, where the identified need cannot be met by non-Green Beltland. Hogg Builcers consider that
while there remain opportunitles to release land in and around settlements In the district, which perform well in
sustalnability terms and are [ocated outside of the Green Belt, such sites should be released hefore consideration is given
to releasing Green Belt land. This is supported by national planning policy through the NPPF's presumption In favour of
sustainakle development.

Hogg Builders consider that it is possible to deliver the district’s housing growth requirement outwith Green Belt land,
provided that sustainable development options are not limited to one settlement but are considered on a district wide
level. This means that if no suitable non-Green Belt sites are available for the defivery of housing in or on the edge of
Tadcaster, for example, sustainable opportunities in other settlements, such as Sherburn, should be considered before the
LPA releases Green Belt land for development purposes.

The Framework [183] states that Green Belt boundaries should only be amended in exceptional circumstances, and as the
district’s housing requirements can be accommaodated without changes to the Green Belt, there is no Justification for the
removal of land from the Green Belt, or mdeed the safeguarding of Iand wnthm the emstlng Green Belt for future
development. S , L

As a consequence of the above, Hogg Builders consider that Policy CPXX should better reﬂect the dlstnc’c WIde options
available for sustainable development.

Continue overfeaf
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Question 3 continued

The best way of incorporating this appreach in the Care Strategy is to pravide the scope for reviewing the development
litnits of settlements (n the district as patt of the Sita Allocations DRD.

As a consequence of the above, Hogg Builders consider that Policy CPXX (Part D) should include an additional peint (iv) as
follows:

EFnliry CPYX Green Belt

D.

“(iv) permit appropriate amendments to the development limits of settlemenits to allow for sustainable devalopment to
take placa in accordance with the objectives of the Core Strategy and the Spatial Strategy."

This change would result in a sound policy, which Is consistent with national policy.

{Contimie on a separate sheetif submittin g 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 Reprasentations M 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).

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. t 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.

| agree with this siafement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.:

Signed Dated |10th Decernber 2012

Page 4of 2




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:

78

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

1.2 Sound [] Yes No

[f you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. Inall 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

[J 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.

Hogg Builders considers that Policy CP1 is unsound because it is not "effective’ in achieving the objectives of the Core
Strategy and it has not been positively prepared under the requirements of the NPPF. The amended policy wording
proposed by PC7.8 does not resolve the issues with Policy CP1 as raised previously through representation submissions by
Hogg Builders.

Hogg Builders considar that the restrictions placed on residential development in Secondary Villages by Policy CP1 part A
th) are inconsistent with the ohjectives of the Core Strategy. Key objectives of the Submisslen Draft Core Stratagy include
tha need to support rural regeneration; to reinforce the distinct identity of towns and villages; to foster the development of
inclusive communities; and, to provide an appropriate mix of market, affordable and special needs housing to meet the
needs of district residents, particularTy young pecple and older peopla. Meeting such needs cannot be achieved by placing
undue restrictlons on house building. If new housing Is not built in Secondary Villages, such communities will e
unsustainable as young people will have no choice but to settle InTarger fowns where new housing provislon Is made,
leading to an ageing population.

In order to be effective, Policy CP1 needs to include more flexibility within the pelicy to allow new housing developmentin
Secondary Villages to meet local needs. Hogg Builders therefore request that part A (b) of Policy CP1 is redrafted to allow
for an appropriate scale of residential developmeni to be absorbed in Secondary Villages.

In addition, Policy CP1 part B still includes the sequential test for the location of new development, with prlority going first,
to previcusly developed land (PDL). As stated in previous representations by Hogg Builders, the requirement for a formal
sequenilal test has been removed from national guidance and whilst the strategy of developing on brownfiekd sites in
advance of ather types of land is approptiate in broad terms, a formal sequential test is moresuitable for urban areas which
have large amounts of PDL avaitable. Selby District does not have the avallabllnty of PDL torequire a formal test

Continue overleaf
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Question 3 continued

This approach does not accord with the new test for soundness within the NPPF which requires LPAs o plan positively for
new development. Hogg Builders therefore request that the sequential test within Palicy CP1 is removed.

As a consequence of the abeve, Hegg Builders constder that Policy CP1 part A {b) should be re-worded as follows:

Policy CP1 Spatial Development Strategy
b) “Residential developrment of an appropilate scale may be absorbed in Secondary

Villages, which conform to the provisions of Policy CPTA™

The current part A {d) would then be omitted, This change Is finked to the provisions of CP1A and wou!d result in a sound
{policy, which Is effective in achieving its objectives.

(Continue on a sepgrate sheet if submiiting a hard copy)

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

4.1 Written Representations ] 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3 If youwish to participate at the oral part of the examinaticn, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Your request wiff be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Publicis by invitation onfy),

{Continue on a separafe sheet if submitting @ 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 (inciuding on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and fransparent process.

| agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration,

Dated |10th December 2012

Pagedofa




®

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, (D2g) to which
this representation refers to:

7.13-7.14

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [I Neo

1.2 Sound | [ Yes No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. [n ali other circumstances, please go to Q3.

Question 2: I 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)
i 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

[1 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 details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Hogg Builders supports proposed change 7.14 which recagnises the 450 dwellings per annum for the Districtas a
minimum target, rather than an average or maximum. However, Hogg Builders still considers that revised Policy CP2is
unsound because the proposed housing distribution will not allow the required housing growth to be delivered fn
accordance with the spatial strategy. It is therefore not effective in achleving its cbjectives.

As discussed in previous representations submitted by Hogg Builders, the key fssue s the propesed distribution of housing
across the district’s settlements, rather than the overall housing requirement figure. Hogg Builders consider that the fallure
of Policy CP2 to attribute a larger proportion of the district’s housing requirement to Sherburn-in-Elmet over Tadcaster will
undermine the prospects of required kousing growth being delivered in accordance with the spatial strategy. In addition,
the large propottion of housing attributed to the Designated Service Villages does not accord with the Spatial
Development Strategy (Policy CP1). A summary of Hogg Builders views on the proposed distribution of housing across the
district is as follows:

1) The proportion of housing aitributed to Tadcaster is unrealistic due o significant issues of housing delivary in the town,
which show no sign of being resolved. The minimum requirement from 2011 te 2027 of 500 dwellings does not represent
a realistic figure for the actual delivery of housing that is likely to come forward.

2} As a highly sustainable settlement, with the potential for the delivery of new development, Sherburn-in-Elmet should
have a larger proportion of the district’s housing requirement, particularly in comparison to Tadcaster.

3) The majority of Designated Service Villages will be unable to support the level of development proposed, which will
resuli in a shortfall of the housing delivary targets during the plan period. To allocate neatly one third of the housing
requirement to Designated Service Viliages conflicts with the Spatial Development Strategy (Policy CP1).

Continue overleal
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PC7.13-7.14 (Policy CP2 Scale and Distribution of Housing)

Queastion 3 Coniinued

To resolve this issue, Hogg Builders consider that:-

i The higher order settlements should recelve a higher proportion of new

NBUSINg growth to rettect both their positior i the setttement hierarchy amd
the objectives of achieving sustainable patiems of development; and,

i There should he a more equal and sustainable distribution of housing across
the Designated Service Villages and Secondary Villages to ensure that housing
can be built in the most appropriate locations in response to local housing
needs,

The Council is keen that Tadcaster should meet its own housing needs, even if this
requires the release of Green Belt land due to the issues with land availability around the
setilement. However, while there remain opportunities to release land in and around
Sherbum, which perform well in sustalnability terms and remain outside of the Green Belt,
such sites should be released before consideration is given to releasing Green Belt land,
especially given the problems of delivery in the town.

Hogg Builders has undertaken worl to demonstrate the deliverability and suitability of a
potential new housing site in Sherburn-in-Elmet, which will meet locally identified housing
needs within the town and contribute fo the sustainable growth of Sherburn-in-Elmet.
Details regarding the potential of this site (Land West of Garden Lane, Sherburn-in-Elmet —
SHLAA ref, PHS/58/004) have previously been submitted under the Site Allocations DPD
|ssues and Options consultaticn and SHLAA 2011/12 update. This site represents an
excellent example of an opportunily to deliver a sustainable housing development to
Sherburn-snElmet, in line with the strategic aims and objectives of the emerging Core
Strategy. Furthermore land to the south at Garden Lane Nurseries (SHLAA ref.
PHS/58/005) represents an additional site ai Sherbum-in-Elmet, outside of the Green Belt
that could be considered for housing, Such sites should be allocated for housing before
Green Belt land is reviewed to the west of Tadcaster for potential release.

" The failure to adequately take into account the issues of sustainability across the
settlements of the district has resulted in too high a proportion of housing being
distributed to both Tadcaster and the Designated Service Villages. To enable the Core
.Strategy housing requirement ta be sound, the LPA will need to adjust the propartions of
housing attributed to ensure that the housing delivery figures for each settlement are
realistic and that the objectives of the Core Strategy will be achleved.

(Continued Overleaf)
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Question 3 continued

xEY

({Cx.‘*

- Selby: 50%

» Sherbutn~in Elmet; 20%

» Tadcaster: 5%

« Designated Sarvice Villages: 20%
« Secondary Villages: 5%

These proportions should be reflected in the actual housing numbers table under Policy CP2.

As a consequence of the above, Hogg Bullders raquest that the propettion of housing development by lecation within
Selby District should be changed to the following:-

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

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

4.3

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

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you cansider

this to be necessary

(Your request wil be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in

Pubfic is by invitation only).

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

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

organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically availahle {(including on

the Council's website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

I agree with this statement,and wish fo submit the above representation for consideration,

S5igned

Déted

10th December 2012
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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:

720 |
~ Question 1: Do youconsidar the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 1 No
1.2 SDund ' D Yes Ma

[f you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. [n alf 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 representatic
[1 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. '

Hogg Builders supports proposed change 7.20. However, in line with previous tepresentations submitted, Hogg Builders
considers that Policy CP3 remains unsound because it is not ‘effective’ in delivering a mechanism for meeting identified
potential houstng shorifalls.

Hogg Builders does not consider that the Core Strategy will deliver sufficient housing to meet identified needs. Persistent
problems of under delivery of housing allocations in Tadcaster due to [and ownership issues and other constraints
undermines the overall housing requirement attributed to the town. As such, there[s a need for the Core Strategy to have
procedures in place to identify when potential shortfails in housing delivery occur and to bring new sites forward in the
event of such a shortfall.

Policy CP3 sets out remedial action for addressing a potential housing delivery shorifall through employing mediation style
interventions with landowners to facilitate the delivery of allocated sites in the Site Allocations DPD. Whilst this isan
acceptable approach to stalled development in some instances, scope should also be provided to allow sites which have
not been previously allocated to come forward, provided they are broadly in accordance with the Spatial Development
Strategy.

Policy CP3 also includes a contingency plan to allow for the delivery of an appropriate level of development in Tadcaster.
Hogg Builders has concerns regarding the nature of this contingency plan, which involves trying to deliver housing within
two separate phases on ‘preferred sites’, which may include Green Belt releases. Hogg Builders consider that if the bast
sites In and on the edge of Tadeaster cannot be deliverad undet Phase 1, other more sustainable sites In the district should
be considered for development in advance of less sustainable sites in Tadcaster baing brought forward.

" Centinue overleaf
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PG7.20 (Policy CP3 Managing Housing Land Supply)

Question 3 Continued

Furthermore, Hogg Builders do not consider that it is appropriate for consideration to be
given to releasing Green Belt land, while there remain opporttunities to release land in and
around other settlements, such as Sherburn, which perform well in sustainability terms
and remain outside of the Green Belt.

Hogg Builders therefore conaider that for Policy CP3 to be considered sound, an effective
mechanism for bringing new sites forward in the event of a shortfall in the Supply Period is
required. :

As a consequence of the above, Hogg Builders consider that Policy CP3 (part C) should be
re-worded as follows:

Policy CP3 Managing Housing Land Supply

C.

“Remedial action is defined as investigating the underlying causes and identifying options
to facilitate delivery of housing. including allocated sites in the Site Allocations DPD by (but
not limited to): '

1 arbitration, negotiation and facilitation between key players in the development
industry; or

2 facilitating land assembly by assisting the finding of alternative sites for existing
users; or ‘

3 identifying possible methods of establishing funding to facilitate development; or

4 identifying apportunities for the Council to purchase and/or develop land in
partnership with a developer; ot

5 supperting the submission of planning applications on sites that meet the objectives
of the Core Strategy and the Spatial Strategy.”

Policy CP3 Part CC shaould he reworded as fellows:-
Palicy CP3 Managing Housing Land Supply
cC.

In Tadcaster, due to the potential land availability constraint on delivery, the Site Allocation
DPD will allocate land to accommaodate the guantum of development set out in Policy CP2
in three phases as follows:

“Phase 1: the preferred sites in/onh the edge of Tadcaster [_] will be released on adoption
af the SADPD.

Phase 2; a range of sites in/on the edge of settlements in accordance with the hierarchy
in Policy CP1. and which may require the development limits of settlements to be amended
to allow for sustainable development 1o take place in agcordance with the objectives of the
Core Strategy and the Spatial Strategy. Phase 2 will only be released in the event that
Phase 1 is not at least one third completed after 3 years following the release of Phase 1.

. Yt (Contindgd Overlea
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Question 3 continued

Phase 3: where need cannot be met on non-Green Belt land, sftés infon the edge of settlements, which may indude Green
Belt releases, in accordance with Policy CPXX. Phase 3 will only be released after 3 years following release of Phase 2 and
anly In the event that the comblned dellvery of Phase 1 and Phase 2 is less than 50% of the target yield."

Th# above changes would result in a sound pollcy, which is effective in achieving its objectives,

{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? : ’

[x] 4,1 Written Representafions Cl 4.2 Aitend Examination

43  [fyouwishto 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, howevet, attendance at the Examination in ‘
Public is by invitation only).

(Continue on a separate sheetif submitting a hard capy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

1 acknowledge that | am making a formai 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 s a fair and transparent precess.

X | agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated {10th December 2012

Signe
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Ryan King

From: U

Sent: ecember 2012 10:40

To: 1df

Subject: Environment Agency Response to: RA/2012/122620/CS-01/SB1-1L01
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flzg Status: Red

Attachments: PlanningProposal.rif

PlanningProposal.rt
f (44 KB)
The Local Development Document has been reviewed and I enclose the
Environment Agency's commsents on:
Core Strategy
Selby District Council
Core Strategy

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If vyou
have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and de not copy it to anyone else.

We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it.

We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked te under the
Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Fmail messages and
attachments sent tc or from any Enviromment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.

I1f we have sent you information and you wish to use it pPlease read our terms and
conditions which you can get by calling us on 08708 506 506. Find out more about the
Environment Agency at www.environment-agency.gov.uk




Ms Helen Gregory Our ref: RA/2012/122620/CS-
Selby District Council 01/SB1-LO1

Forward Planning Team Your ref:

Market Cross

SELBY Date: 13 December 2012
North Yorkshire -

Y08 4JS

Dear Ms Gregory

SUBMISSION DRAFT CORE STRATEGY - FURTHER PROPOSED CHANGES

Thank you for consulting us on the 7™ set of proposed changes in relation to the
Core Strategy which we received on 13 November 2012.

We have no comments to make on the changes highlighted yellow in the submitted
documents.

Please note for your records that Zulfigar Ali is currently on assignment until the end
of March 2013, and | have taken over responsibility for dealing with Selby
consultaticns in his absence.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Beverley Lambert
Planning Liaison Officer

Direct dial
Direct fax
Direct e-mail

Environment Agency

Coverdale House Aviator Court, York, North Yarkshire, Y030 4GZ.
Cusiomer services line: 03708 506 508

ww. environment-ggercy.gov.uk

End
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Ryan King | |
From: awn Sherr ([
Sent: 21 December 2012 14:08
To: LDF; Helen Gregery i:
Cc: James Hall: Claire Harron; Butler, Paul
Subject: Further Consultation on the Selby Core Strategy - 7th Set of Changes & Associated

Annaxes
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
Attachments: 18638.A3.CH jh.ds.LtrSelbyDCReps7thSetOfChanges. 121221 pdf

Please find attached our representations to the above on behalf of Barratt & David Wilson
Homes, a hard copy of which will be In tonight's post.
Regards

Daven Sharp
Branch Secretary

Planning . Design . Delivery
bartonwillmore.co.uk

3rd Floor, 14 King Street
Leeds, LS1 2HL

Phone: 0113 2044 777 -
Web: www. bartonwillmere.co.uk

JustGiving's Workplace Fundraiser of the Year 2012

Our offices will be closed for the Christmas break after the 21° December 2012, yeopening

on the 214 January 2013. We wish all our clients, friends and colleagues a Merry Christmas
and a Happy and Prosperous New Year.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

“Informatlon contained in this e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may be privileged. It may be read, copied
and used ¢nly by the addressee, Barton Willmere accepts no llability for any subsequent alteraticns or additions
incorporated by the addresses or a third party to the body text of this e-mail or any attachments, Barton Wilimore accept
no responsibility for staff non-compliance with the Barton Willmore IT Acceptable Use Policy.™

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by MessageLabs

21/12/2012
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BARTON
WILLMORE

By email and post — | elby.goy.uk & - 3Foor
‘ 14 iing Street
lL.eeds
LS4 2HL
1 0113 2044 777
Policy Team
Seiby District Council
Civic Centre
Doncaster Road
Selby
YO8 9FT
18638/A3/CH/ih/ds
21% December 2012 -

Dear Sirs

" FURTHER CONSULTATION ON_THE SELBY CORE STRATEGY — 7™ SEY OF CHANGES AND

ASSOCIATED ANNEXES E

These representations are made on behalf of Barratt and David Wilson Homes with specific regard to
the Selby District Council’s (the Council’s) proposed housing delivery figures as set out in its 7% sat
of proposed changes and associated annexes to the Core Strategy.

Barratt and David Wilson Homes previously made detailed representations in February 2012 which
included a critique of the Arup report, its methodology .and conclusions to support the Barratt and
David Wilson Homes' view that 550 dwellings per annum should. be planned. over the plan period.
Following this, further representations were submitied in. April 2012 in response ta the NPPF, and a
critique of the North Yorkshire SHMA was submitted to the Examination in Public (EIP)-in July 2012,

The Council’s revised positicn as set out in the 7' set of proposed changes, is to retain the housfng
delivery target of 450 dwellings per annum (clpa) but to allow for an additional 105 dpa to be
delivered through windfails.

This ptesents a number of problems. whilst [t is known that windfalls (i.e. unforeseen sites) come
forward to dellver housing, thére are two issues with their inclusich in the land supply calculations.

The first is a fairly academic point but pertinent to considering the effectiveness of the planned
housing supply. How can a windfall site, which by definition is not identified, rea]lstlcally provide

~ part of the five year supply of “specific, deliverable sites"?

Secondly and more seriously, the reliance on windfalls will only exacerbate a lack of housing supply
in Selby, if the Council allocates too little Jand in the forthcoming Site ‘Allocations DPD as a result of
over-reliance on windfall sites,

There will be planned under-delivery of housing unless the Council is ambitlous In taking a robust

. view of the level of housing need, and proves willing to maintain a consistent buffer of genuinely

Borton Wiitmorz LLP, a hmited dizbility perinership Ry

available sites, not relying on wundfa!is

RLLER P L R
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18638/A3/CH/ih/ds 2 21/12/2012

- Guidance in Paragraph 47 of the NPPF .sets gut how local planning guthorities should seek to

significantly boost the supply of housing noting that they should use their evidence base to ensure
that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed néeds for market and affordable housing,
and that they should Identlfv key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over
the plan period. The guidance goes on to state local planning authorities should identify and update
annually a supply of SPECIfIC dellverab[e sntes suffment to provide five years worth of housmg
.'=m.=|mt:l‘ the

the market for land, Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housmg, lol:al
planning authorities should increase the buffer to 20%.

The five year housing supply assessment starts from the overall requirement for housing, from
which the five year requirement is calculated. If the Council takes its five year housing supply from
the 450 dpa figure it will not be drawing from the figure required to meet Its fully robust assessed
needs and it will be planning for undersupply housing from the outset. Accordingly, the housing
supply figure should be drawri from the 550 dpa figure i.e. 550 x 5 = 2,750 plus: an additjonal buffer
of 5% or 20%. Qur clients favour the higher figure.

Barratt-and David Wilson Homes therefare remains of the view that in order to achleye ‘full

" objectively assessed housing reeds’ as required by the NPPF, the housing delivery target should he

550 dpa and shauld nof include windfalls. Furthermare the five year housing supply should be based
on the housirg delivery target of 550 dpa.

In summary, Barratt and David Wilson-Homes maintains that the evidence produced by the Councii
is. not sufficiently robust to deviate from the miost up-to-date figures, therefore a housing delivery
target of 550 dpa should be included as detailed in our previous representations and supporting
evidence. The five year hiousing supply should be based on the 550 dpa figure plus an appropriate
buffer in order to ensure that the Council’s full hoiusing needs are met.

We trust these comments will be taken into consideration. Notwithstanding this, Barratt and David
Wilson Homes’ reserves it right to appear at the forthcoming EIP session in February to discuss its
comments in further detail.

Yours fai,thfully

Flearmg | fdugive

CLAIRE HARRON
Associate

Cc, Paul Butler  Barratt & David Wilson Homes
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Ryan King
From: Gen Berridge ([N NN
Sent: 20 December 2012 16:19
To: LDF

1bject: elby Draft
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:  Red
Aftachments: Selby CS - 7th set of Proposed Changes consultation Response 20-12-12 pdf
Dear Sir or Madam,

Please find attached on behalf of our client, a respohse to the 7" Set of Proposed Changes to the Draft
Core Strategy.

Please could you acknowledge that you have received the attachment.

Kind regards

Gen Berridge MRTPI
Senior Planner

Dacres Commercial
Regent House

. Queen Street
Leeds
Westi Yorkshire
LS12TW

Tel:
Fax:

Maob:

This year Dacres Commercial are making a donation to the Open Arms Malawi charity instead of sending
Christrnas cards.

Floase consider the environment before printing this emaif

Subject to Contract & Without Prejudice

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may contain privileged information infended solely for the use of the
addressee. |f you ar2 not the intended recipient you are hereby nofified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited, If
you are not the Intended reclpient, please advise the sender immadiately by relurn email, or contact our head office on 01943 600655 and
delete this message from your systemn. As this message has been transmitted over a public network Dacre, Son & Hariley cannot guarantee
iis accuracy or cempleteness. If you suspect that the message may have been intercepted or amended, please contact the sender. Dacre,
Son & Hartley Limited Registerad Office: 1-5 The Grove, Ikkley, West Yorkshlre LS22 9HS, Registered in England No: 3090769,
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I B DEVELOPMENT
»®  FRAMEWORK

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Faving Trvennd 2t gurnuas

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} uniil 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/CoreSirategyEIP).

The Counil is therefore publishing further Propased Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation beiween 12 November and 28 December 2012, '

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy {May 2011) takes inte account views gathered at the
previous stages of consultation. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs have
already heard the duly made representations on the Submission Draft Cere Strategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage {January 2011) and subsequent consuitation on the
previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not another opportunity to
make further representations on those maiters.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 7th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission 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.

Combieted fepresentatidn forms must be returned to the |
Council no later than 5pm on Friday 28 December 2012

=i 2

| Email to: ldf@selby.gov.uk

 Faxto: 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 Inspactor's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty io Coqperate, Iegal and procedural reqmrements, and whether itis sound The tests tn

Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy shou!d be:

Positively prepared

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

- Justified
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when consldered against the reasonable

. alternativas, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
-the plan should be deliverable over its perlod and based on effective joint warking on crass-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 Detalls Agents Details {#f applicable)
Name Mark Johnson
Organisation |Redrow Homes and Persimmon Homes Dacres Coimmercial
Regent House
Queen Street
Address Laeds

151 2TW

Telephona No.

e mail address —

it will be helpful if you can provide an email address 5o we tan contact you electronically.

You only need to complete this page enge. If you wish to make more than ona 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 shest {pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

PC7.12 - 14 - Housing Requirement - Windfalls - Polley CP2 and CP3

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant 1 Yes [ Ne

1.2 Sound [] VYes No

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

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

[ 2.1 Poshtively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representatfon) '
[0 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

[1 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Pleasr 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.

Whilst we welcome the acknowledgement of the 450 housing requirement being a minimum and welcome the 165
minimum windfall target we consider that Policy CP2 should he amended In order to make it Sound (effactive}. Wa
racommend, for clarity, Policy CP2 Part A should be amended as follows:

"pravision will be made for the delivery of a minimum of 555 dwellings par annum frony a coimbination of windfall
and allacated sites, and assoclatad infrastructure in the period up to March 2027."

This amendment will clarify that the 450 dwellings consist of allocatlons, with an additional minlmum 105 dwellings from
windfalls and conform with the content of amended paragraphs 5.28 ¢ -1,

In relation to Policy CP3 we recammend that the 555 figure should appear in Policy CP3 Part A In order to provide the
approgriate and necessary clarity required in order for the release and delivery of sites to function properly. Policy CP3 Part
A should read as follows:

"The Coundil will ensute the provision of housing is broadly in line with the annual housing target (minimum of 553
net addittonal dwellings) and distdbution under Pelicy CP2 by:...”

Furthermore and again for purposes of clarity, we recammend that specific reference is made within the text to the
minlmurm 450 chwelling per annum raquirement from allocatfons and the minimum 105 windfalls per aninum together
forming the hackdrop for establishing the 5 year supply. Therefere 555 should be the annual requirementand 2775 (555 x
5) should be the 5 year housing requirernent. Any 5% or 20% NFPPF buffer should be in addition ta 2,775, There is no
reference in the Core Strategy to the calculation of the 5 year raquirement - bath in relation to Policy CP2 and CP3.

LContinie overleaf
Page3aofd



Question 3 continued

Whilst there are numerous references to the 5 year supply and consequences for instances where there is a less than 5 year
housing land supply there is no definitive 5 year housing requirement on which to base the calcalation, (& should be clear
withfn the Core Strategy how the 5 year requirentent will be calculated inorder to provide the necessary g uidance ta both
the LPA and those tasked with making Investmeni decisions.

(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?

O 4.1 Whritten Representations 4,2 Attend Examination

43 [fyouwish 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 onfy).

Having previously attended and contributed to the debate at the Examination 1 weuld like to continue to contribute to the
ongoing debate in relation ta the matters raised In this consultation.

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

Representation Submission Adcnowledgement

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

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

Signed | Mark Johnsan Dated }20 December 2012

Paged4of &
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" FRAMEWORK

DISTRICT COQUNCIL
Moving forward with purposa

Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy 6
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, Aprii 2012 and September 2012. |

|
The independent Inspector adjourned the Examination in Public (EIP) untif 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 publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation beiween 12 November and 28 December 2012.

The Submission 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 EIPs 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 consultation on the

previous 6 sets of Proposed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not 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 Submission 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.

g

N T A —
Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Friday 28 December 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

I 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
Framewaork (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;

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 developmentin accordance with the pclicies in the

Framework.

e i

Contact Details (only complete once)
Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)

Name JENNIFER HUEBARD

Organisation

ALLONBY HOUSE
YORK ROAD
NORTH DUFFIELD -
SELBY

NORTH YORKSHIRE
YO8 5RU

Telephone No._

Email address [pianning@Jenniferhubbard.couk

Address

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 coples 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, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to;

SEE SEPARATE SHEET

— Question : Do youconsiderthe Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant 0O VYes [0 MNe

1.2 Seund ] Yes 1 Ne

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

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

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

[] 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not [egally
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.

SEE SEPARATE SHEET

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



Question 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if subrnitting 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 Represeniations 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 N
(Your request will be considered by the inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation cnly),

The comments set out on the attached sheet are, for the most pait, the culmination of submissions made in respect of the
Suhmission draft of the-CS and carried forward into debates at the various Examination sessions beginning in September
2011, as amended by Changes to the CS praduced by the Councll. In my view a small number of matters remains -
unsatisfactory, unnecessary or unresolved - in particular relatlng to the green belt review and review of development limits,
which can usefully be debated at the resumed Examination in February 2013.

{Continue on a separate sheet if Submim‘ng ahard 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.

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

r

Signed Dated [27th December2012

Page 40of4



COMMENTS ON THE 7TH SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO TIIE -
SELBY DISTRICT CORE STRATEGY - |

References Comments

dldff 1.9 7] NICA} COMINET] i _|‘|"|g:
paragraph that the overriding objective of the CS is to accommodate
development in the most susiainable locations as set out in the
settlement hierarchy, including within the DSVs.

The Council has committed to carrying out a green belt review.
Accordingly, paragraph 4.39j needs to be redrafted to be positively
phrased to indicate that a green belt review will be carried out to
ensure that sufficient deliverable/developable land is provided in the
most sustainable settlements in the District (and to identify areas of
Safeguarded Land to facilitate growth beyoend the Plan period.

Paragraph 4.3%00 is drafted positively, and is supported.

PC7.3 Since the Council is committed to a green belt review, these sub-
(Policy CPXX Green Belt- paragraphs are inappropriately drafted in that both allow the
sub-paras C and D) possibility of no such review being carried out. This would be

inconsistent with the Council’s position throughout the Core Strategy
Examination in relation to the need to deliver appropriate levels of
growth at Tadcaster and, elsewhere, to concenirate development in the
most sustainable locations.

Paragraph 4.39g refers to RSS Policy YH9 which provides that
localised reviews of the green belt boundaries may be necessary in
some places to deliver the Core Approach and Sub-Area policies. Tt
seems to me that Policy YHD, the text of paragraph 4.39g —together
with the fact that most green belt boundaries within Selby were
established many decades ago (including, in some cases, derived from
the pre 1974 West Riding Development Plan) — in combination
amount to the exceptional circumstances which justify a review of
green belt boundaries., There is no need to refer to exceptional
circumstances in the policy itself. Indeed, given the age of many
green beli boundaries, their origins in plans produced by various (and
in some cases long-abolished) Local Authorities and the extent to
which boundaries have been “superseded” by built development
within green belt, or otherwise rendered unreliable through anomalies,
it could be argued that there was a need to demonstrate exceptional
circumstances not to review them.

Sub-paragraph C should be redrafted positively as follows:
Prior to the adoﬁtion of a Site Allocations Local Plan, a review

of existing green belt boundaries throughout the District will be
carried out to ensure that:



PC7.4
(para 4.29)

PC78
(CP1 Part A — footnote 2)

i, appropriate levels of development are accommodated in
particular setflements to deliver the aims of the settlement
hierarchy, and

ii. in that settlement, sufficient land to meet the identified needs
is not available outside the green belt, and removal of land
from the green belt would represent a more sustainable
solution than development elsewhere on non-green belt land

At the risk of repetition and stating the obvious, green belt policy is a
policy to control the rate and direction of development: nothing more.
Core Strategy green belt policy should not be drafted in a way in |
which it could be interpreted as taking precedence over delivering the
17 (unchallenged) Objectives of the Plan and the presumption in
favour of sustainable development arising from NPPF (PC6.18)

To be consistent with the positive drafting of the policy, sub-
paragraph D should be amended to replace the word any in the first
line by the. '

The intention {o review all development limits currently identified in
the SDLP is supported, in particular, the commitment to review
development limits in secondary villages in light of the reliance now
proposed by the Council on unidentified windfall sites to “top up”
housing delivery between the requirements of the Submission Core
Strategy (c.450dpa) and the higher figure indicated by the Inspector as
more appropriate at the conclusion of the September 2012
Examination (¢.550dpa).

See also Additional Matter below.
This footnote is unnecessary and unhelpful.

It is appreciated that the Inspector has expressed concerns (para 20
October 12™ Notes) that inclusion of Eserick as a DSV might imply
that some development on green belt land is inevitable.

However, the approach to the green belt review is set out in some
detail in the CS as now proposed to be changed which makes it clear
that the impact of further development on heritage assets, flood risk,
landscape etc. will be taken into consideration — ag well as availability
of services/infrastructure/public transport — in assessing the suitability
of settlements to accommodate further growth.

Byram/Brotherton, Monk Fryston/Hillam, Eggborough/Whitely and
South Milford, which are also referred to in footnote 2, were all
identified as D8Vs in the Submission draft Core Strategy. They were
at that time — and remain — seitlements constrained to varying degrees
by green belt. Prior to the publication of footnote 2, there has never
been any suggestion that green belt needed to be highlighted as a
particular constraint to development. The footnote implies that



......

particular weight will be given to green belt aver and above other
potential physical, visual, biodiversity etc. constraints. This is
unjustified in planning terms particularly at this stage in the process
since the other settlements to which the fooinote refers have not been
assessed during the Examination in terms of other potential constraints

which may affect their suitability for development

Following the adoption of the Core Strategy and completion of the
green belt review and review of currently-adopted settlement
development limits, the Council intends to consult upon a
reconfigured Site Allocations DPD (to be entitled the Site Allocations
Local Plan). The SADPD Preferred Options version of September
2011 pre-dates the publication of NPPF and also many changes to
Core Strategy policy. In consequence of these policy changes, in our
view, it will be necessary for the new Site Allocations Local Plan to

adopt a more sophisticated approach to development land allocations
in the rural areas.

Attention 1s also drawn to Policy CP1 which requires that the majority
of new development will be directed to the towns and more
sustainable villages.

In our view this more sophisticated approach will require the Council
to take account of the relative sustainability of DSVs. Footnote 2 is
unhelpful and counter-productive to such an exercise which we
consider is the proper post-NPPF assessment of the suitability for
development of all the settlements to which the footnote relates. It
should be deleted.

ADDITIONAL MATTER

It has become clear fhrough the 7th Set of Proposed Changes that the Council intends to review all currently
. adopted settlement development limits and that this work will be carried out following the adoption of the

Core Strategy and, it is assumed, concurrently with the green belt review and prior to the publication of the
(reconfigured) draft Site Allocations Local Plan.

The green belt review will consider (a) the development limits round 5 of the 18 proposed DSVs and (b)
washed-over settlements (11 in number). Since the currently washed-over settlements tend to be the smallest
villages in the District, whether or not they remain washed-over or become inset villages, it is unlikely any
changes to green belt boundaries or seftlement limits will result in many opportunities for additional
development. In relation to the remaining 13 proposed DSV, it is likely that a review of development limits
and assessments of the suitability of the settlements fo accommodate growth will be carried out in tandem. Tn

relation o all of the DSVs, any new green belt boundaries/settlement limits would be expected to appear in the
new Site Allocations Local Plan.

There are, however, approaching 40 rural settlements with adopted development limits which are not DSVs.
Many of these setilements are identified in the Core Strategy as secondary villages where limited development
is contemplated in given circumstances, including the conversion or redevelopment of farmsteads. As
currently drafted, Policies CP1 (Part A} (b) and CP1A(b) provide that, to be acceptable, the acceptable forms



of development should be within development limits. Until these are reviewed, the development limits
referred to are presumably the current development limits. It is not clear, however, when and by what process
the review of the development limits for these secondary and smaller villages will take place. This needs to be
clarified and a firm commitment to review the boundaries included in the Core Strategy, The footnote
suggested at PC7.4 is inadequate particularly in light of the reliance now placed on the delivery of around 100
dwelling units per year thronghout the Plan period from wnidentified windfall sites.

- To this Note is appended an exiract from the 1991- published Alteration No.1 (Village Envelopes) to the
adopted Selby Rural Areas Local Plan. The extract sets out the purpose of and criteria for defining village
envelopes. At the time the document was prepared, a new Local Plan had just been adopted which made
adequate provision for housing within the Plan period. The villages envelopes (development limits) were not
intended to identify additional housing land (para 3.3) but to apply to the end of the Plan period - 1996 (para
3.5). Plainly those circumstances have changed and, equally plainly, some of the criteria used to define the
village envelopes are inconsistent with current policy or lack the refinement necessary to encourage high
quality development which is sympathetic to the character of the surroundings. In many cases, the
development limits have been breached by planning permissions granted locally or on appeal.

A proposed change to Policy CP1A (b} is suggested for the consideration of the Council (and, if appropriate,
the Inspector) which would deal with the most difficult elements of the Core Strategy policy applicable to
secondary villages pending the review of development limits:

It is suggested that the first sentence of Policy CP1A(b) should be amended as follows (additional words in
bold) :

' Proposals for the conversion and/or vedevelopment of farmsteads to residential use within currently-

adopted Development Limits (or, pending a review of Development Limits, within or adjacent to existing

Development Limits) will be treated on their merits according to the following principles.

J. Hubbard
27" December 2012



3.

1

3.2

PURPOSE OF VILLAGE ENVELOPES

i spes 1 ; isting local
The purpose of village envelopes is to supplement exis .
planP pglicies by indicating mere clearly the boundary of
villages beyond which development could not Feallstlca%ly be
regarded as infill or roundirg off, but which wonld instead

result in their undesirable outward expansion. Infilling is

t ‘ 1 buiit=
i > ing- ‘ 31]
frontage and development in the form of rounding-off wid
;gnerallyg only imply where the land is already subkstantially
surrounded on three sides by existing built developient.

The use of village envelopes or development limits within which
apprepriate development will he acceptable is a device widely
used by planning authorities. It provides a basis for
consistent decision making and offers clear guidance to everyone
involved in the developwent process, whether they be the local
planning authority, parish councils, local residents,
developers, landowners or Planning inspectors desling with

appeal cases.

Village envelopes should not be perceived as identifying housing
land over and above that which would be permissihle 1f viliage
envelopes were not prepared. In his Report following the Public
Local inquiry the Inspector agreed with the District Council
that there can be no justification for increasing housing land
allocations in the Local Plan area. Equally village envelopes
should not restrict development opportunities which wonld
ITeasonably expect to be permitted under existing policies. The
scope for some limited development to take place in the
identified settlements, within defined parameters, is considered
an important aspect of the Local Plan. Such development will
assist maintain rural services and contribute towards achieving
a choice of housing type and location in the District while

still ensuring that the overall character of the area
" conserved,

15

Where land has been included within a village envelope it dnes

not necessarily imply that development will he acceptable, Tt

will . still -need “to- 5atisiy the criteria of PROPOSAL, HSGY4 and
normal development control considerations 89 suitable access
arrangements, avoidance of tandem development, appropriate

siting, scale and design and protection of amenity space.

In

many settlements in the blan area which are essentially linear,
this will tend to imply that development will be limited to

frontage only

The wvillage envelopes will apply for the Qduration of the Rural
Areas Local Plan which expires in 1996. 1In many cases they may
be maintained elther intact, or with modified boundarjes in a

District-wide Local plan which ig currently under preparation.

The District Council has breviously defined the Parameters

of

development for the settlements of Chapeal Haddlesey, West

Baddlesey, Hirst Courtney and Newland on an “ad hoc’ basis

as

interim planning gquidance. Such guidance only defined the
limits of development at either end of the respective villages
as opposed te the drawing of boundaries encompassing entire
settlements, The village envelope proposals for thess=
settlements have been largely drawn to accord with the earliar

interim planning guidance.
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CRITERIA FOR DEFINING VILLAGE ENVELOPES

Every settlement covered by a village envelope has been
individually appraised and the boundaries have been drawn having
regard to the particular site characteristies. However, to
ensure a consistent approach between villages the following set
of eriteria for defiming boundaries have been applied:

a}

b)

c)

d)

Sites of RBmenity and Conserxrvation Value

When defining village envelopes regard is given to the nesd
to  protect sites of nature conservation importance,
scheduled ancient menumsnts, wvillage greens and other
pockets of valuable amenity land such as weoodlands, many of
which are covered by Tree Preservation COrders.

Physical Boundaries

Wherever practicable ard appropriate  boundariss  have
followed well defined physical features such as walls,
fences, hedgerows, roads and streams. Apart from being
readily discernible and less open to dispute these
boundaries usually represent the transition between wvillage
or town and the neighbouring countryside. However, where
curtilages are extensive and partially or wholly
undeveloped and whers they back onto countryside it is
freguently considered appropriate to define a tighter
boundary which wore closely conforms to the exiating hiilt
up limits of a village than garden curtilages.

Bnildings on the Edge of Settlements

Similarly where housss stand on the cuter roadside edge of
a village the envelope is frequently drawn tighter than the
curtilage boundary. This indicates that housing which
would effectively rasult in ribbon developmeant by extending

‘the built up area fronting the roadside, would not bhe

considered acceptable.

Buildings set in Spaciocus Grounds

Where burildings such as halls, large houses or hotels,
stand on the edge of villages set in spacious grounds theix
inclusion within the ervelope depends upon the extent to
which they appear to relate with the overall ghysical
fabric of the wvillage. Usually, their relative isolation
attributable te +their spacious setting Justifies their
exclusion. Where a pavticular property is associated with
a parkland estate the Iimportance of retaining this
historical association and limiting new development has
influenced the defining of houndaries.

5

S,
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Farmsteads
sarmsteads

Farmsteads anpd associztad sttbuildings present their gwyn

f)

g}

n)

pParticular problens because of their diverse forms and
often sprawling natnrs. Commonly a number of farmsteads
are located within Or on the fringe of each village. Tp
Some  instances, farmsteads although contiguous with 4
village are excluded from the envelope because their rural
characteristicy predominate ang they appear to Ielate more
strongly with the countryside than with the village, Where
it is bProposed to include or partially include a farmatead
the Principal means of determining boundaries have been
firstly to consider the extent of buiit development either
side of the farm and secondly to differentiate between
modern agricultural "buildings apg their  traditional
counterparts, Generally agricultura}l buildings of modarn
construction are excluded whereag traditional stone or
brick built farpy buildings whigh fAormally front  the
roadside, angd which hava historically been lomg associated
with the settlement, a1 contained withinp the village
envelope .

Tostitutional Uses
——=——tlona: Uses

Institutional uses such as hospitals and schoels and their
grounds are commonly excluded, except where they are deemed
to comprise an integrated element within the village
framework, In  some instances the buildings ars contaiped
within the envelopes wherzas the grounds are excluded.

Industrial Uses
=S8t 1al Uses

Industrial uges operating from Premises which extend beyand
the otherwise perceived village boundaries are omitted from

the village envelope whers it is felt their inclusiocn could

~distort the pattern of village development should the land

ke subject to subsequent bPressure for housing.

Planning Historz

The planning history of g site is algq an  important
consideration when defining boundaries, Where permission
hag Previously been rafused for development on the basis
that the gite falls outside the village limits, them it is
likely, given unchanged circumstances, that such lang will
be  excluded from the village envelope. Conversely where
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Ryan King e
From: King, John J (NE) SR
Sent: 17 December 2012 15:26
To: | ldf
Subject: Core Strategy - Further Proposed Changes

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Dear Sir/Madam,
Submission Draft Core Strategy — Further Proposed Changes

Thank you for your consultation dated 12 November 2012, which we received on the
same day.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Qur statutory purpose is to ensure
that the nafural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generaticns, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Qur comments are based on the Proposed Changes document and SA addendum
report.

Natural England has no commentis to make on the proposed changes and therefore
considers-the submission drafi of the Core Strategy to be legally compliant and in
accordance with the relevant tesis of soundness as set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework.

However it should be noted that our position is hased on the fact that further
assessment (in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
(2010}) will be required at a lower tier level, i.e. the Site Allocations DPD.

Natural England is keen to work with the Local Planning Authority to resolve outstanding
issues and to ensure lower tier documents are compliant with these regulations.

For any queries relating to this consultation only you are welcome to contact me directly
- telephone: T NEER or email: For all other
consultations and correspondence, please contact the above address,

Yours sincerely

John King MRTPI
Lead Adviser,

Land Use Operations,
Natural England,
Queen Street,

| eeds,

LS12TW

21/12/2012
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wwy.natoralengland.org.uk

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people te enjoy, where
wildlife is protected and England’s traditional [andscapes are safeguarded for future
generations.

'n an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint; I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling
to meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If
you have received it in error you have no autherity to use, disclose, store

or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender.
Nothing in the email amounts to a legal commitment on our part unless
confirmed by a signed communication. Whilst this email and associated
attachiments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the
Natural Fngland systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left

our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored
and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for

other lawful purposes.

21/12/2012
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LDF Soner SELBY

_ FRAMEWORK PISTRICT COUNCIL

Mouving forward with aurposs

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, Aprit 2012 and September 2012,

The independent Inspector adjousned the Examination in Public (EiP) until 27 February 2013 in order
for the Councll to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strafegy in
accordance with the revised fimetable (available at www.selby.gov.uk/CoreStrategyEIP).

The Council is therefare publishing further Froposed Changes fo the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consulation between 12 November and 28 December 2012.

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy (May 2011) takss into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consuitation. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 EIPs have
glready heard the duly made representations on the Submission Draft Core Strategy which were
submitied during the formal Publication stage (January 2011} and subsequent consuitation on the:

previous 8 sets of Praposed Changes {lanuary and June 2012). Thiz is hot another apportunity 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 Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Furthar Sustainability Appraisai
Addendum Report,

- Please complote separate copies of Part & of this form for sach of your separate tepresentations, it

Waould be helpful if you could focus on the “tests of soundness® ard indizate if you are objecting on a
legal compllance issue.

Completed representation forms must b returned to the
- Council no later than 5pm on Friqlay 28 December 2012

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uik

Fax to: 01757 202229

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

Page tof4
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The Tests of Soundnagy

The Independant nspector’s role is to assass whether the plan has heen prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperats, Jegal 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;

Pasitively prepared

- the plan shouid be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meat objectively assessed
development and Infrastructute requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do 5o and consistent with ach ieving sustainable development;

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

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

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

Contact Details (only complete onee}

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appoiniad,

Personal Details Agents Details {ifappl.icgghiﬂ

Name STOART wEwAN
Organisation | = S ¢&T" CundvAnE Than M‘;‘-“‘ﬁ “
Cfo Mot Po oy Ros

Address ﬁf;‘:&fzﬁ gi—

Telephane No,

It wiil be helptul if you can provide 2n email address so we can contact you elactronically.

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 rapresentation form,

Fage 2 of 4
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Part B (please use a separate sheot (pages 3-4) for each representation)

clease identify the Proposed Change (which can befound on the Published Schedule, CD2g) to which
this representation refers to:

PC 1 | |

Questinfi 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant 3 fes 1 Ne

'i ¢2 Sﬂund D 'fes Eg,f 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:

[J 2.1 Pusitively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this rapresentation}
E"2.2 Justified

Eﬁ‘j Effactive

2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Propesed Change is not legally
compliant or is unsound and pravide detaiis of what change(s) you consider

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

PLitos  SSB  ATrhcdsd

- Continue overléaf
Page 3 of 4
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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 aral patt of the
examination?

e 4.1 Written Representations 1 4.2 Atiend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, piease autiine why you consider
~ this to be necessary ‘ T '
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Exarnination in
Publicis by invitation anly).

{Continue an a separate shaet if submitting a hard copy)

Represantation 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 webslte) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

m,ree with this statement and wish to submit the above reprasentation fot eonsideration.

Signed Dated | 2.&* Mﬁr iy

Pagadof 4
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pC7.2 Parad.39§
Legally Compliant Yes Positively Prepared Yas
Sound Ne Jusiified No
' Effective No
pational policy
Written Reps Yas

The usge of the werd ‘constitutes’ in the thiteenth line tather than the delsted ‘offers’ suggest that
the question of whether the circumstancss outlined in the earlier sections of the amendment
constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ has alveady been made.

This concern can ba remedied by the addition of the word ‘may’ before ‘constitute’. This Is in order
that the decisian 2% to what may or may not be considered an exceptional circumstance i3 not sean
to have heen predeterminad.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-9) for each representation)

Plaase identify the Proposed Change (which can be faund on the Published Schedule, CD2g) to which
this representation refors te:

L Pz Ve,  CPxX

- v _

Question 1: Do you cunsider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant 7 Yes 1 Ho
1.2 Sound Tl Yes 3 fo

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

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representatic,

2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3t Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is niot fegally
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.

Petnse sz Avracued.

Confinue overleaf
Page3of4
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Quastian 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheet if submitting @ hord ¢apy)

Question4:  Can your representation seeking a change be considerad by written

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

B 4.1 Written Representations 1 4.2 Attend Examination

‘43 ifyou wish o 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
Publicis by invitation oriy).

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement
! acknowledge that § am making a formal representation. I 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.

n%l agree with thig statemant and wish to submit the above representation for consideration,

Sigried

Dated | 740~ Neg-pibed. TN

Fage 4 of 4
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pCT3 Falicy CRXX, C :

legally Compliant Yes Positively Prepared Yes

Sound No Justified No
Effective No
Cansistant with Ne
national policy

Writien Reps Yes :

Saction G of draft policy CPXX states that the Green Beit boundaries wifl only be aktered in
exceptional circumstances. Subsection € {iti} cirrently states that these excaptional circumstatice
may exlst where the remaoval of land from the Green Belt would represent a significantly mora

sustainable solutfon that development elsewhere on non Green Belt land.

The aim of sustainabla development runs as a golden thread through NFPF and is the primary test by
which all development is {o be considered. 1t is the primary objective of the planning system to
encourage sustainable development.  Draft policy CRO curreitly fails to fully acknowledgs this
important strand and should be amended to properly reflect the primacy of sustainabifity within the
decision making process.

In addition the current policy wording could be clarified by the removal of the word “elsewhere” and
its repfacement with the words "anywhere efse”. This would mora accurately reflect the intention of
the policy, the fact that Green Belt reviews should not be considerad in 3 plecemeal fashion and
aasist in the interpretation of the overall decument.

The issue of sustainability should be elevated from the {ast subsection of part € of the draft policy to
the main part of subsection € and the word "elsewhera” clarified, The proposed text to part Cis as
follows:

C. Green Belt boundaries will only be alisied in exceptional circumstances threugh the Local
Plan and whers auch alferglions represent a gignificanily more sustainabls solutlon tha

development anywhere else oh hon Green Belt land. Exceptionzl ¢ircumstances may exist

where;

i), there is a compelling need to accommadate development in a particular seillament to
deliver the sims of the setfement hierarchy, and

i}, it that settlement, sufficient land to meet the identified neads iz not available outside the
Green Beft,end
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Part B (please usea separate sheet (pages 3-4) for aach reprasentation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can ke found on the Published Schedule, €D2g) to which
this representation refers to:

fe ALL

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changa is:
1.1 Legally compliant 1 Yes & No

1.2 Sound £ ves o o

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. In ali other cireumstances, pleass goto Q3.

Question2:  If you consider the Proposed Change is unsound, please identify which test of
soundmness your representation relates to:

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

B 2.2 lustified
I 2.3 Effective

B/ 24 Consistent with national policy

Quastion 3;  Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not fegally
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.

PLewse SEE ATTACED,

Lontinue overleaf
Page 3 of 4
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Question 3 continyed

{Continue on u separate sheet if submitting a fizrd 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?

o 4.1 Written Representations ] 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyouwish fo participate at the oral part of the examination, please autline why you consider
this to be necessary
{Your request will be considerad by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Fxamination in
Public is by Invitation only),

{Continue on a separate sheeﬁf submitting a hard copy)

Reprasentation Submission Acknowledgement

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

E“/!;gree with thjs staternant and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated | 2.8 Decembeld. 741

Page 4of 4
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PCALL ALL |
Legally Compliant No Positively Prepared No : ) |
Sound No Justified No ' :
' Effactive No : ‘
Consistent with No |
national palicy
Written Reps Yes

| wish to reiterate that all of our previsus representations made both in response to the formal
cunsultations and the EiP session remain extant.
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Part B (ptease use a separate sheet (pages 3-4} for each representation)

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

PO 210 od R ;115_92;_1,7’.»:‘#@% Annea W |

Question 1; Do you cansider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant B4 Yes 1 Ne

1.2 Sound ' [ Ves o No

If you have antered No to 1.2, please corttiniue ko 02, In all other circumstances, please goto Q3.

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this repreaanfatic
2.2 Justified
[:[":2.3 Effective

E( 24 Consistent with nationai policy

Question 3:  Flease 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
iegally compliant or sound, '

flense Ste  ATTATHED

Cantinua overleaf
Page 3 of4
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Question 3 continugd

Continue on o seporate sheet iFsubmitting o 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 tha aral pari 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  ATTAcded

{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 statemient and wish to submit the above representation for conslderation.

Dated | £& (VeCorfel. 2017

Fage d of 4
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| FC7.12 and 13 CP2, Text ant Annex X a
Legally Compliant Yes Pogitively Prepared Yas
Sound Ne Justified No
Effective Neo
Consistent with No
national paliey -
Writter Reps No—The issue is fundamental to the interpretation of an important policy
within the Core Strategy and neaifs t be clarified and discussed within an
EiP sesston.
Muin Modificotion

Firstly, we disagree that the amerndmenis proposed here can be accurately defined as a 'non-main
modification’. The introduction of windiblis as a =ource of supply significantly alters the likelihood
that the Council will substantially excead its delivery Larget for new dwellings over the plan period,
with consequant implications for the application of othar policies within the Core Strategy and its
daughter documents. The amendment shauld be defined as a main modifieation.

Consistency

Secandly, the proposed introduction of windfalls as a potential source of supply is welcomed. The
contribution from windfalls can however be clarified to assist In the interoretation of the policy and
intended strategy.

The NPPF states af paragraph 48 that Local Planning Authorities can make an allowance for windfall
sites in tha five year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently
hecome available and will continue fo do so. It is clear that this guidance is aimed at Local
Authorities that consistently deliver a high percentage of their total new housing from windfall
suurces. This Is the case in Salby., '

The suidance provides for such authorities to introduce a mechanism by which significant delivery
frem windfall sources can be accommuotlated within the strategy going forward. The overarching aim
of this guidanca it to ensyre that sufficient housing to meet identified needs is detivered susteinably.
This is the ‘galden thread’ running through planning policy both at the national and local levels.

The 7™ Set of Proposed Changes contains recognition that windfalls pifer the potantial to sustainably
meet housing needs from previausly unidentified sources and that this can contribute to delivery of
the howsing target undar policy CPLY. However, the method by which they are propused to be faken
into account naeds to reflect the potential of thess sites to offer a more sustaingble option than
‘Identified” sources of supply.
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tn essente, inthe interests of sustainability, tha mechanism hy which the supsly of windfalls
complements the releasa of allocations in meeting the minimum identified requirement naeds ta be
made clear and unambiguous. A five year supply of deliverable allocated sites should of course still
be maintained, in order that a dependable source of hew housing remains available if delivery falls
below the minimum of 450 dpa for a 3 year period (es per policy CP3). '

The proposed amendments to the Core Mrategy inconsistently racognise that the addition of new
dwellings into the supply within the District will have an effect on the relsase of housing [nd within
thie District,

The proposed applicatlon of windfalls is set out In draft Appendix X, contaired within the Annex D to
the 7" Set of Changes. This envisages windfalls are categorised info two types; ‘Known Windfally’
and ‘Unknown Windfalls’, The known windfalls are effectively commitments that ..ot the time of
determining aflocations...” will contribute to the 450 dwelling per annum target. The ‘unknown
wingfalls’ are sites which tome forward following the determination of allocations and will not ke
counfed against the 450 dwelling per annum target, unless the delivety from allocated sites falfs
below 450 dweiling per year. The text zoes on to destribe that Policy CP3 provides the
underperformance mechanism to deliver 450 dwellings per year fram allocated sites, and therefore

the contribution from windfalls is likely to be on top of the 450 dwaliing per annum minimum
reguirement.

We consider that the supply of new dwellings fram all windfall sourges is a siznificant source of
supply that must be taken properly into account for the Core Siratepy to be robust, sustainable znd

sound. Whilst the amendments seak to do this the Core Sttategy could be amended further ta

ensura that the policy is clear and unambizuaus. Mot doing so miay 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 elarity, nowhere within NFPF is there guidance or suggestion that the delivery of a Councils’ |
identified housing needs to be 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 farward to ensure that Identified requirements are met. If a

previeusly unidentifled source of supply meets a significant proportion of these needs then this will

be raflected in the release of identified sites 1o ensure sustainable pateerns of development ase

achieved and, for example, that undesirable commuting patterns are not ereated.

The current wording of policy CP3 A, B and C does not differentiate ketween types of supply and the
Care Strategy should make this clear.

Tadcaoster

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

identifled neads of the setifemant for the plan period. We have already set out in previcus
representations to the emerging Core Strategy aur concerns that this may result in the release of
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allocated sites at double the rate required 1o meet identtfied neads leading to unsustainable patterns
of development.

The contribution from windfalis that applies to part B of CPXX will of course apply to part €C of the
policy, however this is nat clear from the current wording of the Core Strategy. The
underperformance mechanism within section CZ of policy utilises delivery only upon sites which
have been identified and alocated as the trigger for the release of future phases. Thisis distinct
from the trigger used in part B of the policy which uses 3 shortfall of dulivery more generally against
the annual target for a period of three years, Lagically windfatls will of course contribute to gither of
these triggers, hawever this needs to be made clear in the wording of the poley.

Folicy €3 needs to he amendad in arder recognize that windfalls are consistently taken into account
when considering the issue of under performance in relation to the Tadcaster and Distric.
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From: Tracey Willlams

Sent: 21 December 2012 15:59

To: LDF

Cc: _Charlotte Blinkhorn .
Subject: ggglbzg; District Council Submission Draft Core Strategy 7th Set of Proposed Changes (Nov ;.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Attachments: let.0562.CB.AM reps seventh set of changes o core strategy pdf
Dear Sirs

Please find atfached leiter,

Kind regards

Tracey
Sent on behalf of Charlotte Blinkhormn

Tracey Williams
PA

Indigo Planning Limited
Lowry House, 17 Marble St, Manchester, M2 3AW

T0161 8366910 F 01618366911 W indigoplanning.com

This e-mail (ncluding any attachments) Is Intended only for the reclpient(sy named above. [t may contaln confidentfal ar privileged
information and should not be read, copied or otherwise used by any other persen. If you are not a named reeipient, please contact
sender and delete the e-mail from the system ;

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information pleasa visit hitp: /www.symanteccloud.com
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"Selby District Council

" Civic Cenire’
Portholms Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
Y08 458
By email
[df @selby.gov.uk

21 December 2012 let.052 DH.AM. 117060001

Dear Sirs

SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL SUBMISSION DRAFT CORE STRATEGY
SEVENTH SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES (NOVEMBER 2012)

We write to enclose our comments relating the seventh set of proposed
changes to Selby Core Strategy. Our comments are submitted on behalf of

" Connaught Consultancy LLP. Connaught own land at Hodgsons Lane in

Sherburn in Elmet and we have represented them in respect of the Core
Strategy and the ongoing examination. This letter should be read in conjunction
with our previously submitted representations to each stage of the process.

Our comments are as follows:
Palicy CP2

We support the policy clarffication that windfails are additional to the identified
housing requirement and thersiors the allocatiens paper should provide for the
450 dwellings per arnum as a minimum target and any windfalls shall be
deliverad above this. This is the correct approach as NPPF Paragraph 48
allows the inclusion of windfalls within a five year supply praviding there is
compelling evidence that they have, and will continue to, consistently come
forward. We support the Gouncil's view that the evidénce is not sufficient and
therefore no allowance is made. Given tha need to dsliver increased housing
within the Borough, for the plan to be sound, it should positively pfan o deliver
housing with windfalls allowing for additional growth.

We support the fooinate to palicy CP2 noting that the figure of 105 dwsllings
per annum from windfalls is to be additicnal to the 450 dwellings per annum, but
we suggest that tha footnote is also placed on the trajectory o make the same
point if windfalls are to be included in housing supply frajectory.

With respect to the figure of 450 dwellings per annum itself, this has been
previously debatad, and we would reiterats our views that the figure ought fo be
increasad to plan-pasitively for the delivery of housing fo mest the needs of
Selby and also nelghbouring boreughs.
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We trust the above paints will be taken into consideration.

Kind ragards

Charloite Blinkhormn
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PLANNING

Land and Development Practice

CiHA

Our Ref: 9897 AMM/EM/1201 | — 21 December 2012

Planning Policy Officer
Selby District Council
Doncaster Road
Selby

YO8 9FT

Dear SirlMadam,

Comments on the Seventh Set of Proposed Changes to the Draft Core Strateqy

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 These representations have been prepared by LDP Planning on behalf of our Client
Bayford Developments Lid.

1.2 Qur Client is the owner of land at the former Monk Fryston Filling Station which has
been identified as part of a larger potential mixed used development site in the
Prefered Options Site Allocations Development Plan Document (“SADPD”).

Representations were made on behalf of our Client in relation to the SADPD in
December 2011.

13  Monk Fryston has been identified in the SADPD as a seitlement that could potentially
accommodate a shortfall in housing land provision identified elsewhere within the
district. Our Clients land, together with adjacent land has been identified as a more
suitable development site, despite it being situated within the Green Belt, than the
currently safeguarded site which is not focated within the Green Belt.

14  Representations were made on behalf of our Client in respect of the fifth set of
proposed changes to the Draft Core Strategy ir February 2012,

_,” RTPI
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0P Planning LLP repiskercd in England znd Walss
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LDP Planning

1.5

2.0

2.1

22

2.3

2.4

The soundness of the Core Straiegy was questioned in iis current format at the
Examination in Public in September 2012. The examination is due to reconvene in
2013 and this representation makes comments on the seventh set of proposed
changes to the Draft Core Strategy, specifically the alterations 1o Core Strategy
Policy CPXX (Green Belt). -

POLICY CPXX GREEN BELT

We continue to support the proposal to incorporate a Green Belt Policy within the
Core Strategy (‘CS").

We would continue to question the requirement for Part A of Policy CPXX given that
it is clear that the extent of Green Belt will be defined on the Proposals Map. The
overarching aim of the Policy would not be weakened by the removal of this part of
the Policy. -

Given that the CS must be consistent with the principles and policies contained within
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF") we would question whether it is
necessary to state thatit-is in dccoidance with the Frameéwcrk. 2t Part B-of Policy
CPXX. Also historically Selby District Council, in terms of its detailed policy wording,
has been more pragmatic in respect of ‘appropriate’ development in the Green Belt.
Such pragmatism could not be continued into the SADPD or any other DPD if ‘NPPF

is left in.

The removal of the PC6.19 revision of Part C of Policy CPXX and iis replacement
with PC7.3 is welcomed. This section of the Policy clearly outlines the circumstances
in which Green Belt land will be released through the alteration of existing Green Belf
boundaries. We would reiterate that criterion (jii) of Part C should be amended to
recognise that there may be planning/environmentalicommunity benefits other
than sustainability that justify the consideration of alternative options. For
example in the case of our Client's site it was demonstrated in our SADPD
representations that there were significarit benefits to the community {providing
school parkmg, a cemetery extension together with alternative access and parking,
public open space, an alternative fraffic system which would alleviate existing
congestion problems, a traditional form of linear development, retention of the
existing gap in built development between settlements, reuse of previously
developed land, removal of an eyescre and an opportunity to significantly enhance

9697 AIMM/EM/201 ' Page 2 of 3



LDP Planning

the entrance to the village) that could be delivered by the development of this site but
which would not be possible to achieve through the development of other potential
site allocations currently outside Green Belt.

25  We support the contents of the revised Part D of Policy CPXX and consider that it
offers flexibility by identifying safeguarded land to facilitate development beyond the
plan period.

3.0 CONCLUSION

3.1 We fully support the provision of Policy CPXX within the CS to enable the local

planning authority to carry out a comprehensive review of the existing Green Belt
boundaries. '

32  We consider that a review of Green Belt and development limit boundaries is
necessary to ensure that housing delivery targets can be met in appropriate locations

where there is an identified need and consider that the proposed policy is therefore
justified.

33 However it is considered that the wording of the proposed policy CPXX requires
amendment to remove unnecessary repetition of national policy and to recognise

sites that have potential to deliver greater benefits than non Green Belt sites.

3.4 - |trust that our comments will be given due consideration.

Yours faithfully
LDP PLANNING

Melissa Madge

9B9TAMM/EM/1201 Page 3 of3
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Helen Gregory

From: wadsworth stephen (||| ||| GGG !
Sent: 27 December 2012 16:50 . \ '
Jo: LDF )
Subject: core sirategy letter

Attachments: Selby DC letter 7th changes.docx

1o LDF Team,

Please ensure the Inspector receives this attachment in full.

Please acknowledge receipt.
Thanks

S & T Wadsworth

28/12/2012



Orchard Croft,
Caudle Hill,
Fairburn,
Knottingley,
WF119I1Q

27" December 2012

To The Inspector, Selby DC Submisslon Draft Core Strategy 7 Set Proposed Changes.

We would first [ike to tell the Inspector that the 7™ set of proposed changes are unsound and probably unlawfull as it
is not providing for the need for development in many of the villages including Fairburn, therefore it is at odds with
NPPF 14 that states there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Selby DC is proposing 1o concenirate the vast majority of development on Selby, Tadcaster, Sherburn, Brayton,
Thorpe Willoughby and Barlby/Osgodby when it should be seeking to disperse development to both help sustain
rural villages and their services and not worsen the overload of aforementioned settlements with infrastructure
deficit that already exists, eg. The [ack of recreational/sports halls, swimming facilities etc etc.

Much of this land is also waterlogged and suffers from surface ponding and should not ever be built on as this will
‘only worsen flooding and drainage problems this also applies to villages such as Cawocd, Ulleskelf, Church Fenten
and other low lying villages.

The towns and villages on the magnesian limestone ridge running from Tadeaster in the north of the district to Kirk
Smeaton inthe south of the district do not have that problem as the land is free draining and they are therefore
more suited to development as per NPPF section 10.

Fairbhurn was a designated sustainakle village throughout the previous Selby DC plans and all the way through this
plan until proposed 7% changes, that makes no sense, we and everyone who we have spoken to is disgusted with
Fairburn being removed from the list of designated service villages and demand that it be reinstated immediately as
a Designated Service Village.

Fairlburn needs development it has bean restricied for tco long by the village envelope being drawn too tightly
araund the village and Selby DC restricting what would be sustainable development in the village.

Proposed Core Strategy 4.3900 states, ‘Define the Green Belt Boundary using landmarks and features that are easily
identifiable on a map and on the ground’ we ask whose map? Maps are often incorrect and out of date, it should use
NPPF 85 that says ‘define boundaries clearly using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to ba
permanent.’

Regarding Annex D we consider it to be unseund as it is including windfalls in the projections when it should not
include windfalls for the first ten years according to the NPPF. Also the figure of 450 dpa is way too low as Selby DC
should be planning for at least 620 dpa not including windfalls to meet demand that has been restricted in the past
and according to the 2011 Census can be axpected in the plan period.

Selby DC is counting windfalls already granted planning permission and future windfalls towards the overall total and
is therefore restricting development and not following the ‘Golden Thread' of the NPPF of a presumptian in favour of
sustainable development.

Selby DC has always sought te restrick numbers to around 450dpa, in the fast plan 2005, the figure they used was
449dpa, nothing changesI1HINIIITIIE ’

Yours sincerely
. Sieve and Trisha Wadsworth



Helen Gregory

From: Helen Gregory SR oo
Sent: 28 December 2012 15:21 S S
To: lan Reynolds N
Ce: Ryan King R

Subject: RE: Core Strategy Re: 7th Set of Changes

Thank you Councillor Reynolds.

Unfortunately, my computer does not recognise the file fype. Is it possible that you could re-
send it as a ‘word’ document?

Kind regards, Helen

o mnPeeliegrick Uas weneeshyges 2
e i Game, Donsrer FAopd, Saley YO ST

The infermation in this e-mall, and any attachments, is confidential and may be subjsct to legal professional privilepe. Rtis intended solely for
the attention and use of the named addressee(s). [ts contents do not necessarily reprasent the views or opinions of Selby District Councit. If
you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender immediately. Unless you are the Infended recipient, or hisfher representative, you
are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this message or eny part of it.

From: Ian Reynolds

Sent: 28 December 2012 13:56

To: Helen Gregory

Subject: Core Strategy Re: 7th Set of Changes

Dear Helen,

T am attaching representations / objections on behalf of Coun. Casling and myself,

Yours sincerely

Coun. Ian Reynolds

28/12/2012




CORE STRATEGY
Re: 7™ Set of Propesed Changes

Proposed Policy/
Change Pavagraph/
Number section

PCT.8 Policy CPI
Part A(b)

We OBJECT to the proposcd change which will stifle development
within the development limits of the secondary villages. We suggest that residential development in
respect of any site within development limits (including gardens) should be allowed subject to
compliance with Village Design Statements or local vernacular. Such 'windfall sites' can only help
achieve total housing numbers required

PC7.10 Para 4.47

(CP14) ,
We OBJECT io the wording as residential development in the
secondary villages is important to maintain their viability. There is no reason why development
should be more restrictive provided it is within the defined development limits. The redevelopment
of farmsteads and gardens have, in the past, contributed hugely to ‘windfall sites' and
consequentially housing numbers. Any residential development should comply with village Design
Statements or local archifectural features but other restrictions are not necessary.

PC7.21 CRp5

We OBJECT to any financial conttibution o affordable dwellings
from sites for small scale developments. This will simply result in a reduction of such
developments to the detriment of overall housing numbers. The 40% target elsewhere for
affordable developments is serionsly flawed. A mumber of ‘needs surveys' submitted in the recent
past with planning applications, bear this out. A requirement for 409 affordable dwellings per
annum is inconsistent with an overall requirement for 450 D.P.A fhrough the plan period.

Review of Development Limits

We support the reviews of the development limits of all settlements including the secondary villages
and endorse the views that the approach in Policy CP1A which restricfed development on garden
land is overly restrictive. We agree with the Council's position statement of 3 1% Auigust 2012 which
suggested amending Policy CP1A fo remove the differentiation between the treatment of garden
land on D.8.V's and Secondary Villages. We agree with the view that resirictions in Secondary

“ Villages should be lifted to make them equal to D.8.V's

Green Belt Policy

~ The importance of the Green Belt cannot be overstressed and any review of the same must be
objectively undertaken. It must not be used as any excuse to review boundaries of settlemenis
simply to allow residential development to take place. The Inspector suggested some re-phrasing in
the Policy CPxx. The Inspector considers thet the identification of Escrick as a D.8.V is soundly
based but suggests that Policy CPIA. (a) be annotated to clarify that Escrick is 'largely' surrounded
by Green Belt and any development on Green Belt land would have to accord with Policy GBxx
and the result of any Green Belt raviews. The word largely’ is difficnlt to understand as the village
is entirely surrounded by Green Belt. The York Green Belt is principally required to protect the
approaches to the ancient City of York and its setting, It was only from 1996 that parishes to the



North of Escrick have been excluded fiom Selby District but the importance of the Green Balt
around Escrick is in no way diminished.

In the light of the above we contend that the proposed wording of Policy CPxx Green Belt is
not strong enough and is against the spirit of the Inspectors view that boundaries (of the Green Belt)
should not be amended to simply accommodete development, that in any event might be more
apprpriately located elsewhere. The proposed Revision C (i) (ii) and (iif) quite sp ecifically conflicts

/1 ne = 0 he lrane ' I racrard a6 Bepero [ .----;-,-;,: Hie develor 0)

limits of Eserick to be reviews as very obviously 'exceptional circnmstances' will be argned by
landowners.

We therefore strongly OBJFECT to the rewording and to the alteration of Paragraph E (was F}. :
In this case the deletion of the words 'sites considered for removal from' weakens seriously the aims '
of the Palicy. We contend that these alterations are specifically designed with Bscrick in mind and
yet would do nothing to help the housing requirements of Selby Disirict.

We folly appreciate that the Core Strategy in intended to set the principles for a Green Belt
review but consider that the snggested amendments to Policy GBxx are 11l conceived. Policies

amend at dealing with the problems at Tadcaster unfortunately will open the flood gates for
development elsewhere.

Coun. Ian Reynolds
Coun. Elizebeth Casling
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Helen Gregory ()
From: Brian and Suzie Forster _

Sent: 28 December 2012 16:48

To: LDF

Ce: steve smowton; Escrick Parish

Subject: I.LDF Representations - 7th set of changes

Importance: High
Attachments: ESCRICK PARISH COUNCIL reps 28.12.12.docx
Please find attached the representations on behalf of Eserick Parish Council.

I would be obliged to receive your formal confirmation of their receipt and your comments in
due course, Please advise us when this matter will be discussed further and any future
amendments to the LDF in due course.

Brian Forster
Vice Chair
Escrick Parish Council

28122012



ESCRICK PARISH COUNCIL

Chair $.R. Smowton chair@escrick.org
Clerk V. Cumberland clerk@escrick.org NENIENGGE

Escrick Parish Council Representations to Selby District Submission Draft
Core Strategy Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (7th Set)

Re: Green Belt policy — and the implicaﬂons fo the proposed change of
designation of Escrick from a Secondary Village to a Designated Service
Village {(DSV).

The importance of the Green Belt cannot be overstressed and any review of the same must be
objectively undertaken. It must not be used as any excuse to review boundaries of settlements
simply to allow residential development to take place, especially if this would in other
circumstances be regarded as ‘inappropiate’. The Inspector has suggested some re-phrasing in
the Policy CPxx. We understand that the Inspector considers that the identification of Escrick as
‘a DSV is soundly based but suggests that Policy CPIA [a) be annotated to clarify that Escrick is
"largely’ surrounded by Green Belt and any development ¢n Green Belt land would have to
accord with Policy GBxx and the result of any Green Belt reviews. The word largely’ is difficult
to undersiand as the village is entirely surrounded by Green Belt and for this reason the Parish
Council maintains its previous cbjection to the proposed change in designation from a
secondary village to a DSV and asks the Inspector to reconsider his position on this issue. The
York Green Belt is principally required to protect the approaches to the ancient City of York and
its sefting and is a longstanding strategic policy. It was only from 1996 that parishes to the
North of Escrick have been excluded from Selby District and are now located within the City of
York, but administrative boundaries do not affect the importance of the role of the Green Beltin
this location in preserving the setting of the City of York. The importance of the Green Belt
around Escrick is in no way diminished and must not be harmed when the majority of the rest of
the District is located outside of the Green Belt and can provide alternative more suitable
{ocations for development.

In the light of the above, we contend that the proposed wording of Policy CPxx Green Belt is not
strong enough and is against the spirit of the Inspector’s view that boundaries (ofthe Green
Belt) should not be amended to simply accommodate development that, in any event, would be
more apprapriately lacated elsewhere. The proposed Revision C (i) (ii) and (iii) quite
specifically conflicts with the views of the Inspector with regard to Escrick. This wording invites
"the development of limits of Escrick to be reviewed’and 'exceptional circumstances’ will be
argued by landowners who will claim that land must be excluded from the Green Belt to allow
Escrick to fulfil its DSV function, rather than looking at whether ‘exceptional circumstances’
tTuly exist.

We therefore strongly OBJECT to the rewording and to the alteration of Paragraph E (was F). In
this case the deletion of the words 'sites considered for removal from' weakens seriously the
aims of the Policy. We contend that these alterations are specifically designed with Escrick in
mind and yet would do nothing to help provide for the housing requirements of Selby District
when more appropriate available lacations exist.

We fully appreciate that the Core Strategy in intended to set the principles for a Green Belt
review but consider that the suggested amendments to Policy GBxx are ill conceived. Policies
amend at dealing with the problems at Tadcaster unfortunately will open the flood gates for
development elsewhere.



Due to the environmental constraints and geographical limitations discussed previously, there
are very limited opportunities for potential development in Escrick. It is therefore not possible
for a flexible approach to be applied to Escrick should it become a DSV, The change in status
would therefore not be sound as there is no certainty that the role of a DSV could he

accommodated. We therefore request that the Council and Inspector reconsiders our previous !
representations in this regard, as well as these representations regarding the proposed Green '
Belt policy, in determining these issues.

We would be obliged to be kept informed of all proceedings and in particular to those relating to
these issues.

Steve Smowton
Chair, Escrick Parish Council
28.12.12






Helen Gregory

From: Helen Gregory

Sent: 28 December 2012 15:21 B =t
To: lan Reynolds : SR N
Cc: Ryan King S

Subject: RE: Core Strategy Re: 7th Set of Changes

Thank you Councillor Reynolds.

Unfortunately, my computer does not recognise the file type. Is it possible that you could re-
send it as a ‘word’ document?

Kind regards, Helen

% el SELBY

FIITFIET SOUHGIE
Hoer et o e

HELEN GREGORY

Sl Gt

Tel GIFEF TEA0L Tos tinh@eskyearle Tha g vy aciii
Loy T Sotis : Cleds Qe Doneazier Rogd, Saley YORSFT

The information in fiis e-mall, and any attachments, is confidential and may be subject to legal professional privilege. It is intended solely for
the attention and use of the named addressee(s). [ts confents do not nacessarily represent the views or cpinions of Selby Distict Council, If
you are not the Intended reciplent please notify the sender immediately. Unless you are the infended recipient, or histher representative, you
are nof authorised fo, and must nof, read, copy, dishibule, use or retein this message or any part of it.

From: fan Reynolds

Sent: 28 December 2012 13:56

To: Helen Gregory

Subject: Core Strategy Re: 7th Set of Changes

Dear Helen,

I am attaching representations / objections on behalf of Coun. Casling and myself.
Yours sincerely

Coun. Ian Reynolds

28/12/2012



CORE STRATEGY
Re: 7" Set of Proposed Changes
Proposed Policy/
Change Paragraph/
Nuinber section
PC7.8 Palicy CPI
Part A(b)

We OBJECT to the proposed change which will stifle development
within the development limits of the secondary villages. We suggest that residential development in
respect of any site within development limits (including gardens) should be allowed subject fo
complinnce with Village Design Statements or local vernacular. Such 'windfall sites' can only help
echieve tofal housing numbers required

PC7.10 Para 4.47
(CP14) .

We OBJECT to the wording as residential development in the
secondary villages {3 impottant to maintain theit viability. There is no reason why development
should be more restrictive provided it is within the defined development limits. The redevelopment
of farmsteads and gardens have, in the past, contributed hugely to ‘windfall sites' and
consequentially housing numbers. Any residential development should comply with village Design
Statements or local axchitectural features but other restrictions are not necessary.

PC7.21 CP5

We OBJIECT to any financial contribution to affordable dwellings
from sites for small scale developments. This will simply result in a reduction of such
developments to the detriment of overall housing numbers. The 40% target elsewhere for
affordable developments is seriously flawed. A number of ‘needs surveys' submitted in the recent
past with planning applications, bear this out. A requirement for 409 affordable dwellings per
anmum is inconsistent with an overall requirement for 450 D.P.A through the plan period.

Review of Development Limits

We support the reviews of the development limits of all setflements including the secondary villages
and endorse the views that the approach in Poliey CP1A which resiricted development on garden
land is overly restrictive. 'We agree with the Couneil's position statement of 3 1% August 2012 which
suggested amending Policy CP1A to remove the differentiation between the {reatment of garden
land on D.8.V's and Secondary Villages. We agree with the view that restrictions in Secondary

* Villages should be lifted to make them equal to D.S.V's

Green Belt Policy

- The importance of the Green Belt cannot be overstressed and any review of the same must be
objectively undertaken. It must not be used as any excuse to review boundaries of settletnents
simply to allow residential development to take place. The Inspector suggested some re-phrasing in
the Policy CPxx. The Inspectot considers that the identification of Escrick as aD.S.V is soundly
based but suggests that Policy CPIA (a) be annotated to clarify that Escrick is largely' surrounded
by Green Belt and any development on Green Belt land would have to accord with Policy GBxx
and the result of any Green Belt reviews. The word Targely' is difficult to understand as the village
is entirely surrounded by Green Belt, The York Green Belt is principally required to protect the
approaches to the ancient City of York and its setting. Iiwas only from 1996 that parishes to the



North of Escrick have been sxcluded from Selby District but the importance of the Green Belt
around Escrick is it no way diminished.

In the light of the above we contend that the proposed wording of Policy CPxx Green Belt is
not strong enough and is against the spirit of the Inspectors view that boundaries (of the CGreen Belt)
should not be amended to simply accommodate devefopment, that in any event might be more

apprpriately located elsewhere. The proposed Revision C (i) (1) and (iii) quite specifically conilicts
with the views of the nspector withregard to Bscrick. This wording invites ‘thie development of
Jimits of Escrick to be reviews as very obviously 'exceptional circumstances’ will be argned by
landowners,

We therefore strongly OBJECT to the rewording and to the alteration of Paragraph E (was ).

In this case the deletion of the words 'sites considered for removal from' weakens seriously the aims
of the Policy. We contend that these alterations are specifically designed with Eserick in mind and
yet would do nothing to help the housing requirements of Selby District.,

We fully appreciate that {he Core Strategy in intended to set the principles for a Green Belt
review but consider that the suggested amendments to Policy GBxx are i1l conceived. Policies

amend at dealing with the problems at Tadcaster unfortunately will apen the flood gates for
development elsewhere.

Coun. Ian Reynolds
Coun. Elizebeth Casling
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Ryan King |
From: Rachael Copping (NG
Sent: 11 December 2012 14:18 -
To: Idf

Cec: Richard Barker

Subject: Selby Core Strategy 7th Set of Proposed Changes Consultation Response

Aftachments: Sclby Core Strategy 7ih Set of PCs Consultation Response - Peel Environmental Ltd.pdf;
Representation Form - Peel Environmental Ltd.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam,

Further to the publication of the above document for consultation, | am pleased to provide comments
on behalf of Peel Environmental Ltd. Please find attached letter and completed representation form,

I trust the comments will be considered as part of the development plan process, however if you have
any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. | would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt

of the attached. A copy of which will also be sent out in today’s post.

Regards

Rachael Copping
Development Planner

i
PE
=

IR
=

Pecl Environmental Limited
Peel Dome, The Trafford Centre, Manchester, M17 8PL

Telephone Number:
Email: Web: www.peel.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this email

Peel Envirecnmental Limited: Registered in England & Wales : Company Number 4480419 :
Registered Office: Peel Dome, The Trafford Centte, Manchester, M17 8PL.

This message may centain confidential information. If you have recaived this message by
mistake, please inform the sender by sending an e-malil reply. At the same time please
delete the message and any attachments from your system without making, distributing or
retaining any ccples. Although all our e-mails messages and any attachments upon sending
are automatically virus scanned we assume no responsibility for any 10ss or damage arising
from the receipt and/or use,

This email message has been delivered safely and archived online by Mimecast.
For more information please visit hitp://www. mimecast.com

11/12/2012
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" FRAMEWORK DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward with purpose

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 iimetable (available at www.selby.gov.uk/CoreStrategyEIP).

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

The Submission 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 EIPs 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 consultation on the
previous 8 sets of Proposed Changes {January and June 2012). This is not 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 Submission 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: ldf@selby.aov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

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

A,

P

Paga 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 it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy

Mo NEP March-20 ano states a sounag Core Strategy should be:
Positively prepared
- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrasiructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do 50 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 Rachael Copping

Organisation Peel Environmental Ltd

Peel Dome
The Trafford Centre
Address Manchester
M17 8PL
Telephone No.

Email address _

I% will Be helpful if you can previde an email address so we can contact you electronically.

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

~ Page2ofa



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, (D2g) to which
this representation refers to: '

PC7.26 & PC7.27

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [T N

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
[ 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 detalls of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legaily compliant or sound.

Please see separate letter dated 11th December 2012,

Continue averleaf
Page3of &



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 i 4.2 Attend Examination I

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).

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

Reprasentation 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.

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

Signed [R.COPPING Dated |11th December 2012

Page 4of 4
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Policy & Strategy Team
‘Selby District Counclf
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

YO8 oFT

11" December 2012

BY POST & EMAIL
Dear Sir/ Madam,

Selby District Logal Development Framework: Seventh Set of P'ropose_d Changes to the
Submission Draft Core Strategy

Further to the publication of the Seventh Set of Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft
Core Strategy for consultation, | am pleased fo provide comments on behalf of Peef
Environmental Ltd. Peel Environmental Ltd is currently working with UK Coal on a proposed
renawable eriergy preject within the Selby District. '

We have previously commented orr the Sixth Sat of Proposed Changes with particular regard to
Palicy CP14: Low-Carbon and Renewable Energy. We note that the proposed changes
coptinue fo have a number of implications for renewable energy projects within the distrlst and
would therefore like to make the following coments. We consider that whilst a number of
changes have been made to the Core Strategy within this conlext, some do ngt appear to
wholly reflect our comments and we woufd therefore like to rellerate some of our previaus
points. '

PC7.27 - Annex G — Proposed revised Policy CP14 post-Septemhber 2012 EIP

Policy CP14 regarding Low-Carbon and Renewable Energy tiow indicates at point A that in
future Local Plan documents, the Council will consider identlfying 'suitable areas’ for renewable
and low carbon energy sources and supperting infrastructure. Peel Environmental Ltd would
suggest that this proposed change is dnseund as it does not provide sufficient clarity for fuiure
local plan documents or developers by merely stafing that the Council will consider this aption.
We suggest that it is unsound as it Is not effective given that i fails lu provide a positive
framework and direction on whether or not suitable areas for renewahle and low carbon ensrgy
sources will he identified.

Peel Environmental Lid suggesta that In order to make the policy effective and deliverable,
efther of the following additional changes should be copsidered:

a} Remove the word ‘consider to state that “In_future Local Plan documents. the

Council will identify ‘suifable_areas’ for renewable and fow carbon enargy,
sources and suypporting infrasiructure”

or

b) Remove this paint of the palicy altogether

Documentd

A member of the Pee! Land =nd Property group ‘
Registered Offiea: P2s! Dome, The Trafford Centre, Manchaster, M17 8PL Registered NMumber 4480418 England



Foint B of amended Policy CP14 now states that the, Council will suppert community-led
inittatives for renewable and Jow carbon energy developments. It also requires all new
development proposals for new sources of renewable energy and low-carbort energy generation
and supporling infrasfructure to meet a number of criterla. Peel Environmental Ltd does not

sider-that 4 ey -ia-pesiively aTet i withr Natfonal Franning Policy, as it
fails to provide = positive framework and suppojt proposals far all types of renewable and low
cartson snergy development whether these are community-led initiatives or not.

Peel Environmiental Lid suggests that the following wording needs incorporating into the palicy;

"The Counci will suppdrt" all development propesals for new sources of renewable eriergy and
low-carbon energy genieration and supperling infrastructure. Such proposals must meét the
following criferia..."

Peel Environmental Lid supporfs the proposed change at the end of the Policy which
Ineorporates addifional wording and sfales that “In areas designatad as Green Beft, eléments of
many renewable energy projects will comprise Inappropriate development and in such cases
applicants must demonstrate very special circumstances- if projects are to procesd and
proposals must mest the requirements of Policy CPXX and wational Green Belt policles.” Thig
texi appears to accurately reflect the policy contained within paragraph 91 of: the NPPF,
However, the wording in the supparting text for the policy does nof appear to accurately reflect
the additional wording incorporated info the palicy or that of the NPPF, which is set out balow,

PC7.26 - Paragraph 7.53 (CP14)

We note that there are a riumber of propased changes ta the supporting text of the pelicy which
aims fo more closely reflect NPPF wording,, however we would suggest that this needs further
modification. '

The proposed cliange states that “However, many elements of reriewable energy proposals
would conflict with the openness of the Green Belt and are therefore Inappropriate within the
NPPF definition,” Peel Environmental Ltd does not consider that this accurately refiects NPPF
paragfaph 91 which states that “When located In the Green Belt, elements of hany. renswable
energy projects will comprise inappropriate development.” Whilst we rote that this s only a
minor peint, the wording of the proposed change suggests that ‘many elements of renewable
energy proposals are inappropriate’ whereas the wording set out In NPPF is ‘slements of many
renewable energy projects’. We would recommend that the proposad change be amerided to
more closely reflect the wording in the NPPF and that contained within the poiley itself to ensure
consistency across the polley document and with national policy.

Despite the above comments, we support the recognition within the propased ¢hange which
states that "Very special circumstances may include wided envirenmental henefits assdciated

with increased production of energy from renewabie soutces ”



t trust the above comments will be considered as part of the plan process, however If you have
any queries regarding the abave, please do not hesltate ta conlact me.

Yours sincerely

Rachae ping MRTPI
Development Planner.

Direct Dial;
Emai:

Ene. Representation Form



Helen Gregory

From: Rotand Boiton (D SEa.
Sent: 28 December 2012 16:12 o
To: LDF

Subject: YKZDSB-further_surbmissions_v1
Atftachments: YK2058-further_submissions_v1.docx

Please find our comments attached

Rolaind G Bolion
Senior Directer
DLP Planning Lid
11 Paradise Square,
Sheffield, S1 2DE

wiww.dipconsultants.co.uk

This email is confidential and may contain privileged informaticn. It is Intended only for use of the intended recipient. If you received
it by mistake, please notify the author by replying o this email or telephone {0114 225 9180). If you are nof the intended recipient,
you must not print, copy, amend, distribute cr disclese i to anycne else or rely on the contents of this email, and you should
DELETE it from your system. We make every effort to kaep our network free from viruses, but you sheuld check this email and any
attachtments for viruses, as we ean take no respensibility for any virus which may be fransferred by this email. Thank you.

éSave Paper - Do you really need to print this e-mail?
Try not to leave old messages attached unless they are relevant.

»
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Examination ofSelby Core Strategy
Furiher submission on Council’s Position Statement, 7" Set of Proposed
Changes to the Core Strategy

EXAMINATION OF SELBY CORE STRATEGY
Further Submission on 7" Set of Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy

Prepared by
DLP Planning Lid

December 2012



Submissions to the 7" Set of Proposed Changes fo the Core Sfrategy

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to address the issues raised by the 7" set of
Proposed Changes fo the Selby Core Strategy and the accompanying

1.2

1.3

2.1

22

2.3

Council’s Position Statement.

DLP do not consider the Plan that the changes proposed are capable of
making the plan scund and it is maintained that the plan has not been

positively. prepared and is not justified by reference to evidence consistent
with national policy.

DLP’s case as set out in our original representations remains the same and
reference should be made to cur previous submissions including the
implications of the 2010 based population projections.

Minor word changes fo CF1A - PC7.11

12 References to Development Limifs in this document refer to the
Development Limits as defined on the Policies Map. Devefopment Limits will
be reviewed through further Local Flan documents (PC7.8)

In the case of Selby the evidence is that o meet even the proposed level of
tousing of 3,700 dwellings {including the 1,500 dwellingsoutside of the
existing settlement boundary paragraph 5.12) there will need to land identifiad
in the form of a further strategic sites. We have previously suggested that
reference to the site to the North West of Selby as previously identified in
paragraphs 4.16 and 5.12 ofthe Consultation Draft (2010) should be
reinsiated. If is now known that this area is being positively promoted by a
developer (The Gladman Group). The justification of reinserting this reference
is that without it there is no clarity or evidence that the scale of housing
required by the strategy can actually be delivered in Selby.

The most recent evidence in the 2012 SHLAA identifies this site as
PHS/19/023.Appendix 8 suggests that it is capable of delivering some 500
dwellings in the next 15 years. The SHLAA identifies provide a total of 2,791
dwellings to be delivered in Selby during the plan period (appendlx 8). This
compares to the 3,700 minimum required by the plan.

[n light of this evidence it is considered that the minor change needs to be
more positive regarding the action that is to be taken in the following
replacement footnote is suggested;

12 References fo Devefopment Limits in this document refer to the revised
Development Limits which will be defined in fufure Local Plan documents
(PC7.8)

Windfall changes to paragraph 5.28¢

The inclusion of windfall is not considered entirely appropnate for the

following reasons:

a. The previcus rate of windfall cccurred during a different policy regime
first there was no up to date local plan and therefore it would be

expected that a high level of completions would be on unallocated
sites.

b. There was a policy presumption in favour of urban intensification
including develepment in rear gardens.



3.2

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Submissions fo the 7" Set of Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy

¢. The inflated housing market created by the restriction of housing land
supply increased the viability of marginal sites — if the government's
cbjective is for objectively assessed needs to be meet then one can
longer rely upon such high levels of return to bring forward marginal
sites and so the leve! of windfall will be lower.

d. The council in supporting a lower level of housing than suggested by

the latest population and household projections have consistently
made the point that the economic recession is likely to continue for the
whole of the plan peried. This means many of the windfall sites which
raly upon redevelopment or subdivision will simply not be
economically deliverable.

It is accepted that the recessionary pressure will not ast the whole of the plan
period then the level of windfall being suggested might be considered to be
acceptable. If the level of housing remains unaltered then the logic needs to
be consistent and as such there shculd be a much lower level of windfall
consistent with the councils assumptions regarding low levels of demand due
fo the continuing poor performance of the economy.

PC7.14 Proposed changes to paragraph 3.28f, policy CP3 and appendix
x regarding the justification for 450 dwellings a year.

The fact that the councils proposed figure of 450 dwellings cannotreasonably
be considered to the “objectively assed need” as required by paragraph 14 of
the NPPF has been well rehiearsed in other submissions. It is common ground
between parties that the mare recent government projections would require a
higher [evel of dwelling provision. The council and their consultants argument
is with the unreliability of the government's most recent projections — an
argument that to date has been rejected by every other inspecior at
development plan examinations. '

Like other strategies that have been rejected by the inspectorate this housing
figure is not supported by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment that
considers the whole of the housing market. The council readily accept that
Selby is within both the Leeds and York housing markets and yet has
presentad no coordinated evidence on how the needs of this larger housing
market area will be met in full {(see decision on East Hampshire).

The NPPF doss provide a machanism for councils to provide less than their -

objectively assessed need and lower levels of provision can be planned for if
the tests in paragraph 152 are undertaken. The council have not attempted to
Justify the lower figure by reference to these tests.

The NPPF also requires councils to enter into arrangements so that
requirements of the wider housing market area can be met in full (paragraph
179). The council have to date supplied no evidence to how this might be
addressed.

In light of these very serious failings that have caused other examinations to
be abandoned are the words "a minimum of in policy CP2 as proposed by
PC7.14 sufficient to render the plan sound?

[t is understood that the implication is that if sufficient allocations are made to
meet the full 450 dwellings a year then the additional windfall estimated at
over 100 dwelliings a year will resulk in a level of provision close fo that
suggested by the more recent projections (but takes no account of the policy
positions of Leeds and York).

i

)

e



4.7

Submissions fo the 71" Set of Proposed Changes fo the Core Strategy

In this situation it is impeortant to be clear what the known and unknown
windfall elements will count towards and appendix x makes it clear that the
council will intent to count complstions from both sources as meeting the 5
year land supply requirement of 450 dwellings a year this is confirmed by
appendix x paragraph 7 which states:

]

P
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

412

4.13

414

‘Known windfalls’ will, and ‘unknown windfalls™ may confribuie to
thedelivery of the housing target of 450 dpa in some years until the
newalfocations in the Sife Allocations lLocal Plan begin delivering
homes.From that time (after 2015}, the delivery from ‘known windfalls’
willgradually diminish as those sites are buit out and delivery from
newallocations will form the full source of supply fo meef the 450 dpa
targetover the remaining plan period. The ‘unknown windfalls” will confinue
focontribute towards overall housing supply on top of the 450 dpa target.Only
if delivery from the allocated sites falls below the 450 dpa targetwill the
‘unknown windfalls’ contribute {fo meeling a shorifall rather
thanproviding an additional amount.

The level of 450 dwellings per year is clearly being regarded as the
“objectively assessed need” in the context of this plan. This means there will
be liitle pressure for the council to deliver higher levels of provision as they
are clearly relying upon windfall to make up any failure to deliver the plans
allocations as such they are unlikely to resuit in a significant increase in the
level of housing supply.

The provision of a minimum of 450 dwellings against clear evidence of higher
demand is not considered to be sound as it cannot be considered to pass the
tests in paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

Such a plan cannot be “positively prepared” as it simply does not identify the
needs for the area and so the resulting overall level of provision is unknown.

The use of the words “a minimum of' are being suggested to avoid having to
plan for the higher levels of housing required by more recent projections the
resulting distribution will be determined by the over 20% windfall. There is
only limited strategic guidance over the location of windfall it is difficult to
conclude that such a strategy is the most appropriate as one simply does
not know what the final distribution will be.

The evidence of the location of windfalls is thal if they occur in a similar
pattern to that which cccurred recently then they will tend to dilute the
concentration of development into the larger urban areas {appendix x table 2).

The policy cannot be considered effective as there are considerable doubts
regarding the deliverability and location of the windfall element of the policy
which according to the council represents over 20% of the future expected

level of provision. It is alsa clear that there is no effective joint working on
cross boundary issues.

While the plan is clearly not consistent with national policyas regards the
approach fo housing it is recognised that in this transition pericd an inspector
may not wish to reject a plan oufright and that he may weigh the advaniages
of a plan that makes provision for a significant level of additional housing. In
this case the significant increase in the level of housing provision will be
entirely dependent upen the performance of windfall sites.
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6.2

Submissions to the 7" Set of Proposed Changes o the Core Sirategy

It is understood that planning applications have been lodged for [arge sites at
Sherburn in Elmet and East of Selby so unless the strategy seeks to identify
further locations (as suggested by our representations) then there is no real
argument that the positive aspects of providing a plan (by facilitating a
significant increase in housing supply) actually outweighs the plans
inconsistency with national planning policy.

It is our view that the proposed changes do not go far enough to render the
plan sound.

As there are no capacify issues it weuld seem a relatively risk free approach
to simply increase the requirement to that required to meet the most recent
projections in the short term subject to a quick review once a joint SHMA has
been completed for the whole of the market area.

PC7.20 and minor changes to paragraph 5.44h

This paragraph suggests that the council will only take action after 3 years of
continuous undersupply. The problem with this approach is that paragraph 49
of the NPPF would potentially allow appeals as soon as delivery falls below
450 a year if this is a result of there being an insufficient 5 year supply.
Allowing such a situation to perpetuate for three years before starting to react
cannot be considered to be a “positive” approach to planning and is unsound.

This lack of action for 3 years is further compounded by the [engfh of time it
will take to produce a plan to identify further deliverable allocations which,
even in the best intentions, will take 5 years between inception and adopiion.

Although a small change this alteration effectively allows the council some 8
years between identifying a problem of delivery and resolving it.

In considering the appropriateness of this approach one must also consider
that the undersupply is going to be judged against the delivery of 450
dwellings a year (including windfall) which is already significantly below the
most recent government projections.

Conclusion

Having .considered the evidence base in detail and the councils most recent
proposed changes it is considered that the Core Strategy remains unsound
and cannot reasonably be argued fo past the test of soundness as sef out in
paragraph 182 cf the NPPF.

Qur clients have invested considerable time in this process and the councils
failure to adequately address the requirements of the NPPF and their
stubborn refusal to realistically address up to date evidence means that there
can be no advaniage in the inspector allowing this unsound plan te pregress
any further when balanced against the need for a sound plan in accordance
with the NPPF. To allow the plan fo proceed would undermine the approach
the government are seeking to take in respect of planning for heusing as set
out in the NPPF.
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Ryan King _

\
From: Stuart Pashley con behalf of programmeofficer . ‘
i

Sent: 03 December 2012 10:58
To: Helen Gregory; Ryan King

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Attachments: 20970.A3.CH.kb.lirselbycouncil. 121123 pdf |
Hi Helen, Rvan, i

Please find attached Barton Willmore's comments on the 7% set of proposed changes.

Thanks,
Stuart

Stuart Pashley ' ‘
Programme Officer

Mobile: 07976 071909

Please click here to view the Seiby District Core Strategy page of the website.

From: ity Eond [ |
Sent: 03 December 2 0:38 O

To: programmeofficer
Subject: 20970.A3.CH.kb.LtrSelbyCouncil. 121203 - Actionitem:00003:B1UY1

Please find attached a copy of a letter of which a hard copy will follow in tonight's post.

Regards

Kathy Bond
Branch Secretary

Planning . Design . Delivery

bartonwillmore.co.uk
3rd Floor, 14 King Street
Leeds, LS1 2HL

Phone: 0113 2044 777
Web: www.barionwillmore,co.uk

JustGiving’s Workplace Fundraiser of the Year 2012

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

"Infermation contained in this e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may be privileged. It may he read, copled
and used cnly by the addressee, Barfen Willmore accepts no liability for any subsequent alterations or additions
incerporated by the addressee or a third party to the hody text of this e-mail or any attachments. Barton Willmore accept
no responsibility for staff non-cotnpliance with the Barton Willmore IT Acceptable Use Policy.®

06/12/2012



BARTON

By email and pust- to: programmeofficer@selby.gov.uk _ WILLMORE

3" Floor

14 ®ing Streer
Leeds

LS zHL

Mr. Stuart PEShIEY ' , ) T 0113 2044 777
Programme Officer

Selby District Council

Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

North Yorkshire

¥O8 9FT

20970/A3/CH/kb

23 November 2012
Dear Stuart )

SELBY CORE STRATEGY — CONSULTATION ON 7™ SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES AND
ASSOCTATED ANNEXES | ‘

HARWORTH ESTATES LTD, FORMER SELBY MINE SITES AND KELLINGLEY COLLIERY SITE

On behalf of our client Harworth Estates, we set out below our representations o the 7' Set of
Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated Annexes,

Context

Harworth Estates has previously submitted representations to the Selby LDF Core Strategy and Site
Allocations DPDs in respect of the Company’s landheldings within the Selby district as follows:

The Gascoigne Wood Interchange (*The Gascoigne Wood site”);
The Riccall Business Park ("the Riccall site™);

The Whitemoor Business Park (“the Whitemoor site”);

The Former Stillingfleet Mine {“the Stillingfleet site™);

The Former Wistow Mine (“the Wistow site”}; and

Kellingley Colliery (“the Kellingley site”).

in respect of the Core Strategy, Written Statements were submitted and the relevant EIP Hearing
Sessions attended on bhehalf of Harworth Estates in September 2011. Further to the debate at the
Hearing Session on 28" September 2011 in relation to Policy CP9: “Scale and Distribution of
Economic Growth,” the Selby District Council (*the Council”} published & proposed medification to
the Policy which was subsequently supported by Harworth Estates in representations submitted in
February 2012, .

In March 2012, the Coalition Government published the National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF)
which replaced a whole suite of national planning policy statements and guidance notes. The
Council consulted on the implications of the NPPF for the Core Strategy in Apri! 2012 and Barton
Willmore submitted representations on behalf of Harworth Estates.

Representations were also submitted ko the 6™ Set of Proposed Changes and associated
documents and fellowing this Barton Willmore attended the EIP in September 2012 to discuss the
proposed changes.

Cedoietin FEIXIT
) S
=

Barion Yiilmere LLP, & limived lisbility pertaecship Beg:sle ud witwe: Beansheal Faunfivise, Bourne Close, Caivol, Reading, Berksbire, RG31 7BV Registarsd m Cardill Number QC3HIZ592

Bristol Cambridge Cardiff Ebbsfleet Edinburgh Leeds London Manchester Reading Solihull




20970/A3/CH/kb 2 , 23 November 2012

Commients on the 7' Set of Proposed Changes
Comments on Policy CP9 o

Overall Harworth Estates supports the proposed changes to Sectlon C (Rural Econorny) of Pohcy

Pollcy clearer in terms of the nature cf development and sltes thal: the Councrl wull support far
employment uses in rural areas.

In particular, the identification of support for small scale rural development, re-use of existing
buildings and infrastructure, and development of well-designed new buildings is welcomed and is
in line with the suggestions made in representations by Harworth Estates. This approach is
supported hy Paragraph 28 of the NPPF which makes clear that in order to promote a strong rural
economy, plans should suppart the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and
enterprise In rural areas and Paragraph 157 of the NPEF states that Local Plans should plan
positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area.

In his speech io the National House Building Cnunul on 12 November 2012, Deputy Prime
Minister, Nick Clegg, stressed the importance of the need for a more diverse private sector with
entrepreneurs and small and medium sized firms, spread across the Country and an economy
where firms seeking to grow can find the staff.

In order to achieve this, focal planning autherities need to provide flexible and positive Local Plans
which suppart economic development in all areas, not just the major citles and towns.

Notwithstanding the above, it is noted that the types of uses previously listed under Section 2
_included résearch and low carbon/renewable energy generation and these uses are no longer listed
-under the revised policy wording. The Council has not justified why these types of uses have now
been excluded. In line with the recognition at Paragraph 28 of the NPPF, that all types of business
and enterprise should be supported, it is considered that the Policy should be revised as follows in
order to be compliant with national plarining pollcy, positively prepared and therefore sound:

"y Rural fourism and leisure dévelopments, reséarch, low carbon/renewable energy
generation, smafl scale rural offices or other smalf scale rural devefopment.” :

Commerits Annex F Proposed revised Policy CP9 & Text post-September 2012 FIP

Paragraph 6.26 makes reference to PPS4 which has now been replaced by the NPPF. The reference
shduld therefore be removed,

The supporting text to Pelicy CP9 states that the Council supports the reuse of the former
Gascoighe Wood mine for uses linked to the existing rail infrastructure at the site. This is
supported by Harworth Estates, as too Is the recognition at paragraph 6.29 of the former mine
sites at Whitemoor and Riccaif as Iocatlons for meeting the needs of existing indlgenous
. employment. .

Paragraph 6.29 alsc refers to the Stillingfleet and Wistow sites describing them. as “remaote” and
“not considered suitable for re-use for large scale of intensive eccnomic activities.” It is noted
that the previous reference described the sites as "more remote” which is considered to be more
accurate in the context of their comparison with the. Whitemoor and Riccall sites. The Stillingfleet
and Wistow sites are no more remote than many other sites located within rural areas of the Selby
distriet.

Whi'fst paragraph 5.30 implies that re-use of these former mine sites would be acceptabla
(provided that mining legacy issues are considered and no public safety issues arise from their

Al Bartor YWsllinuig stxtianery w8 poducsd usag recyeled or FSC faper sod vegatable ou based inks

Plaruag | Ma:lerpl 'Fmﬁﬂ & trban Desgn | Architecturg | Landscape Flannng & Design | Proyect Mane s‘erncnl & Cast Consultancy | Envronmental & Sustanatiny Assessmenms | Grophis O ‘_,L_\E" | Enzagemei't ‘



20970/A3/CR/kb 3 23 November 2012

beneficial re-use), given that the specific reference to former mine sites has now been excluded
from Policy CP9, It is not clear what type of activifies/uses would be supported at the sites.
Accordingly, In order to provide clarity cross reference should be made in the supporting text to
the relevant sectlons of Policy CP9 as follows:

“Tha remaining two former mine sites at Stillingfleet and Wistow are mere remote and are not
considered suitable for re-use for latge scale or intensive economic activitfes. The types of uses
that may be considered suitable are thase set out Section C of Policy CP9 which apply to
rural areas.” :

Commenis on Policy CP14

Further changes are now also proposed to Policy CP14 (low carbon and renewable energy). These
changes are in line with Harworth Estates’ previous representations and discussion at the EIP in
September and amongst other things, the Policy now reflects the NPPF in relation to renewable
energy projects in the Green Belt.

Harworth Estates therefore supports the proposed changes on the basis that they are considered
to be sound ‘and consistant with national planning policy.

However, further clarity is requested In respect of heading ‘B’. Currently Policy 14 as worded
suggest that the Council wili anly support community-led initiatives for renewable and low carbon
energy developments being taken forward through neighbourhood plans. There is no support
offerad to schemes heing brought forward by the private sector.

It is not clear whether the criterion set out under this header applies to all development proposals
or just those which are community-led initiatives. It is presumed that the criteria should apply to
all renewable and low carbon energy developments including that brought forward by the private
sector, however, thé policy is currently ambiguous because the paragraph fs under heading B. It is
therefore suggested that it is amended as follows:

“8, The Coupcil will support community-fed initiatives for renewable and Jew carbon energy
devefopments being taken forward through neighbourfiood plans. including those outside any
fdentified suitable areas.

C. All development ﬁroposals for new sources of renewable energy and low-catbon energy
generation and supporting infrastructure must meet the folfowing criteria...”

D. schemés may utifise...”

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge this letter as ‘duly made’ and keep us informed at
all future stages of the Local Plan process. In the meantime, should you have any further queries
please do not hesitate ta contact me cn the above telephona number.

Yours sincerely

CLAIRE HARRON
Assaciate

Enc: Completed Comments Form

Cc: Tim Love Marworth Estates Limited
Adam Murray Harworth Estates Limited

Bristol Cambridge Cardiff Ebbsfleet Edinburgh Leeds London Manchester Reading Sofihull
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Moving forward willh purgose

—

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

The Core Strategy has been subject to Examination by an independant !nspector at hearings in
I September 2011, Aptil 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 Chahges to the Submission Draft Core Strategy in
accordance with the revised timetable {available at www.selby.gov.uk/CoreSirategyEIP).

The Council is therefore publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consulfaiion between 12 November and 28 Decemnber 2012,

The Submission Draft of the Core Strategy (May 2011) takes into account views gathered at the
previous stages of consulation. The September 2011, April 2012 and September 2012 ElPs have
already heard the duly made representations on the Submission Draft Core Sirategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage (January 2011) and subsaquent consulfation on the
previous B sets of Propcsed Changes (January and June 2012). This is not 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 Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appraisal
Addendum Report.

- Please complete separate copies of Part 8 of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on the "{ests of soundness® and indicate if you are objectmg an a
legal compliance issue.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Friday 28 December 2012

Email to: df@selby gov.u uk
‘Faxto: 01757 292229

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

Page 1 ¢cf4



Part A

The Tasts of Soundness

The independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plari kias beén prepared in accardance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether itis sound, The tests ta
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework {NPPF} (Match 2012]) and states a sound Core Strategy should ber

Positively prepared
«the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet cbjectively assessed

development and infrastructure recquirements, including unimet requirements from neighbouting
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 reasonabie

alternatives, based on proportlonate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable ovér its pertod and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary

strategic pricrities; and

Consistant with national poiicy :
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable developmeént in aceordance with the pnhaes inthe

Eramework,

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details : Agents Details ¢f appifcable)
Name TIM LOVE : CLAIRE HARRCN
Orgariisation [HARWORTH ESTATES LIMITED h BARTON WILLMORE
Address  |C/O BARTON WILLMORE 3RO FLOOR, 14 KING STREET, LEEDS, LSt 2HL
Telephene No. 0113 204 4777
Email addres E—

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electroni caf!'y;

‘r’au only need to complete this page ance, if you msh to make moré than one representatmn,'
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4)} ta 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 an the Published Schedule, CD2g) ta which
this repraesentation refers to:

PC7.23, PC7 .26, PCT.27 AND PCY.28

Question 1; Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes OO0 No

1.2 Sound D Yas Na

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

Quastion 2: [f you consider the Proposed Changais unsound, please identify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
[1 2.2 Justified
2,3 Effective

B4 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

SEE SEPERATE LETTER DATED 30TH NOVEMEER 2012

Continue overfeaf
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© Question 3 continued

{Continue on d separate sheet i subrmitting o herd copy)

Question4:  Can your representation seeking a change be considared by written
reprasentations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?
1 - 41 Wiitten Representations 4.2 Attend Exarnination

43  lfyouwish 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, howeveér, attendance at the Examingtion in

Public is by invitation only).

HARWORTH ESTATES WISHES TO CONTINUE TO ATTEND THE EIP TO DISCUSS ITS REPRESENTATIONS WITH THE INSPECTOR
IN RESPECT OF THE WORDING OF POLICY CP2 AND THE SUPPORTING TEXT,

{Contintia o a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

. Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | undersiarnd 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.

| agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.
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Moving forward with purpose

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
‘eptember 2011, April 2012 and September 2012.

The independent Inspéctor adjourned the Examination in Public (EIP) until 27 February 2{]13 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 publishing further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy,
for consultation betiweéen 12 November and 28 December 2012.

The Submission Diaft of the Coré Strategy (May 2011) takes into account views gathered atthe
previous stages of consultation, The September 2011, April 2012 and September2012 EIPs have
already heard the duly made representations on the Subimission Draft Core. Strategy which were
submitted during the formal Publication stage (January 201 1) and subseguent consuitation on the

previous G sets of Proposed Changes (Jahiuary and June 2012), THis is not another opportunity to
make further representatiohs on those matters.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on‘the 7th Set of Proposed
! Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Further Sustainability Appralsal
“ddéndum Report

Piease complete separate copies of Part B of 1h|s form for each of your separate representations. I
would be helpful if you. could focus on the “tests of soundnéss™ and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issué.

Completed representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than Spm on Friday 28 December 2012

LI O U I S I S

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk

Faxto: 01757 292229

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

The Testsof 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 requurements and whiether it s sound. The teststo.
consider whether the plan is "sound' are explaitied under patagraph 182 of the National Plahhing Policy

| Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should bes

| Positively prepared
-the plan should be prépared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objeciively assessed
developiment and infrastructure requirements, mcludmg unmietrequiremenits from neighbouring:
authofities where it is reasonable to do so and consistént with achieving sustainable developmeni;

Justified

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

Effective

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

Conisistent with national policy | _
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustairiable development in accordance with the policies in the

Framework.

Contact Details {only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Name

Crganisation

Address

Telephone No.

Persgnal Details

Agents Deitails (ifapplicable)
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tt will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to compiete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach adclitional copies of PartB (pages 3-4) to. this part of the representation formi.
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Part B {please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) foreach representation) e

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

PCT1D Pave 4-47 (CPIA) |

Question1: Doyou consu:ler the Proposed Change iss

1.1 Legally compliant I E’/ Mo : 1
1.2 Sound [l Yes M No

if you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to Q2. [n all other circumstances, please go to Q3.

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

[1 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify jiist ohe test for this representation)

[ 2:2 Justified |
@é Effective |

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy ,

Question3; Pléase gwe details of why you consider the Propnsed Change is not Iegally .
_compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(sj you consider

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

Res;dentrai devefopment. i m Secoridary Villages.. unless ft compnses the filling of a smail liner gap
In an otherwise buitt up residential fromage or conversion/radsveloprient of a farmstead.’

1) 2typos: ‘liner should be 'linear’ & built up’ should be 'built-up’

2) My solicitor tells me that it is impossibla to enforce a law or rule or policy that doés not have
defined limits in space andfor time. There has to be a measurement otherwise it is a matter of
undefined opinion as to the: definition of 'gap’. This: will lead to moere inconsisiency between;
planning officers’ intérpretations. within the same office. | asked thé lLead Planning Ofﬁcer
recently what his interpretation was of a small linear gap and he said big enoughi for one house,
but | was later left wondering if he meant a mid-terrace house or a grand mangion. | would
suggest a maximurh gap of 100m from boundary to boundary; otherwise the 'gap’ is aciually
parkland. A good illustration of the preblem Is the garden of Ravenséroft (15, Back Lanhe,!
Bilbrough) which is more than 100m including the veg patch (see app. 2012/0080/FUL which'
‘went months over target and was only decided by the Chaimman in a casting vote on 12/9/2012).

I the: 100m fimit was ificorporated into your wording, the officers, agents and dévelopers will
know what is potential building plot, and what is parkland or open field.
¥

Continué overleal !
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Quiestion 3 eontinued » ‘ T

3) After app: 2012/0431/FUL was approved on 41712012, you need to inchude wording.that rriakes it

" clear that ‘a small linsar gap’ includes those at the end of a linear frontage, while still being.
within the Defined Village Limit. The officer accepted the agent's argument that this position was
equally as valid as a gap in the middle of a lingar fronfage. He approved the application without:
going to commiittes: - after NPPF, &ven though the same design and volume was refused on
23/42/2011. The building was 273% bigger in volume than the chalet bungalow it was replacing.

| therefore suggsst this revised wording:

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

Question 4: Can your répresentation seeking a change be considered by written | |
| representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? .
41 Written Represeniations Cl 4.2 Attend Examination

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

(Contiritié on a separate stieet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

@"ragfé_\e with this statement and wish to subimit the above representation for consideration,

ouea | 78/ Jaora
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Ryan King . et
From: Mawson, Sarah ([N

Sent: 18 December 2012 09:52

To: Idf

Cc: Ford, Neville

Subject: Core Strategy further changes consuitation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for consuliing Wakefield Council on the Selby Core Strategy —further changes. Following
consultation with Members at the LDF Sounding Board | can confirm that Wakefield Council has no
comments to make on the document at this stage.

Yours faithfully
Sarah Mawson

Project Leader, Spatial Policy

Sarah Mawson
Spatial Policy
WMDC Planning Services

The WMDC Disclaimer can he found at:

hitp:/hww . wakefield.gov. uk/Siteinformation/E-MailDisclaimer/default. him

This message has been scanned for malware by SurfControl ple. www.surfeontrol.com

2171212012







Andrew McMillan 1)

From: mick rocs (MMM

Sent: 28 December 2012 17:26 . o
To: LDF

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

Hi

I have been trying to send a comment on the above form but was not able to do so' it kept saying the e-
mail address was not availble,

| have copied my comment below and | would ask that this be submitted.
Thank You

Mick Rhodas

Mr M Rhodes
Peartree House
Rawfield Lane
Fairbumn
Knotfingley
WF11 9LD

Mr M Rhodes 281122012

I wish to make a comment regarding Fairburn being made a SECONDARY VILLAGE, rather
than a DESIGNATED SERVICE VILLAGE.

Fairburn needs to be a Designated Service Village. Selby Council has always supported this and i
can ses no reason for this change. The only thing that seems to be problem with sonie people in
the village is the amount of future housing being built if we were o remain a Designated service
Village, there has been speculation that over 200 houses wonld be built. It is quite clear from the
SADPD that Fairburn would only be allocated 2 sites, for up to 34 new houses to be built over
the plan period and i believe that Fairburn would be able to accommodate these quite easily.

Selby Council were asked at an earlier EIP to look again af the status of Fairburn which they did
and still came up with the same result, that Fairburn should remain a Designated Service Village,
they based their answers on the information they had and the National Planning Policy
Frameworlk, no new information has been brought up so i cannot inderstand this change of
direction. : :

We dont have a Village Shop or a Post Office and only a limited Bus Service, but this is the case
in many villages and should nof be used as an excuse to downgrade the village status, instead
things need to be put in place, so in future years some of these services might be brought back
into the village. What we do have is a thriving schaol and Community Centre, if we were to
become a Secondary Village, then in time, even these might be at risk which would be
devastating for the community.

Fairburn needs some limited growth to make sure that housing is available for those people who

. |
want to stay here or indeed those who would like to move here. I would ask the Council and the |
Inspector to look again at the status of Faitbrun and keep it as a Designated Service Village. ' |

02012013






Pagelofl -
Helen Gregory ‘ S 5 ;
From: Marjorie Swales (NG
Sent: 28 December 2012 12.00
To: LDF
Subject: Local. Development Plan

Aitachments: Selby DC letter 7th changes[1]Swales.docx

Beat-Sit;

Please see attached letter re iocal development plan.
Yours faithfully,

P D Swales

P R Swales



Bay Horse Farm,
Rawfield Lane,
Fairbumn,
Knottingley,
WF118LD

28" December 2012
-~

To The Inspector, Selby DC Submission Draft Core Strategy 7™ Set Propased Changes.

We would first like to tell the Inspector that the 7™ set of proposed changes are unsound and probably unlawfull as it
is not providing for the need for development in many of the villages including Fairburn, therefore it is at adds with
NPPF 14 that states there Is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Selby DC is proposing to concentrate the vast majority of development on Selby, Tadcaster, Sherburn, Brayton,
Thorpe Willoughby and Barlby/Osgodby when it should be seeking to disperse development to bath help sustain
rural villages and their services and not worsen the overload of aforementioned seitlements with infrastructure
deficit that already exists, eg. The lack of recreational/sporis halls, swimming facilities etc etc,

Much of this land is also waterlogged and suffers from surface ponding and should not ever be built on as this will
only worsen flooding and drainage prablems this also applies to villages such as Cawood, Ulleskelf, Church Fenton
and other low lying villages.

The towns and villages on the magnesian iimestone ridge running from Tadcaster in the north of the district to Kirk
Smeaton in the south of the disirict do not have that problem as the land Is free dralning and they are therefore
more cuited to development as per NPPF section 10,

Fairburn was a designated sustainable village throughout the previous Selby DC plans and all the way through this
plan until proposed 7™ changes, that makes no sense, we and everyane who we have spokan to Is disgusted with
Fairburn being removed from the list of desighated service villages and demand that it be reinstated immediately as
a Designated Service Village.

Fairburn needs development it has been restricted for tao long by the village envelope being drawn too tightly
around the village and Selby DC restricting what would be sustainable development in the viilage.

Proposed Core Strategy 4.3900 states, ‘Define the Green Belt Boundary using landmarks and features that are easily
identifiable ona map and on the ground’ we ask whose map? Maps are often incorrect and out of date, it should use
NPPF 85 that says "define boundaties clearly using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.’

Reparding Annex D we consider it to be unsound as it is including windfalls in the projections when it should not
include windfalls for the firsi ten years according to the MPPF. Also the figure of 450 dpa is way toa low as Selby DC
should be planning far at least 620 dpa not including windfalls to meet demand that has been restricted in the past
and according to the 2011 Census can be expected in the plan periad.

Selby DC is counting windfalls already granted planning permission and future windfalls towards the overall total and
is therefore restricting development and not following the ‘Golden Thread’ of the NPPF of a prasumption in favaur of
sustainable development. )

Selby DC has always sought to restrict numbers to around 450dpa, in the last plan 2005, the figure they used was
440dpa, nothing changes!

Yours sincerely
P D Swales

P B Swales




)
Helen Gregory
From: :
Sent: 28 December 2012 16:01
To: LDF
Subject: Draft Core Strategy

Dear Helen Gregory,

Thank you for your [etter of 12th November informing Ledsham Parish Council of propesed further
changes to the Selby District Council core strategy. The Parish Council has considered the c.hanges and
has no comments to make on them.

Following on from ihe above could | ask that future correspendence to Ledsham PC is sent to the address
at the bottern of this e-mail and not to Mr B Bennett, Schaool House, Holyrood Lane, Ledsham, Leeds,
LS255LL.

Yours sincerely

~Chris Pilkington

Clerk to Ledsham Parish Council

41 The Oval, Notton, Wakefield, West Yorkshire, WF4 2NX
Tel: —






