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Ms Helen Gregory — Policy Officer
Selby District Couneil

05 July 2012

Dear Ms Gregory

Selby District LDF = Further Proposed Changes (6" Set) to Submission Draft Core
Strateqy :

Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above.

Having reviewed the above document, proposing modifications in light of the publication of
the NPPF, | have the following brief comments to make:

PC6.15 — Objective 15

The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of a reference in this objective to the need to
protect natural resources including safeguarding known locations of minerals resources, in
line with paragraph 143 of the NPPF. The duty fo ensure appropriate consideration of
non-mineral development proposals within mineral safeguarding areas (MSA) applies to all
LPAs, not just to MPAs; therefore this modification is necessary. Whilst there are no
surface coal resources within Selby, there is an active deep mine at Kellingley Colliery,
which is likely to form part of the MSA defined by the Norih Yorkshire Minerals and Waste
Development Framework.

PC6.81 — Policy CP12

The Coal Authority supports the addition of criterion ) to Part A of Policy CP12, in line with
paragraph 120 of the NPPF. There is a limited legacy of past coal mining activity within
Selby that poses a potential risk to the stability of new development, in the form of 15
recorded mine entries and geological weaknesses (fissures).

The Coal Authority has previously provided GIS data of this coal mining legacy to the
Council's Development Management Department in order fo highlight those development
proposals that will need to be accompanied by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment and for
which consultation with The Coal Authority is required. For this reason The Coal Authority
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considers it important that the potential for local land instability is acknowledged within the
Selby Core Strategy.

We look forward to 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 hyperlink -
which is emailed to our generic email address and links to the document on your website.

Alternatively, please mark all paper consultation documents and correspondence for the
attention 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.

Yours sincerely
Mart Faison

Mark E. N. Harrison g.4.iHons), DipTP, MRTP!
Planning Liaison Manager
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Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council

Homes &
Communities
Agency

Civic Centre
Doncaster Road
Selby

YOB SFT

19 July 2012

Dear Policy and Strategy Team

Selby District Local Development Framework (LDF)
Further Proposed Changes (6™ set) to the Submission Core Strategy

Thank you for requesting comments from the Homes and Communities

Agency (HCA), the national housing 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
further comments to add to our original response as consultee to make at
this stage of the consultation process.

Yours faithfully

David Curtis
Director
North East, Yorkshire and The Humber

Homes and Communities Agency
2nd Floor, Lateral, 8 City Walk, Leeds,LS11 9AT

0300 1234 500
homesandcommunities.co.uk






SELBY CORE STRATEGY - FATRBURN
RESPONSE TO THE 6™ SET OF CHANGES

STATEMENT BY R WILSON

Following the EIP in April 2012, the Inspector asked SDC to
reconsider certain changes to the Core Strategy. One of these
changes related to downgrading Fairburn from a DSV to a
Secondary Village, taking into account evidence presented at the
EIP by the Parish Council and myself. It was agreed that there had
been errors in the evidence and methodclogy which had resulted in
Fairburn being wrongly classified as a DSV. The Officers of SDC
presented a report to an Extraordinary Meeting of the Council on
the 29" May 2012 which stated -

"April EIP Inspector asked the Council to further consider its
position on these 3 villages in the light of new evidence”

“Officers have reviewed the evidence base and Council’s case and
recommended changes”

and recommended that-

“Further evidence agreed after September EIP regarding level of
services and poor access to public transport means Fairburn no
fonger meets DSV criteria ~ change to Secondary Village.”

The Extraordinary Council Meeting was not well attended and no
new evidence was presented and yet the Council resolved not to
support the Officers’ recommendation, citing Paras. 55 and 70 of
the NPPF for not so doing. It should be noted that the NPPF was
taken into consideration by the various parties at the EIP. Briefly,
paragraphs 55 and 70 of the NPPF state that the “focation of
housing should be where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of
rural communities”. The relevance of that paragraph is not
immediately clear to me when the matter under consideration is
whether Fairburn should be a DSV or a Secondary Village.

The report to Council claims that that Para. 70 of the NPPF says that
“planning policies should guard against the unnecessary loss of
valued facilities and services particufarly when this would reduce the
community’s ability to meet day to day needs”. Generally, the
report at Paras.8.3 - 8.8 claims that expansion will maintain and
even promote new services.

In recent years Fairburn has undergone considerable expansion of
mixed housing types. For example, there have been development



 sites of 11, 18, 25, 13 and 15. This totals 82 new houses and flats
plus a number of single dwellings which brings the total to near
100. This represents an increase of more than 35%.

I now would like to consider the impact that this very considerable
expansion has had on services:
= A general shop CLOSED
Post Office and shop CLOSED
Replacement Post Office and shop CLOSED
Butcher’s shop CLOSED
Bay Horse Pub CLOSED
Youth Club UNDER THREAT OF CLOSURE
Mobile Library WITHDRAWN
Bus service to nearest local town, Castleford, WITHDRAWN
Dedicated bus service to Micklefield Station
(York/Selby/Leeds Line} WITHDRAWN
» The agreed existing level of public transpott is POOR

On the plus side, the Primary School now enjoys the highest level of
- pupil numbers for many years and is not in need of expansion.
However, it should be noted that, because of site restraints, there is
no room for the school to expand. The Community Centre was
provided and maintained by the local community. It is thriving and
manages to return a financial surplus and is not in need of
expansion as it has already proved to be sustainable.

It is clear that when reaching their conclusion the Council took no
- notice whatsoever of the evidence, if indeed it was ever brought to
their attention.

The report wrongly claims “Whilst recognising that the PO/shop has
since closed this could be seen as a temporary result of the current
economic climate and other shops may welf open.”

The closure cannot be regarded as temporary as, over the years,
two attempts to maintain a PO/shop have failed. The original
PQ/shop closed and was converted into two dwellings. The closure
was followed some two years later by the conversion of a house into
a PO/shop. Because of the large number of steps, a lift for the
disabled was installed. This PO/shop failed after 2 years and was
subsequently converted into two flats and the lift removed. This
cannot be seen as a “temporary” as claimed by the Council. The
assessment of its status acknowledged that “the village requires
improved bus services”. This is unlikely to happen as Fairburn is on
a circular route and the contribution it makes in passenger numbers
to the total route is negligible. Expansion on the scale proposed. will
have no impact whatsoever on improving bus services.



A further reason given by the Council for opposing the Officers’
recommendation is that “New evidence was put forward at various
stages by third parties relating to water (should have read sewage)
infrastructure capacity which have been dealt with by Yorkshire

Vater.”

This matter has not been dealt with and the statement is incorrect.
On 10™ May 2012, I wrote to the EIP informing them that once
again there had been a sewage spillage on Silver Street and
Yorkshire Water had to jet the drains in order to unblock them. This
was in spite of earlier assurances given by Yorkshire Water to local
residents that the matter had been deait with (see my letter dated
10" May 2012).

The current position on housing growth in Fairburn is that approval
was granted for 14 dwellings some 4-5 years ago. Because of lack
of interest, to date, no start has been made on that development.
Recently a further 9 dwellings were granted planning permission.
These two approvals alone meet the 23 dwellings allocated to
Fairburn over the plan period, therefore there can be no need to
review the Green Belt as both sites lie within the village envelope.

CONCLUSION

The NPPF gives no reason to change the conclusion reached and
agreed by all parties at the EIP, nor does it change the Council’s
initial assessment policy. There is a striking lack of evidence offered
by the Council as to why they should not support the Officers’ clear
recommendation. Indeed, the reasons stated are incorrect, not
evidence-based and biased. It must be obvious to anyone, in the
case of Fairburn, that Councillors, having made a decision regarding
the DSV status, albeit on incorrect and misleading information, are
now unwilling to change it. They now seek to manipulate the tests
to fudge and invent reasons in order to justify their misguided
decision. Should this be allowed to happen, then the assessment
process will not have been applied fairly across the District which is
a basic requirement of the process. Only Fairburn appears to have
been subjected to this flawed process whilst other non-DSV
settlements have been treated in accordance with the agreed
method of assessment. If this is allowed to happen, then the
process will be UNSOUND.

We therefore appeal to the Inspector to put this matter right in
order to bring consistency and fairness to the Core Strategy.

Please note that I wish to attend and contribute to the EIP on 5%
September 2012.

Roy Wilson MBE 19" July 2012
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Forin

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It

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

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

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

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

s

[ 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 1s 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 ptan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirernents, 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 approprlate 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,

il- R

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, If appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (f applicable)
Name SaaoifeR HADLAND
. Tuoées Diedesao | -
Organisation CORED OF FINMICE SMMTHS Geve.
C/e> ALENDT 26 OIS 2oAD
Address e Ulr e
DA FIX
Telephone No. O3S eLZA6E6
Email address "arvix&r. M\O‘.v@@jbrh‘tkh%{jreﬂc_o.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an emall address so wa can contact you elactronically,

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

Page 2 of 4



Part B [please use aseparate sheet {pages 3-4) for each representatian)

Please identify the Propesed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f} to which

this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant 27 Yes L1 Ne

1.2 Sound ] Yes i Mo

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

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
Ei’f.Z Justified
[ 2.3 Effective

[l 2.4 Consistent with natlonal policy

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

PLeAse Bee avAacHed sHeaes

K-

Continue overleaf
Page 3 cf4




- Question 3 continued

{Continue 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
exarination?

" 4.1 Written Representations 'l 4,2 Attend Examination

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

® /A

(Continue on a separaie sheet if submitting a hard copy}

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledgs 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 fransparent process.

[g/[a/gree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for cansideration.

o |
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Selby District Council - Submission Drait Core Strategy
Further Proposed Changes 6" Set

Introduction
We act on behalf of York Diocesan Board of Finance (YDBF) in respect of their
landhaldings across the district of Selby.

We have the following comments to make with regard to the Submission Draft
Core Strategy Further Proposad Changes 6th Set consultation:

Tests of Soundness

As stated in the Submission Draft Core Strategy, there are more than 60 villages
and hamlets located throughout the District and there does need to be a level of
acceptance that many people are going to have to travel outside of the District
far employment on account of the district’s rural nature.

Althcugh YDBF welcomes the assertion that the majority of new development will
be focused towards the Principal Town of Selby (and the other market towns) it is
vital that the Council do not restrict future developrnent throughout the rest of
the district. The Council should not seek to obstruct the growth of the rural
economy. Rural settlements are crucial to achieving economic growth through a
stable and self sustalning population, employment opportunities and a range of
well supported local services, Although the document states that about 60% of
the District’s population lives In the mare rural parts of the district, there are
concerns that these communities are not going to benefit from this plan period.

Other than concern over the flexitility of the Core Strategy with regard to
development in and around the more rural settlements, there is general support
from YDBF in respect of the 6" set of Proposed Changes. It is considered that the
proposed changes ensure that the complex (and possibly more restrictive)
elementis of some policies have been removed. The praposed changes in respact
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are considered to comply with
the overall ‘golden thread’ of the NPPF which is the ‘Presumption in favour of
sustainable develapment’.

PC&.11 - Duty to Caoperate
It is considered that the proposed changes to Chapter 2 with regard to 'Duty to
Cooperate’ complies with the NPPF, particularly paragraphs 178 - 182. We
consider that the Council has fulfilled its duty to cooperate on cross boundary
issues in developing the Plan.

PC6.18 = New Policy LP1

We suppott, in principle, Policy LP1 as a new policy, as it focuses on the NPPF
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’. It is vital that the Council
supports and delivers sustainable and suitable development when opportunities
present themselves.

A positive appreach to planning is vital if the document is to comply with the
NPPF. It is important that the Core Strategy and future Local Plan enables the
Council's Planning Team to work proactively with landowners and developers o
ensure development is deliverable and therefore improve the economic, social,
and environmental conditions of the District.



PC6.24 — Isolated Homes in the Countryside
We support the additional text to paragraph 4.29 of the Core Strategy as this

complies with the MPPF, particularly paragraph 55 of the new framework. The
reuse of existing yet redundant or disused buildings is an important element of
the NPPF and should be set out In the local Plan to support the rural economy.

In addition, we consider traditional, agricultural buildings within YDBF's ownership
to be non designated historical assets to the countryside. They form historicat
Importance to the landscape. We therefora consider Core Principle 12 of the NPPF
also important as it sets out national planning pelicies on the copservation and
enhancement of the historic environment. As set out at paragraph 126 of the
NPPF, Local Planning Autharities should “recognise that hetitage assets are an
irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their
significance”. The NPPF also states that Local Planning Authorities should take
into account the desirabllity of sustaining and enhancing the significance of
heritage assets and putting them to vlable uses consistent with their
conservation, particularly when determining a planning application (paragraph
131).

Furthermore, as set out at paragraph 135 of the NPPF (Core Principle 6), "the
effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset
should be taken inte account in determining the application". Historic assets
{designated or not) are a non renewable resource and Intelligently managed
change may sometimes be necessary if heritage assets are to be maintained for
the long term. To ensure the conservation and long term protection of the unused
traditional agricultural bulldings within YDBF’s ownership, their conversion Into a
suitable alternative use would secure this. It is not viable to leave the bulldings in
their current conditions as this would inevitably lead to their deterioration over
time,

We believe it is vital that heritage assets (designated or not) are put to an
apprapriate and viable use. The continued use of these buildings will contribute to
our knowledge and understanding of our past by ensuring that opportunities are
taken to capture evidence from the historic environment, particularly where a
heritage asset Is to be changed / Tmpacied upon. Keeping buildings in an
apprepriate use also aveids the consumption of building materials 2nd energy and
the generation of waste from the construction of replacement buildings. We
therefore consider that the conversion of the unused, traditienal, agricultural
buildings throughout YDBF’'s landholding would comply with the NPPF and should
be incorporated into the Local Plan. It is important to support the conversion of
unused agricultural buildings to ensure re-use of existing fabric, minimise waste,
and utilise an existing footprint. Reuse of existing footprints will have no
additional adverse impact on the surrounding area as It will not result in any
encroachment into the open countryside.

PC6.40 ~- Phasing of Development :
Although phasing was introduced into the policy to help direct growth throughout

the Plan period, it could be considered as a restrlctive element of the Policy,
particularly considering the current economic climate.

The actual delivery of development should be supported and not hindered by
potential restrictions such as phasing and therefore limiting the numbers of units
that can be delivered in a specific timeframe. The Council need to boost the
supply of housing being delivered and conktinue to promaote and support future
development. Any necessary phasing can be monitored on a site by site basis via
the planning application process.



PC6.50 — Previously Developed Land {(PDL) Targets ‘

We support the deletion of the reference to PDL targets ThIS ensures cunmstency
umH'\ Hﬂa MRPE_ Tt i it z . . 3 I

realistic in terms of delivery.

PC6.55 - Affordable Housing

It is understood that affordable housing is an.Important element in the overall
delivery of housing; however, it Is considered that a scheme of ten units as a
minimum threshold is too low for providing affordable housing. We would strongly
question the economic viabliity of schemes when this threshold Is applied. The
Council’s main priority should unequivocally be to ensure that inflexible
contributions do not lead to a scheme becoming unviable and therefore not
deliverable.

Affordable housing is not the only development that the smailer settlements
need, It s acknowledged that affordable housing is necessary, however, due to
the viability of such development, the overall choice of housing will be affected in
the smaller settlements as new housing choice (market or affordable) will not he
provided.

Flexibility should be included in the affordable housing policy to ensure that future
development opportunities are not impeded by unrealistic affordable housing
requirements or cther planning obligations, The Council needs te ensure that
development will be realistically delivered during this plan period.

Rural exception sites are proposed in the Core Strategy DPD. In our experience,
however, we would suggest that very limited sites will be brought forward and be
developed via this policy. There is currently very little incentive for landowners to
release their land for the development of an ‘exceptions’ site. We therefore
support Proposed Change number PC6.55 which reflects paragraph 54 of the
NPPF that LPA’s should consider market housing In rural exception schemes to
ensure viabllity and dalivery of housing sites.

We would also urge the Council to accept the need for offsite provision of
affordable housing where appropriate. This should be built into the policy text.

Market and affordable housing, along with employment opportunities, are

required in all settlements to ensure vitality and viability of the existing
communities.

PC6.57 & PC6.58 — Rural Housing Exception Sites

We support the deletion of the reference to settlements with less than 3000
population so that Policy CP6 now applies to all settlements. With this change and
wlth the potential for including some market housing as part of an ‘exceptions
site’, we may see an increase in the delivery of affordable housing throughout the
District. Affordable housing Is currently not being delivered due to viability issues
and the changes to this policy may help resolve the viability and deliverability of
such sites, therefore helping the district meet its affordable housing rnieed and
targets.

PC6.71 — PC6.76 — Rural Diversification

It Is Important for the Core Strategy to promote continued economic
diversification within the rural areas of the District as well as focusing on the
economy of town and village centres. It is also vital to support rural regeneration
by diversifying and strengthening the rural economy.



Maintaining existing businesses and encouraging new businesses helps diversify
rural employment opportunities, maintain the viablllity of smaller settlements and
reduce the need for local people to travel longer distances for work.

We therefore suppart the deletion of Policy CP10 and the proposed amendments
to Policy CPO.

Conclusion :
YDBF particularly support future development in the followlng settlements and
support their designation as Principal Towns, Local Service Centres and
Designated Service Villages.

Selby;

Sherburn in Elmet;
Thorpe Willoughby;
Hemingbrough;
Brayton;

Carlton;

South Milford;
Cawood;
Hambleton
Fairburn; and
Monk Fryston

YDBF would also like to see some growth in the smaller settlements which have
not been identifled in the Settlement Hierarchy for future growth as it is
important to enable development for communities across the district.

These settlements represent focuses for ministry within the Diocese of York within
the Selby District area and, as such, the Church of England would wish to support
growth and investment into these communities.

It iz submitted that the Council should not seek to hinder the growth of the rural
economy, Small rural settlemenis are central te achieving economic growth
through a stable and self sustaining population, employment opportunities and a
range of well supported local services. We suggest that the Council give due
consideration to permitting a degree of new development in the smaller rural
settlements to retain and erhance their character,

In conclusion, we support the proposed changes to the Core Strategy in respect
of the recently published NPPF. We consider this pravides the necessary flexibility
for meeting need and demand for a variety of development.

Notwithstanding this, the Councll needs to ensure that this flexibillty Is present in
all the Local Plan documents and that the rural cemmunities continue to have
development opportunitias to prevent them from becoming stagnant leading to
further local services and facilities being forced to close. Rural settlernents are
just as important to the Selby Districk as the principal towns and this should be
represented throughout the forthcoming Plan.

3. Had!and « HRERAT
July 2022
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Civic Centre, Our Ref; HD/P5342/03
Doncaster Road

SELBY Your Ref:

MNorth Yorkshire

YOB8 9FT Date: 12/07/2012
Dear Sirs,

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

| refer to the recent|y~publi§hed Sixth Set of Proposed Changes which the Council is -
proposing to make to the Submitted Plan. YWe have the following comments to make on
the latest set of amendments to the document:-

Proposed | Policy/ Sound/ | Reason Suggested Change
Change | Paragraph/ ' | Unsound
Ne. Section
PC6.24 | Paragraph | Sound | We support the proposed change in -
429 respect of that element which relates

to securing the future of heritage
assets, This reflects the approach set
out in the NPPF and will assist in the
delivery of Objective |1 of the Plan.

PC6.91 | Policy Sound | We support the intention to steer - | -
CPI5 _ | development to areas of least
environmental value. This reflects the
approach set out in the NPPF and will
assist in the delivery of the plan’s
Objectives relating to the protection of
the environment.

PC6.96 | Paragraph | Sound | We support the acknowledgement that | -
1.77 quality of design in its local context is
more important than relying on a
minimum housing density and, as a
result, the Council's intention not to
set a development density figure in the
plan. This reflects the approach set out
in the NPPF and will assist in the
delivery of Objectives || and 12 of the

plan.
PCé6.99 | Policy Sound | We support the proposed additional -
CSié Criterion aa. This reflects the approach
Atg, 37 TANNER ROW YORK YOI 6WP
YoV i Telephons 01904 601901 Facsinile 01904 601999
a awm.elglish-heritage. org.uk

The National Monuments Record ix the public archive of English Herirage
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Proposed | Policy/ | Sound/ |.Reason Suggested Change
Change | Paragraph/ | Unsound
No. Section

set out in the NPPF and will assist in
the delivery of Objectives 11 and 12 of
the Plan.

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

- [an Smith
Planner for Yorkshire and the Humber
Telephone: 01904 601977

e-mail: ian.smith(@english-heritage.org.uk
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4
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1.7

INTRODUCTION

Carter Jonas LLP represents the interests of the Grimston Park Estate and welcomas the
opporiunity to comment upon the Proposed Changes No.6 to the Submission version of

the Core Strategy.

Representations have been submitied at each stage of the Core Strategy as well as to
each set of Proposed Changes. We have managed to attend most sessions of the
Examination. It is not the intention to repeat the commentis previously made unless these
contribute to the matters raised or remain as issues which remain to be addressed

As previously, these comments are principally submitted in relation to Estate land at
Kelcbar Hill'Wetherby Road, Tadcaster, as well as land at Ulleskelf and Towton.

PREAMBLE

in broad terms our position throughout the process is unchanged and supporiive of the
broad principles which underpin the Core Strategy. Representations have sought to bring
certainty and clarity to the document.

At the heart of our comments Is the support for the designation ot Tadcaster as a Local
Service Centre, which should serve the needs of its residents and hinterland and
accommodate an appropriate level of housing and employment growth; Ulleskelf as a
Designated Service Village, and. Towton as a Secondary Settlement capable of
accommodating housing development.

Grimston Park Estate has put forward development sites in each of the seftlements
identified and can confirm its wilingness to bring those sites forward during the Core
Strategy period. Mestings have been held with representatives of the communities of
Tadcaster and Ulleskelf to explain the proposals and the Estate's continuing commitment

to the prosperity and wellbeing of the communities.

[t is welcomed that the Council has published a comprehensive document which sets out
the cumulative effects of all of the changes to date and identified those which comprise
main modifications and those which are censeguential minor /additional modifications.

Selby District Council Submission Cors Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 1
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COMMENTARY

1.8

1.9

Set out in the following sections is our response to the Council's current consultation
exercise. In doing so we refer to the Schedule of all Proposed Changes document as it
sets out the most comprehensive list of changes (PC1-6) as well as the evidence base
which supports it.

In submitting representations we note the inclusion of the appropriate tests from the
NPPF. Para 48 sets out thai when a local planning document is examined by an
independent inspector, that assessment will consider whether the document has been
prepared in accordance with the Duly to Coaoperate, legal and procedural requiremenis
ana whether it is sound. Such a plan is considered “sound” where it is

* Positively prepared — seeking to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastruciure requirements;

+ Justified — the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives

» FEffective - deliverable; and

» Consistent with national policy; particularly the NPPF.

Selby District Gouncil Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 2
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GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

As a starting point we congratulate the Council for maintaining the ambitious programme
to address the maiters raised by the Inspector and various representatives following the
suspension of the Core Strategy Examination sessions in late September 2011 and then
the further matters arising at the time of the April 2012 sessions notably the provisions of
the Localism Act coming into force and the publfication of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) with immediate efiect.

A consequence of the various sessions and the changes over the Examination period is a
Core Document list which exceeds 100 documents. What is w_elcorhed as part of this
current consultation Is the preparaﬂbn of a composite Core Strategy document which
incorporates the cumulative changes and their consequences; this is helpful as it
facilitates consideration of the Submission version.

Giving some consideration to this composite document demonsirates the scope and
extent of the proposed changes (whether as main modifications or the additional
modifications which follow). Some 100 separate changes to the Submission Core
Strategy are included within the current round (PC No.6) of consultation. We are of the
view that the various changes do not fundamentally change the Core Strategy as
submitted, particularly the spatial strategy which underpins it, but provide clarification and
certainty. We would suggest that this is made a point of discussion at the reopened
Examination in September to ensure that there is agreement to this position.

Where we do have concerns is in the defail of the pclicies and previous comments
particularly on the Core Stralegy period, housing numbers and the disiribution,
(particularly to Tadcaster) remain to be addressed.

Notwithstanding the composite document a number of inconsistencies remain, although
these do not undermine the principal elements of the Core Strategy. No doubt these will
be picked up {as additional changss) through a comprehensive edit of the final document.

Selby District Councll Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 3
July 2012




(22

—

CARTER
IONAS

3.0 THE CURRENT CONSULTATION

Locallsm Act

341 It is noted that Proposed Changes 6.1 to 6.10 refer to consequential amendments of the

references to the Localism Act and the associated terminology including the reference to
Local Plans.

Neighbourhood Plans

3.2 Wit regards to Neighbourhood Plans, PC 6.9 inserts some explanatory text. It is
welcomed that the Council will take a positive and collaborative approach on such
matters. [n doing so it would be appropriate fo explain how neighbourhood planning
documents sit alongside the Core Strategy In that they will be part of the statutory
framework including how they relate to the Site Allocations process. Moreover it would be
appropriate to explain how they can enable more development than is allowed in the
Core Strategy. This is a slightly different emphasis than explained in the additional paras
1.5a-¢c. We would suggest that the Changes should more accurately refleci the NPPF.

Duty to Cooperate

3.3  Within Chapter 2, a number of changes are proposed as a result of PC 6.11 which
explains the Gouncil’s response to the “Duty to Co-operate®. In our view, the CGouncil has
explained its response, but fails o demonsirate that it has satisfied the DTC. Within

vl : paragraph H reference Is made {o the LCR Interim Spatial Strategy and the NY &Y Sub
Regional Strategy, which has not been approved. Neither document (the ISS or the SRS)
has been through a process of public scrutiny or examination. '

3.4  With regard to paragraph L we would disagree with the comments relating to cross
boundary issues so far as housing is concerned, for the reasons previously raised. The
housing numbers put forward by the Council do not reflect best practice, nor do they
adequately take into account matters such as migration and commuting; failing to
recognises the relationship that Selby has with the neighbouring cities of York and Leeds.

3.5 Para 6.12 seeks 1o recognise Escrick as a DSV, which we consider to be an appropriate
status for the village.

8elby Disfricl Council Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 4
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

an

3.12

A number of minor changes to the Core Strategy objectives are covered by PC6.11 - 17,
referring to land of lesser environmental value, promoting good quality design to aid
social interaction and fecognising the economic benefit of the best agricultural land.

PC6.18 introduces ithe model poiicy setting out the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable -
Development; the change is supported,

Policy CPXX

PC 6.21-25 relate to the locational principles, whereas PG 6.19-20 relate to the new
policy CPXX; they include the removal of references to Major Developed Sites along with
changes 1o the wriiten justification. It would appear that the Green Belt Review will take a
broad approach to reviewing boundaries, as weli for the removal of land from the Green
Belt for development during the Core Strategy period and the identification of land for
“safeguarding” beyond the current plan period is both prudent and pragmatic, paricularly

for the reasons identified at Tadcaster.

Grimston Park Estate considers the approach for the release of Green Belt land in
sustainable locations (for example, to the north of the town centre) is complementary to

proposals to regenerate the town cenire.

What is not clear from the proposed redrafting is the stipulation that the Green Belt
Review and Sustainability Appraisal will then undergo public consuliation {PC para 4.390
et al and CPXX Provision F). It is not clear whether this is part of the Site Allocations
DPD process or will run in isclation/parallel. Scme clarification is required to PC6.20 to
ensure that any public consultation on the Green Belt review, the methodology and
emerging results is robust, justified and coherent.

Policy CP1

Following on from the comments above, it is necessary o tie together the allocation of
land (CP1B) for development with any consultation upon the review of the Green Belt.

PC6.26-31 are supported as a clarification to the policy. Removal of the brownfield target
is welcomed; retaining a brownfield preference and indicator would seem appropriate on

this basis.

Selby District Council Submission Core Stralagy Proposed Ghanges No. Pags 5
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Policy CP1A

3.13 Changes to the justification to Policy CP1A (PC8.33 and 34) suggest' a relaxation of the
Council's policy on the release of greenfield land for housing. These are supported.

Policy CP2 Scale and Distribution of Houslng

3.14 Previous comments upan the scale and distribution of housing, particularly for Tadcaster,
remain to be resolved.

3.15 Running through the changes, PC 6.40 removes the proposed phasing of delivery (Para
5.4) and is supported. PC 6.35 seeks to justify/clarify the identification of the distribution
of housing (fo Tadcaster); whilst it is welcomed it is not supported. K does not address
the fundamental point made on previous occasions that housing need is just one indicator
at a certain point in time and should not be used as the sole reason for designating the
distribution of housing. We consider that Tadcaster should accommodate a minimum of

9% cf the District housing requirement, commensurate with its role as a Local Service
Centre.

3.16 This is addressed in part through PC6.37 which suggests that the housing numbers are a
minimurm; this approach is supported. In our view, however a consequence of this is that
the housing numbers should be rounded upwards, and not so prescriptive.

3.17 In considering the consequences of PC6.37 changes to the text of CP2 should be made.
We would suggest that Provision A be reworded as follows:

“Provision wifl be made for the delivery of a minimum of 450 dwellings per
annum and associated Infrastructure in the period to (March 2028).”

3.18 Consequential changes fo Provision B should include the insertion of the words “at feast”
afier "a targef of. Consistent with our previous comments, amendments to the
subsequent table in Provision B should include for Tadcaster 9%, with a minimum
requirement of 650, We would advocate that the (dpa) in column 4 is indicative and
should be 45.

3.19 In relation to the minimum requirement in Tadcaster, current planning permissions
suggest 140 units have consent (which we undersiand includes Mill Lane) leaving a

Selby District Council Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.& Page &
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minimum indicative suggested allocation of 510. However, given the failure of scheme
delivery in Tadcaster over a number of years, we would suggest that the New Allecations
needed should be of 650 as this will provide certainty for any review of Green Belt around

the town as well as the release of other green field sifes.

It is not appropriate to exclude Secondary Villages from the new allocations process.
Sites should be allocated to ensure delivery of open market housing in rural areas, as well
as local needs housing, so that rural areas remain vibrant and viable, consistent with
NPPF. Comments are submitted on policies CP5 and CP6 in this regard.

Policy CP3 Managing Housing Land Supply

PC6.44 — 52 relate to defivery of housing during the Core Strategy period; it is welcomed
that the Council recognfse the desire in the NPPF to secure higher levels of housing
delivery.

it would be appropriate for the subtitle (PC6.47) at para 5.53 to have the word "target”
removed as this is not consistent with the subsequent justification.

One of the matters raised at the April Examination sessions was the absence of an
alternative strategy for Tadcaster; in essence the production of a “Plan B”. Carter Jonas
raised concerns with Officers about wording of their 29 May 2012 Commiitee Report
which suggests that there are land supply issues around Tadcaster. We would refute
those statements and confirm that the Grimaton Park Estate (GPE} is a willing landowner
which is actively promoting land to the immediate north of the Town Cenire and is in

advanced discussion with a developer.

During the April Examination sessions, proposals were mooted for a comprehensive
regeneration scheme by a landowner in the town cenire including renewable energy
generation, the extent of new employment floorspace provision was not clear, witfi
submission of proposals described as imminent.  Whilst detalls of that town centre
scheme have not emerged in the timescale suggested by the agent it is considered that
proposals on the GPE site are complementary to a town centre regeneration given the
proximity of the land and ability to provide safe pedestrian linkage.

Selby District Council Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.B Page 7
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3.25 Should problems arise in the delivery of the town cenire scheme the proposals put

torward by GPE at Kelcbar 1o the norih of the town centre could be brought forward

without hindrance to deliver the housing numbers set out in Policy CP2 as amended.
Previcus representations suggest that this is the only option available to Tadcaster, given ' |
the statement (by others) that no other sites around Tadcaster are available or likely to
come forward during the Core Stralegy period, either as currently allocated or those L
suggested as Preferred Options during the Site Allocation DPD consultation of September
2011,

3.26 PCB.51 suggests through paras 5.55a-e, the identification/allocation of additional sites
around Tadcaster to ensure that there is "maximum flexibility" in order to deliver the Core
Strategy objectives. This suggests a “multi-layered” approach; including the identification
of different sites for housing should sites fail to come forward, alongside a number of
options for the Council to review its own landholdings and other mechanisms to deliver
growth. The default is then to consider dispersing growth elsewhere around the District in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy. This latter would clearly indicate a failure of
the Core Strategy principles.

3.27 A number of changes are proposed tc the wording of Policy CP3 to reflect the concerns
ralsed. Unforfunately the policy appears somewhat complex. We would suggest that
provision GG should be amended to state:

“In Tadcaster, the Site Allocations DPD will allocate fand fo accommodate the
minimum quantum of development identified in Policy CP2. This will include
Green Belt refeases of land at Kelcbar Hiff to the north of the town centre in
accordance with Policy CPXX.”
3.28 Grimston Park Estate has identified its willlngness to collaborate with the District Council
and the community to bring forward land at Kelcbar as a sustainable extension to
Tadcaster. That position remains.

Policies CP5 and CP6 Housing

3.29 PC6.52-58 detail changes to the affordable housing and rural exceptions policy. Whilst
these broadly reflect the NPPF, we would still suggest that housing sites in rural
settlements should be identified to include a mix of open market and local needs housing
to minimise the need for grant funding and facilitate more innovative forms of housing

Selby District Council Submisslon Core Sirategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 8
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provision in rural areas.

This should be reflected in changes to the housing requirement in CP2 for secondary

villages.

Policy CP8 Access to Facilities and Infrastructure

We have no comments upon the proposed changes at this stage.

Promoting Economic Prosperity

A number of changes are proposed to the economic grewth section of the Core Strategy
with the amalgamation of several palices into CP9 through PC 6.65-76.

Broadly the changes seek to be less prescriptive particularly for Tadcaster, and support
further development in the north of the District including through rural diversification.
Recognition that Tadcaster can differentiate itself through encouraging high value and
knowledge based activities (finance, professional services and insurance), alongside the
traditional industries within the town would appear to be consistent with sustainable
development principles. Encouraging the provision of town centre sites and premises to
provide additional employment floorspace should be a central part of the policy CP9 AS.

Protecting and Enhancing the Environment /Design Quality

PC6.88-99 suggest changes to policy to reflect the NPPF. Removal of minimum denslty
requirements and the consideration of design quality as a key component of place making

are cansistent with our comments to the Core Strategy.

Selby District Coungil Submisslon Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 9
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

45

4.6

Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to submit representations to the Sixth set of
Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy. These comments should be considered
alongside those prepared to previous rounds.

Many of the changes are introduced to enable consistency and reflect changes to the
planning system arising from the provisions of the Localism Act and publication of the
Mational Planning Policy Framework. Broadly these are supparted.

In commenting upon the cumulative Proposed Changes we would suggest that these do
not result in a substantive change te the Core Strategy as submitted. Some discussion at

the reconvened September Session would seem appropriate to confirm agreement on
this position.

Changes fo the Policy CPXX are consistent with the NPPF and comments raised at
previous stages. lt is welcomed that the Green Belt Review will consider addressing
anomalies as well as identifying areas whers land can be released and allocated for
development for homes and jobs through the Core Straiegy period, and identified for
safeguarding beyond the plan period.

Broader concerns remain over the scale of housing, distribution and the number of
dwellings to be accommodated in sustainable locations around Tadcaster. A number of
the changes do introduce a degree of flexibility with the consideration of a minimum
number and the requirement of CP2 rounded up. That said we have suggested a change
to the requirement for Tadcaster to give certainty to the proposed Green Belt Review and
the extent of land releases, including for safeguarding.

With regard to CP3 it is acknowledged that the land availability situation in Tadcaster has
been complicated by the indication that none of the Council's Preferred Options (Draft
SADPD September 2011) are available. A town centre regeneration scheme was
introduced to the April Examination sessions but has yet to matetialise; such a mixed use
scheme could deliver some of the housing and employment floorspace required in the

town over the Core Strategy period.

Selby District Council Submission Core Strategy Proposed Changes No.6 Page 10
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Land to the immediate nerth of the Town Centre has been put forward by Grimston Park
Estate, a willing landowner, as complementary to the town centre proposals. Suggested

changes to CP3 have been proposed to facilitate this.

4.7

4.8  With regard to the remaining proposed changes we would suggest that these are broadly

consistent with the NPPF.

Page 11
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APPENDIX 1

CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



TOCAL SELBY

y DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK DISTRICT COUNCIL

Maving forward wilh purpose

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

l Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Coungil, Civic Centre,
' Doncaster Road, Sclby YOB SFT
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Part A

P

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Ccmperate legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to

onsider wi plan 15 sound” are explained under paragraph 182 of the Natlonal 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 reguirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

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

Effective

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

- Consistent with national policy

-the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
Framewaork.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name Paul Leeming
Organisation IErimSth Park Estate Carter Jonas LLP
Regent House
Address 13-15 Albert Street
Harrogate
HG11)X
Telephone No. 07423 523423
Email address paul.leeming@carterjonas.co.uk

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

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

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

PC 6.9 Neighbourhood Flanning

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant B Yes O He

1.2 Sound . I:l 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 ane test for this representationy
[ 2.2 Justified
[J 2.3 Effective

2.4 Cansistent 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
nacessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Clarification of the reference tothe status of neighbourhood plans as part of the Local Plan. See representations para 3.2,

Continue overfeaf
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Question 3 ¢continued

{Continue on aseparate sheet if submitring a hard copy)

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

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

O 4,1 Wiitten Representations 4.2 Attend Examination

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

Grimston Park Estate is & major landowner in the northem part of the District. This is one of a number of associated mattars
which are central 1o the acceptability of the Core Strategy as part of the Selby Local Plan. It isimportant that the Estate has
the opportunity to discuss these matters through the Examination process.

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
crganisation 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]/I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration,
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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, CD2{] to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PC 6.11 Duty to Ca-operate

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

1.2 Seund I:I Yes Na

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 |dentify just one test for this representation)
] 2.2 Justified
[1 2.3 Effective

2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: 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.

Clarification is necessary of whether the Council has satisfied the requirements of the DTC. Seerepresentations para 3.3
and 3.4.

' Continue overleal
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Question 3 continued

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

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

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

[ 4.1 Written'Representatlons 4.2 Attend Examnination

4.3  Ifyouwish to participate at the cral part of the examination, please autline 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 is a major landowner in the northern part of the Disteict, This is one of a number of associated matters

which are cantral to the acceptability of the Core Strategy as part of the Selby Local Plan. it Is important that the Estate has
the opportunity to discuss these matters through the Examination process.

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

Representation Submisslon 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 consideratiori.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet {pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

PC 6.20 Policy CPXX Provision F

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

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 idéntify which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this represeniation,
[ 2.2 Justified
K 2.3 Effective

O 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Clarification is necessary about the propesed public consultation on a Green Belt Review and progress with the SADPD,
See representations para 3.8 to 3.10.

e Contmu‘e overleaf
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Question 3 continued

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

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

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

O 4.1 Written Representations 4.2 Attend Examination

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

[Grimston Park Estate Is a major landowner in the narthern part of the District. This is ane of a number of associated matters

which are central to the acceptability of the Core Strategy as part of the Selby Local Plan. It is Important that the Estate has
the opportunity to discuss these matters through the Examination pracess.

{Continue on aseparate sheet if submitiing 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 fo ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

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

Signed Dated |15 July2012
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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 fouind on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph numbar of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PC 6.35-644 Policy CP2

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 0 ™o

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

[ 2.1 Pasitively Prepared {Please identify just one test for thls representation,
K 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 notlegally
' compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s] you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound,

A number of chivanges to the pollcy are required to maintain consistency with other amendments proposed. See
reprasentations para 3.1410 3.20.

' Continue overleaf
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Questlon 3 continued

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

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

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

| 4,1 Written Representations 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  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 in the nerthern part of the District. This is one of a number of associated matters

which are central to the acceptability of the Core Strategy as part of ihe Selby Local Plan, It Is important that the Estate has
the apportunity to discuss these matters through the Examination process.

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Paga 4 of 4
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From: James Perry _
Sent: 18 July 2012 21:58

To: Idf

Subject: Clir J Perry

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed
Attachments: Cilr JPerry.docx
Please see attached.

23/07/2012



18" July 2012
Dear Sirs
Response to Further Proposed Changes (6™ set) to the submission draft core strategy

We write further to the recent round of amendments regarding the core strategy and in
particular Fairburn’s current status as a designated service village ("DSV".)

We do not wish to repeat previcus arguments which are clearly set out in writing and have
been made at previous hearings over the course of the last 18 months. However, we do wish
to respond to the Council's Position Statement dated 7" June 2012.

In particular paragraph 8 is of significance to Fairburn’s position regarding the core sirategy
and its current classification as a DSV. In response we make the following points:-

1. The evidence presented in the Councif's Background Paper 5 and Background Paper 6
recognises that local services were an important factor in giving weight fo the designation of
Fairbum as a DSV.

We believe the council are atternpting to dilute the tests used within the background papers.
Local services were not just an important factor they were the fundamental factor in the
Council's reasoning behind which villages across the reason are to be classified as DSV’s.
To now attempt to go behind their evidence base, in what appears to be a desperate attempt
to try and skew the results, is disingenuous. It was decided by the Council that the scoring
criteria for the background papets was the fair, reasonable and definite way of determining
which villages should be classified as DSV’s. Now, just because the result fails to provide
the Council with their desired outcome does not mean that they can depart from it.

2. Access to public ltransport has already been considered as poor and requires
improvement.

Under the Background Papers there is no regard paid to how a village can be turned into a
DSV. The Background Papers were used to establish which villages are already DSV's and
consequently which DSV's could sustain growth. Better transport, a shop, a post office, a
school and a doctor’s surgery could be implemented in every single village or hamlet to
elevate i to the status of a DSV but this was not part of the task set under the core stralegy.
The potential to improve amenities in a secondary village was not part of any criteria. Selby
District Council is again aftempting fo introduce new concepts in a desperate attempt to
skew the results. The task was always 1o identify which villages are DSV’s and plan the
strategy around these DSV's. [ the Council deviates from this path then the entire core
strategy will proceed without an ounce of cerainty. The people of the district must know
whers they stand for the next 15 years and allowing a village to be a DSV because certain
things might be improved (where are the prornises that they will be) is not good encugh. In
an age of austerity where funding is not readily available there is no guarantee whatsoever
that Selby DC will be able to deliver and spent the meney required to ensure the level of
housing in Fairburn is sustainable. If affordable homes are to be built in the DSV’s, which is
the intention, decent transport has to be in place already.

3. The original assessment in Background Paper 5 (sustainability assessment of rural
seftlements) and Background Paper 6 (village growth potential) provide the consistent and
most appropriate basis for defining DSVs.



_______________

Agreed. The mathematical and methodical approach in the background papers is the only
fair approach which should be taken. Subjectivity has no place in a scheme where houses
will be built that will affect peoples' lives. The scoring criteria within ihese background papers
provide certainty and there should be no deviation from them.

Armary Tho
oI THiG

This point is very woolly. Even if the economic climate picked up there is no single building in
the whole of Fairburn which is in a position to house a shop. The previous shop has been
converted into a house and Fairburn has absolutely no retail units available. Something
would need to be built. This statement informs us that at no time has anyone surveyed the
area. It is a staternent made by someone sat in an office who has no understanding of what
is actually happening on the ground.

In terms of the bus service, if affordable housing is built a decent bus service will be
esseniial for these people. The problem is that the proposed number of houses will not
provide the bus company with enough people to warrant a new bus service. The demand in
terms of the numbers using the service is likely to be low but the need for this small number
of people living in affordable housing, whe will not have cars, will be high. Without a decent
service they will not be able to afford to leave the village. Consequently, any service would
have to be heavily subsidised which would be a waste of taxpayers’ money when affordable
houses could be built in other PSV’s that already have decent transport links.

5. 8.5 New ovidence was put forward af various stages by third parties relating to water
infrastructure capacity which have been dealt with by Yorkshire Water.

Yorkshire Water continues to deny that there is a problern when clearly there is. |t is believed
that they are adopting this position because of the high cost of fixing the aged drainage
system in Fairburn. There are no guarantees in place that any improvements will be made
and this is further good reason to ensure Fairbum is not classified as a DSV.

6. The Councit and third parties also agreed on bus services (see other submissions to the
EIP).

See point at 4 above. | do not believe there is the appetite to provide a proper bus service in
Fairburn. This is again nothing more than an attempt to resolve the fact that when the
scoring criteria is properly applied Fairburn is a least sustainable village. In any event,
letters, over the years, have been senhi to local bus operators explaining how Fairbumn
needed a-better bus service. No responses from any of the bus companies have been
received.

7. 8.6 Whilst accepting that Fairburn is a marginal settlement in terms of the assessment and
- other evidence submitted fo the EIP, the Council takes the view that this is why it should be
a DSV on balance because the status provides the opportunity to identify appropriate future
growth for both housing and employment development fo support and expand local

services, through positive planning in line with the NPPF.

This is also a very woolly point. According to the background papers you are either a DSV or
you are a Secondary Village. We submit that this is the correct approach as there should be
no shades of grey when defining this list. This issue is too important to allow for any
uncertainty. The mere fact that they concede that Fairburn is a marginal village that requires




certain improvements 1o be made to it to ensure it meets DSV status is reason enough to
classify it as a Secohdary Villags.

It also states thai by providing the opportunity to identify appropriaie future growth for both
housing and employment development it will be able to improve local services. However,
isn’'t this is the wrong approach 1o be take. The services should come first and then the
development. Every hamlet and village would qualify as a DSV if more housing and
employment were implemented first and then the local services of that particular village
could then be improved. The amenities have to be present first to ensure it is right to develcp
a village and this was clearly the thinking behind the background papers. To change
direction now does not provide any confidence that this core strategy will be executed
properly by Selby DC. It introduces uncertainty.

The phrase “employment development” is also baffling. Employment opportunities are
minimal in Fairburn - it is & commuter village. There are probably less than a dozen jobs
within the village envelope.

8. 8.7 Paragraph 70 of the NPPF says that planning policies should guard against the
unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services particularly where this would reduce the
community’s ability fo meel day-to-day needs. Paragraph 55 of the NPPF says that to
promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.

These are two references cited with completely no reference as to how they apply to
Fairburn. '

In terms of losing valued facilities and services the school numbers are at a sustainable lavel
for years to come and numbers have in fact increased cver the last few years. There is no
shop to lose or a post office to lose. There is no docter’s surgery to lose and so we are
meeting our day-to-day needs without these amenities. This is because, like many other
secondary villages, we are a commuter village.

Additional housing therefore will not enhance sustainable development. 1t will clearly hinder
the vitality of Fairburn’s rural community because of the lack of amenities.

Conelusion

This is another poor attempt at Selby District Council trying to find something that fits what
they want, which is development to take place in places where the cheapest land is available
to purchase i.e. Fairburn. It seems that they continue to push for Fairburn to be a DSV
regardless of how that will affect the residents. Instead of taking on board the Inspector’s
comments and amending the core strategy to reflect his views they have continued to run
poor arguments in a tinal attempt to get what they want, not what the pecple of Selby DC
want. The hope is that albeit the decision to exclude Fairburn from the DSV list may incur
additional expense for Selby DC in the short term, because amendments to the strategy will
need to be made, the Inspector still makes the correct final ruling in September and rules
that the Core Strategy is void because Fairburn is not to be classified as a DSV.

With the amount of evidence we now have within the body of all the documents submitted for
the Core Strategy we can clearly see that should a final decision by Selby DC result in
Fairburn being classified as a DSV then it will be a Judicially Reviewable decision of which
we will take advice but the likelihood is that legal proceedings wili need to be issued.



,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Finally, we confirm that we support Roy Wilson’s position regarding this particular stage of
the Core Strategy and also refer you to his previous submissions which are all supported by
Fairburn Parish Goungil.







helen gregory

From: Malcolm Spittle [Malcolm.Spitle@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 26 June 2012 1358
To: Idf
Cc: Carl Bunnage
Subject: Consultation Response to the Further Proposad Changes to the Submission Draft Core |
Strategy
|
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red !
Attachments: Selby - MO7DB006.CB.DB. pdf; Planning Committee Minutes - Selby DC Letter. pdf
Selby - Plznning
1B006.CB.DB. pdf imittee Minutes -
Dear Sirs

Thank you for consuling North Yorkshire County Council on the 6th Set of Proposed Changes to the
Submission Draft Core Strategy.

The County Council commented on the proposed changes to Policy C9 (ix} in response to a previous
consultation earlier this year. | attach copies of the earlier consultation response, dated 14 February 2012,
and the minutes of the relevant meeting of the Council's Planning and Regulatory Funcfions Committee.
This remains the County Council's position in relation to the proposed re-wording of Policy C9 {ix).

From a planning perspective the County Council has no further comments on the proposed changes.

Finally, I'll be retiring tomorrow. Could you amend your records so that any future correspondence on the
LDF goes to Carl Bunnage - carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk

Regards
Malcolm Spittle

Principal Policy Officer

. Business and Environmental Services
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall

Northallerton

DL7 8AH

01609 532428

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 Council.

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

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

North Yorkshire County Council's computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. All GCSX traffic may be subject {o

1



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 fo
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@northyorks.gov.uk) who will process your request.

North Yorkshire County Council.



Yorkshire County Council - |
Business and Environmental Services -

Yeur ref: David Bowe :
Corporate Director |
Ourref: MO7DB006.CB.DB County Hall, Northallerton |

North, Yorkshire DL7 8AH | !
Tel: 01609 532556
Fax: 01809 760794 :

14 February 2012

Dear Sirs

Consultation on Submission Draft Core Sirateqy Amendments: Core Policy 9 (ix}

Thank you for consuiting North Yorkshire County Council by your letter of 19 Degember 2011 on
proposed changes to Selby District Council’s Submission Draft Core Strategy following
adjournment of the Examination in Public by the appointed Inspector in Septembet 2011.

it is the opinion of the County Gouncil that policy CP9, especially with its proposed re-wording to '
sub-policy (ix) to include. the re-use of “buildings ahd infrastructure” on the former mine sites- at :

Wistow and Stillingfleet as acceptable forms of development in the Core Strategy, should not be
adopted.

The sites in guestion are unquestionably Greenfield sites in prmmple as they are sites that have
been developed for minerals extraction purposes whera provision for restoration has been made
through development: confrot procedures (PPS3, Annex B). In each case, a condition was-
imposed on the governing planning permission requiring the removal of all buildings, plant and
machinery and tfie subsequent restoration of the land fo its former condition (Wistow) or to a
condition capable of agricultural production (Stilingflest). The sites: are in unsustainable
locafions, as thé supporting text to CP9 itself acknowledges. The praposed pelicy to allow the
retention and re-use of the built development on the sites is-incongrucus given the: starting point
which, in each case, is an extant planning condition requiririg that the sites are to be restored.
As you are aware, the County Council has resolved to take enforcement action to secure
compliance with those requirements and for the avoidance of doubt we attach the minutes of the
meeting of the Planning & Regulatory Functions Committee. 6f 16 March 2010 recording that
decision. Retalnmg the buildings will be demonstrably harmful fo interests of acknowledged

importance given their position in the laidscape and the countryside designation of the two
sites.

fContinued . . .

Policy Team

Selby District Council

Civic Centre

Doncaster Road £y

Selby % *‘E
A resgé?%ﬂfe-r County Council providing excellent and effi Clent local services conms
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The County Council's Minerals Local Plan aims, by Part 4.3 and in particular by ‘saved’ policies
4/18 and 4/20, to limit the adverse effects of mineral extraction on the environment and local
amenity and to ensure the best possible quality of restoration of land. To adopt policy CP9 would
subvert this aim of the MLP. The MLP, like national minerals guidance in MPG7, acknowledges
that mineral workings are by their nature temporary and that the suitability of a site for mineral
extraction must be in doubt if there is any question as to whether satisfactory reclamation can be
achieved. We are not aware of any reason, subsisting either now or when permission was
originally granted on the two sites, why satisfactory reclamation cannot be achieved.

Moreover, so far as we are aware there is no realistic prospect of the early redevelopment of the
two sites. Several proposals have been mooted since the mine workings closed in 2004 but
none has so far been shown to be an acceptable form of redevelopment. If the conditions are
not required to be complied with in the near future, the opportunity to restore the sites through
planning enforcement procedures will be lost. It is inappropriate to adopt a plahning policy that is
fantamount fo an allocation of these fwo sites for redevelopment, when there is no evidence of
any acceptable proposals being likely to come forward within the lifetime of the Core Strategy
but where the policy will, by its adoption, usurp the County Council’s statutory minerals planning
functions.

The suitability of the buildings on the two sites for re-use must also be questioned. Large tracts
of the two sites are near-derelict and a number of the buildings appear to be incapable of re-use
without substantial reconstruction or alteration. We do not see any merit in adopting a policy
favouring the re-use of buildings that are not in a fit state to be so re-used. Whilst we note the
findings of the Riccall Inspector (APP/N2739/A/06/2020337 at paragraph 13) that the re-use and
refurbishment of existing buildings, rather than demolition and construction of new buildings,
was an important sustainability consideration on that slte, there appears fo be extremely limited
scope fo realise similar advantages at either Wistow or Stillingfleet.

In summary we do not consider that the adoption of policy CP8 will lead to the sustainable
development of the area, and consider that it will unduly hinder the County Council's resolution
to secure the proper restoration of the sites in accordance with extant planning conditions.

From a planning perspective, the County Council does not wish to make any further comments
in relation to the Submission Draft Core Strategy.

Thank you once again for consulting North Yorkshire County Council on this maiter. If you wish to
discuss any aspect of this representation then please do not hesitate to contact Vicky Perkin
(Head of Planning Services: Tel: 01609 533323), Carl Bunnage (Regicnal and Strategic Policy
Team Leader: Tel: 016809 532523), or Laura Renaudon (Planning Lawyer: Tel: 01809 532209).

Yours sincerely

DAVID BOWE
Corporate Director

Selby - MO7DB0O03.CB.DE/2




NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL

PLANNING AND REGULATORY FUNCTIONS COMMITTEE

Minutes of the meeting held at County Hall, Northallerton on Tuesday, 16 March 2010,

PRESENT:-

County Councillors Peter Sawray (Chairman), John Blackburn, David Blades, Margaret-Ann
de Courcey-Bayley (as Substitute for Bill Hoult) Robert Heseltine, David Ireton (as Substitute
for Ron Haigh), Michael Knaggs, Andrew Lee, Dave Peart and CIiff Trotter.

Apologies were received from County Councillors Ron Haigh and Bill Hoult.

Approximately 25 members of the public were present.

COPIES OF ALL DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED ARE [N THE MINUTE BOOK

44,

45,

48,

MINUTES

RESOLVED —

That the minutes of the meeting held on 15 December 2009, having been printed and
circulated, be taken as read and be confirmed and signed by the Chairman as a

correct record.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC AND PRESS

RESOLVED —

Thai the public and press be excluded from the meeting during consideration of
Minute Number 50, on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt
information as set out by Paragraphs 6 (a) and 6 (b) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A to the
Local Government Act 1972 as amended by the Local Government (Access to

_ Information)(Variation) Order 20086.

PUBLIC QUESTIONS OR STATEMENTS

The Assistant Chief Executive (Legal and Democratic Services) reported that, other
than those persons who had indicated that they wished to speak on particular
applications, and would do so at the time of the consideration of that application,
there were no questions or statements from members of the public.

Members agreed to defer consideration of the application ‘telating to Ripon City
Quarry to allow a number of documents that had been brought to the Commiftee to
be copied and circulated, allowing these to be taken account of, as part of the
consideration of the application. Members agreed to bring the following application
forward for consideration in the meantime.

NYCC Planning and Regulatary Functions — Minutes of 16 March 2010/1



47.

43.

C4/09/02493/CC - RETENTION OF VIC HALLAM UNIT 1049 AT CAYTON CP
SCHOOL, SCARBOROUGH

County Councillor John Blackburn declared a personal and prejudicial interest
in relation to this application, in respect of him being Chairman of the
Governors of Cayton CP School. In line with the Members Code of Conduct, he
undertook his right to address the Committee, for the three minute period
afforded to members of the public, and then left the meeting, taking no part in
the discussion nor vote on that matter.

CONSIDERED —

The report of the Corporate Director, Business and Environmental Services,
requesting Members fo determine a planning application for the temporary retention
of Vic Hallam units 1048 on land at Cayton CP School, Mill Lane, Cayton,
Scarborough. The application was subject to an objection having been raised by
Scarborough Borough Council in respect of the proposal and was, therefore, reported
to the Committee for determination.

A Member noted that the objection had come from Scarborough Borough Council in
relation to the application and considered that many objections to similar applications
were served as a matter of course, by the objecting authority, rather than
consideration being given to the particular circumstances of that application. He
suggested that the issue should be explored further by officers to determine a way
forward, rather than each application having fo come before the Committee, due to a
standing objection. In response the Planning Officer acknowledged the issues that
had been raised and noted that consideration was being given to possible changes in
the Consfitution to ensure that only issues that were being objected fo on relevant
planning grounds would be considered by the Planning and Regulatory Functions
Committee. The current Constitution, however, required that applications that
received objections had 1o be submitted to the Committee. '

RESQOLVED —

That permission be granted until 17 January 2016, for the reasons stated within the
report and subject to the conditions outlined.

C6/500/90/E/CMA - EXTENSION TO THE EXISTING SAND AND GRAVEL
WORKING, RETENTION OF EXISTING PLANT SITE AND ACCESS AND
CONSOLIDATION OF EXISTING PLANNING PERMISSIONS AT RIPON CITY
QUARRY, BOROUGHERIDGE ROAD, RIPON

A number of documents were provided by those attending the meeting. A short
recess was provided to allow Members and others in attendance time to read the
documentation, prior to consideration being given to the application.

CONSIDERED —

The report of the Corporate Director, Business and Environmental Services
requesting Members to determine an application which sought full planning
permission for an extension to an existing sand and gravel quarry, including the
retention of the existing plant site and the consclidation of existing planning
permissions, relating to the original site on land at Ripon City Quarry, Boroughbridge
Road, Ripon.

NYCC Planning and Regulatosy Functions — Minutes of 16 March 201072



The application had been subject to unresolved objections having been raised in
respect of the proposals by Littlethorpe Parish Council, Harregate Borough Council
and local residents. Under the provisions of the Gounty Council's Officers Delegation
Scheme, such applications must be reported fo the Planning and Regulatory
Functions Commitiee. The proposal also departed from the provisions of the

49.

Development Plan in force for the area.

A number of speakers attended the meeting fo outline issues in respect of the
application.

Speaking in objection to the application were:-

- County Councillor Paul Richardson.
- Mrs Wendy Orme.

- Councillor Rolley Curtis — Chairman of Litlethorpe Parish Council.

It was noted that County Councillor Richardson was speaking as a local
resident and, therefore, was limited to three minutes by which to address the
Committee. It was also noted that as a Member of the County Council, with a
prejudicial interest on the matter, he was advised by the Monitoring Officer to
leave the meeting following his three minute address of the Committee.
County Councillor Richardson complied with these directions.

Speaking in favour of the applicaticn were:-

- Geoff Storey — applicant.
- Mr Haliwell — White Rose Sailing Association.

The Divisional County Councillor, Heather Gameft, also spoke in relation to the
application.

Details of the planning considerations, the plans for the apglication site and
photographic coverage of the site were provided by the Planning Officer to assist
Members with their consideration of the application. '

RESOLVED -

Thai application C8/500/90/E/CMA — extension to the existing sand and gravel
working, retention of existing plant site and access and consolidation of existing
planning permissions at Ripon City Quarty, Boroughbridge Road, Ripon be deferred
for consideration at a subsequent meeting of the Planning and Regulatery Functions
Commiitee, to allow Members to undertake a site visif, enabling them to better
understand the site and surrounding areas in respect of the application.

PLANNING _ APPLICATIONS  RELATING TO  COUNTY __ COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENTS

CONSIDERED —

The reports of the Carporate Director — Business and Environmental Setrvices,

relating to applications for planning permission in respect of County Council
developments,

NYCC Planning and Regulatory Funetions — Minutes of 16 March 2010/3



RESOLVED -

That the applications be deterrnined as follows:-

application for the formation of
car park and erection of 1.80
metre high fence at The Forest
School, Park Lane,
Knareshorougt.

Steve LLoach,
outlined he had a
conflict of interests
in relation fo this
item, in respect of
him being Clerk 1o
this Committes and
Clerk to the Forest
Schaol Governing
Body. He left the
meeting during
consideration of this
itemn,

Jane Wilkinson
clerked the mesting
for the duration of
this item. ‘

Application Further Committee Decision
informaticn
submitted to the
Committee

C&/100M0BT/CMA — Planning The Clerk, That, subject to an

appropriate ecological
report being prepared
and re-assessed, and
suhbject to appropriate
conditions, that approval
of planning permission
be delegated to the
Corporate Director,
Business and
Environmental Services.

Ch/63/2010/10272 - Planning
application for the erection of a
new palisade gate within fencing
at Highways Depot, Snaygill
Industrial Estate, Skipton.

That planning
permission be granted,
for the reasons stated
within the report and
subject to the conditions
outlined.

C6/24/1151/KICMA - Planning
Application for the permanent
retention of existing Elllott Unit
1926 at Kirkby Malzeard CEP
School, Church Streei, Kirkby
Malzeard, Ripon.

That planning
permission be granted,
for the reasons stated
within the report and
subject to the conditions
cutlined.

C4/10/00093/CC - Planning
application for the erection of
security fencing around the
boundaries of bath schools. Filey
Road boundary to be 2 metres
high and Holbeck Hill boundary
1.8 metres high. Holbeck fencing
to be set back 1 metre to allow for
planting of hedges at St Martin's
CE Primary School and
Wheatcroft Comrnunity Primary,
Holbeck Hill, Scarborough.

The Headteacher of
Wheatcroft
Communify Primary
School,

Jenny Hartley and
the Headteacher of
St Martin's Primary
School,

Steph Brown, spoke
in favour of the
application.

That planning
permission be granted,
for the reasons stated
within the report and
subject fo the cenditions
outlined.

C4/09/02562/CC - Planning
application for new 1.5 metre high
fencing and gate within the

That planning
permission be granted,
for the reasons stated

NYEC Planning and Regulatery Functions — Minutes of 16 March 2010/4




§0.

51.

Application Further Committee Decision

information

submitted to the

Committee
grounds of Whitby Community within the report and
College, Prospect Hill, Whitby. subject to the conditions

outlined.
C3/09/01245/CFO - Planning That planning
application for the provision of a permission be granted,
small canopy over ocutdoor play for the reasons stated
area and provision of pedestrian within the report and
access 1o school grounds at St subject to the condifions
Hilda's CEVC Amplefarth, Station outlined.
| Road, Ampleforth.

ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS IN RESPECT _OF WISTOW AND
STILLINGFLEET MINES

County Councillor Lee declared a prejudicial interest in respect of this item in
relation to him having had outlined his position on this matter at a previous
public meeting on this issue. He left the meeting and took no part in the
cansideration nor vote on this.

CONSIDERED —

The report of the Corporate Dirsctor, Business and Envirenmental Services seeking
Members approval, in principal, to pursue enforcement action to secure compliance
with conditions attached {0 permissions at Wistow and Stillingfleet Mine Sites, in so
far as it was expedient to do so, having regard to the development plan for the area
-and to any other material considerations.

RESOLVED
(i) That the service of the planning centravention notices be noted:;

(i) That the on-going investigation and assessment of the information provided
by UK Coal Mining Limited in response to the planning contravention notices
be noted:

{iii) That officers be requested to fake appropriate enforcement action, if
necessary, fo secure the removal of the buildings, plants and machinery and
the restoration- of the Wistow and Stillingfiect sites within a twelve month
period follewing the service of the notices.

ITEMS DEALT WITH UNDER SCHEME OF DELEGATION

County Councillor Blackburn declared a personal interest in respect of the item
relating to Hunmanby Primary School, as a Member of the Governing Body at
that school.

CONSIDERED -

The report of the Corporate Director - Business and Environmental Services
regarding items dealt with under the Scheme of Delegation.
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RESOLVED —
That the content of the report be noled.

52. PUBLICATION BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE
HANDLING OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS

CONSIDERED -

The report of the Corporate Director, Business and Environmental Services
publishing the performance management statistics for North Yorkshire County
Council for the period 1 October 2009 fo 31 December 2008. [nformation on
enforcement cases was outlined in an Appendix to the report.

RESOLVED —

That the information contained in the report be noted.

SL/ALJ
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N Moving forward wilh purposa

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

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

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

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

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

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

opporiunity fo revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and Apxil
2012 hearing sessionhs.

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

Please compleie separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It
would be helpfu! if you could focus on the *fests of soundness” and indicate if you are objecting on a
legal compliance issue.

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

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

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

Tl hg_Ié;ts of Soundness

The Independant [nspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with

the Duty to Cooperate, fegal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to

consider whether the plan Is 'scund' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
_ Framework (NPPF) {(March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

* Positively prepared

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

* development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring

~ authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

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

Effective
- 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 poficies in the
. Framework.

Contact Details (only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent datails, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name  |MrPeter Hil ‘ Mr Michael Watts
Organisation iHogg Builders {York) Limited Mathaniel Lichfield & Partners
Redmayne Lodge, 36 Floor,

Park Gate (Une St James's Sguare,
Address  [Strensall I risavmiai |
Naorth Yorkshire MgrlﬁbN
Y03 5YL .‘
- - g I
Telephone No - ‘01618376130 |
Email address |mwats@nlpplanning.com

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

You only nead to complete this page once. If you wish to make 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 sheet [pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

6.20

Question1: Do you consider the Propased Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [T Mo

1.2 Sound ] Yes B No

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

Question 2; If you consider tha 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)
O 2.2 Justified
O 2.3 Effective

X] 2.4 Consistent with national pelicy

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 policy’.

Part E. of Policy CPXX provides the meachanism by which the LPA can allocate land from the Green Belt for the purposes of
development, where the identified need cannot be met by non-Green Belt land. Hogg Builders consider that while there
remain opportunities to release land in and around settlements In the district, which perform well in sustainability terms
and are located outside of the Green Belt, such sites shauld be released before consideration is given to releasing Green
Belt land. This is supported by national planning policy through the NPPF's presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

Policy CPXX must make clearthai sustainable development optiens should not be limited to one settlernent, but should be
considered on a district wide level. This means that if no suitable non-Green Belt sites are available for the delivery of
housing in or on the edge of Tadcaster, for example, sustainable oppartunities in other settlements, such as Sherburn,
should be considered before the LPA releases Green Belt land for development purpases, Hogg Builders considers the best
way of incarporating this approach in the Core Strategy is to provide the scope for reviewing the development limits of
settlements {n the district as part of the Site Allgcations DPD.

As a canseguence of the above, Hogg Builders consider that Policy CPXX (Part E} should be re-worded as follows:-

"Under Criterion D4 (above), the SADPD may amend the development limits of settlements to allow for sustainable
development to take place 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.

" Continue overleaf
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~ Question 3 continued

{Continue ona separate sheet ifsubmitting 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 Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

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

(Continvecna sepamre‘sheet if subrnitiing a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Dated }13thJuly 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, CD2f) to which

this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6.26 &6.30

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant Yes [1 N

1.2 Sound [ Yes No

If you have entered Nota 1.2, please continue to Q2. In alf other cwcumstances, please go to Q3

Question 2' If you consnier the Proposed Change is unsound, please |dent|fy whlch 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 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.

Hogg Builders consider that Policy CP1 part (b places restrictions on residential development In Secondary Villages which
are inconsistent with the objectives of tha Core Strategy. Key objectives of the Submission Draft Core Sirategy include the
need to suppart rural regeneration; to relnforce the distinet 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, particularly young people and older people. Meeting such needs capnot be achieved by
placing undue restrictions on house building. If new housing is not built in Secondary Villages, such communities will be
unsustainable as young pecple will have no choice but ta settle in larger towns where new housing provision is made,
leading to an ageing and unsustainable population.

In order to be effective, Policy CP1 needs to indude mare flexibility within the policy to allow new housing development in
Secondary Villages to meet local needs. Hoga Builders therefore request that part (b) of Policy CP1 s redrafted to allow for
an appropriate scale of rasidential development to be abscrbed in Secondary Villages.

In addition, Policy CP1 includes the sequential test for the location of new develepment, with priority going first to
previously devéloped land (PDL). The requirement for a formal sequential test has been removed from national guidance -
and whilst the strategy of developing on brownfield sites in advance of other types of land is appropriate in broad terms, a
formal sequential test is more suitable for urban areas which have large amounts of PDL available. Selby does not have the
availabil ity of PDL within the district to reguire a formal test.

This approach does not accord with the nevr test for soundness within the draft NPPF which requires LPAs to plan

positively for new development. Hogg Builders therefore request that the sequential test within Policy CP1 is removed.

Conﬂnue ov.erleaf ‘
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__Question 3 continued B
{As a consequence of the above, Hogg Builders consider that Policy CP1 {part b) should be re-worded as follows:-

b) “Residential development of an appropiiate scale may be absorbed in Secondary
Villages, which conform to the provisions of Policy CP1A",

The current part {d) would then be omitted. This change is linked to the provisions of CF1A and would result in a sound
palicy, which Is effective in achieving its objectlves.

{Continue on a separate sheet I 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? '

4.1 Written Representations O 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  If youwish 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, aftendance af the Examination in
Public Is by invitation only).

'(Cmfinue ond separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Signed

Dated |18th July 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 fotnd on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

5.26

Question 1; Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [0 No

1.2 Sound Ol Yes B No

ifyou have entered Noto 1.2, please continue to Q2. In aI] other circumstances, please go to Q3.

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

(1 2.1 Positively Prepared
3 2.2 Justified
2.3 Effective

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

Hogg Builders considers that revised Policy CP2 is unsound because the proposed housing distribution will not allow the
required housing growth to be delivered in accordance with the spatial strategy. 1t is therefore not effective in achieving
its objectives, .

Hagg Builders considers that the proposed housing requirement figure of 450 dwellings per annum should be the
minlmur increase that should be considered acceptable, bearing in mind the evidence base. It should be emphasised that
this figure is an annual minimum target, rather than an average or maximum, which would prevent additional, sustainable
housing development from coming forward during the pfan peried. The NPPF (para. 47) states that LPAs should provide
additional land above identified needs to ensure choice and competition [n the market for land but alse to provide a
raalistic prospect of achleving the planned supply. Sites are ofien subject 1o unforeseen issues which prevent or slow
dovin the delivery of development and [t is therefore important that there is sufficient flexibility in the housing land supply
ta ensure that identified needs can be met.

The key issue for Hogg Builders is the propased distribution of housing across the District’s settlements, rather than the
overal| housing requirement figure. Hogg Builders eonsider that the failure 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 reguired housing
growth being delivered in accordance with the spatial strategy. In addition, the large proportion of housing attributed to
the Designated Service Villages does not accord with the Spatial Development Strategy (Policy CP1). We provide Hogg
Builders views on the proposed distribution of housing In each settlement below.

Conﬁnue averleaf
Page 3 of 4



Proposed Change 5,26 {new Policy CP2 Scale and Distribution of Housing)

Question 3 Contihued

1 Selby

- Hogg Builders consider that due to Selby's status as the district’s Principal Town, the proportion
of housing given 1o Seiby (51% of the total housing requirement) is about right. Selby sheuld be
the focus of the majority of new development, in accordancs with the Spatial Developmerit
Strategy. Selby is the only Prificipal Town within the district and is the largest, most self-
contained settlement, and therefore the best placed to accommodate the highest level of growth.
The completion rates for Selby alsc show that the past defivery of housing in the town has been

| strong.

Tadcaster

The housing distribution figures in Policy CP2 allocatie Tadeaster 7% of the total district housing
requitement. This figure reflects housing needs as identified by the SHMA, however, the figure
does not take into account the significant issues of housing delivery in the town. The SHMA Is
hased on housing delivery figures from 2004/5 to 2007/8, pricr to the economic recession.
Even during this boom period, housing delivery in Tadcaster comprised just 2% of all homes
provided in Selby District (51 homes). The minimum reguirement from 2011 to 2027 of 500
dwellings does not represent a realistic figure for the actual delivery of housing that is likely to
come forward within the town. The past trends of under delivery in Tadeaster due to land
ownership issues end aother constraints, show no sign of belng resolved, Hogg Builders therefore
considers that the proportion of housing atiributed to Tadcaster should be further reduced to
ensure a more realistic housing target that will not result in a shartfall during the plan period.

Designated Service Villages

Almost 30% of the total housing requirement under Policy CP2 s attributed to Designated Service
Villages. Designated Service Villages comprise the third tier of settlements within the Selby
District settlement hierarchy, after Selby as the Principal Town and the Local Service Centres of
Sherburn-in-Elmet and Tadeaster. Policy CP1 Spatial Development Strategy recognises that there
is some scope for additional residential and small-scale employment growth to support rural
sustainability within Designaied Service Villages. Howsver, this potential growth does not justify
the allocation of 30% of the total housing requirement, to the detriment of higher order
settlements within the District. The majotity of Designated Service Villages will be unable to
support the level of development proposed, which will result in a shortfall of the housing delivery

| targets during the plan period.

Whilst it is accepted that the revised housing distribution better reflects housing needs as set
out by the SHMA, to allocate nearly one third of the housing requirement to Designated Service
Villages conflicts with the Spatial Deveiopment Strategy (Policy CP1). The higher order
settlements should be receiving the majority of new housing growth to reflect both their position
In the settlement hierarchy and the objectives of achieving sustalhable patterns of develcpment.

To ensure that housing growth can be delivered in accordance with the Spatial Development
Strategy, it is therefore necessary for a proportion of the housing currently attributed to
Designated Service Villages to be re-distributed to the higher order settlements, particularly those
that rate highly in sustainability terms, such as Sherburri-in-Elmet,

Secondary Villages

1 Just 2% of the housing requirement is given o Secondary Villages under Policy CP2. Hogg
Builders consider that there Is a need for a more equal and sustainahle distribution of housing
across the Designated Service Villages and Secondary Villages to ensure that housing can be '
butlt in the most appropriate locations in response to local housing needs. It is therefare
proposed that a proportion of housing atiributed to the Designated Setvice Villages should be
transferred to the Secondary Villages. This will provide epporiunities to deliver housing mare

Continue Overleat
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Proposed Change 5.26 (new Policy CF2 Scals and Distribution of Housing)

. Question 3 Continued

Sherbum-in-Eimet

The housing distribution figures in Policy CP2 allocate Sherburn-in-Elmet 11% of the total district
housmg requurement Th|s ﬁgure reflects housmg needs as |dent1fied by the SHMA hawever

development it is clear that Sherbum-ln-EImet should have an even Iarger proportion of the
district’s housing requirement, particularly in comparison to Tadcaster.

Sherburn-in-Efmet is a highly sustainable settlement, where people can access shops,
etmployment, services and facilities by walking or public transport. As such, the town is rightly
recognised as a Local Sewice Centre, and a focus for further growth. Evidence set out in Core
Strategy Background Paper No, 14 ‘Housing Scale and Distribution' {2012) supports this position
and recoghises the town's high sustainability credentials. Based on the results of The Retail,
Commercial and Leisure Study for Selby (2009), Sherburn-in-Elmet is considered to be a more
vibrant and viable centre when compared with Tadcaster. In addition, while Tadcaster has

1 experienced a popuiation decrease, the settlement population of Sherburn-in-Elmet has grown
and is now above that of Tadcaster.

The Gouncll 1s keen that Tadeaster should meet its own housing needs, even if this requires the
release of Green Belt land due to the issues with Iand availability around the settlement.
However, while there remain opportunities to release land in and around Sherburn, which perform
well in sustainability terms and remain outside of the Green Belt, such sites should be released
hefore consideration is given to releasing Green Belt land.

Hogg Builders has undertaken work to demonstrate the deliverability and suitability of & potential
new hausing site in Sherurr-in-Elmet, which will meet locally idertified housing needs within the
town and contribute o the sustainable growth of Sherbum-in-Elmet. Details regarding the
potential of this site (Land Wast of Garden Lane, Sherburn-in-Elmet ~ SHLAA ref, PHS/58/004)
have previously been submitted under the Site Allocations DPD Issues and Options consultation
and SHLAA 2011/12 update. This site represents an excellent example of an cpporiunity to
deliver a sustainable housing development to Sherburn-in-Elmet, in ling with the strategic aims
and objectives of the emarging Core Strategy. Furthermore land to the south at Garden Lane
Nurseries (SHLAA ref. PHS/58/005) represents an additional site at Sherburrt-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 inta account the issues of sustainability across the settlements of
the district has resulted in too high a proporiion of housing being distributed to both Tadcaster
and the Designated Service Villages. To enable the Core Strategy housing requitement to be
sound, the LPA will need to adjust the proportions 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 achisved.

Conlinue Overleaf
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- Question 3 continued

As a consequence of the above, Hogg Builders request that the proportion of housing development by location within
Selby District should be changed io the following:- '

.

: Selby: 50%

«. Sherburn-in Elmet: 20%

. Tadcaster: 5%

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

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

(Continue on a separdte sheet If submitting o hardcopy)

Question 4: Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participata 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
Publicis by invitation only).

(Continueon g separate sheet if submitting a hard .L:I-prl) '

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Dated {18th July 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, CD2f) to which
this representatlon refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliam:e Statement:

651

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 3 nNe
1.2 Sound [3 Yes No

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

Questlon 2 If you consu:ler the Proposed Change is unsound please ldentify whlch tast uf
soundness your representation relates to:

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

[] 2.2 lustified
2.3 Effective

[O1 2.4 Consistent with national policy

Question 3: Please giva 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.

Hoga Builders considets that Policy CP3 is unsound because it is not ‘effective’ in delivering a mechanism for meating
identified potential housing shortfalls.

As previously discussed in our FIP representations on the Inspector's Issues 3.8 and 3.9 on Managing Housing Land Supply,
Hogg Builders does not consider that the Core Strategy will deliver sufficient housing to meet identified needs. Persistent
problems of under delivery of housing allocatlons in Tadcaster due to land ownership issues and other constraints
undermines the overall housing requirement attributed to the town. As such, thereis a need for the Core Strategy to have
pracedures in place to Identify when potential shortfalls in housing delivery occurand to bring new sites forward in the
event of such a shortfall,

Policy CP3 sets cut remedial action for addressing a potential housing delivery shartfall through employing mediation style
interventions with Jandowners to facllitate the defivery of allocated sites in the Site Allocations DPD. Whilst this is an
acceptable approach to stalled development in sorme instances, scope should also be providad to allow sites which have
not been previously allocated to come forward, provided they are broadly in accordance with the Spatial Development
Strategy.

1Policy CP3 alsa includes a contingency plan to allow for the delivery of an appropriate level of development in Tadcaster.
Hogg Builders has concemns regarding the nature of this contingency plan, which involves trying to deliver housing within
two sepatate phases on ‘preferred sites’, which may Include Green Belt releases. Hogg Buildars consider that if the bast
sites in and on the edge of Tadcaster cannot be delivered under ‘Phase 1', other more sustainable sites in the district should
be considered for development in advance of less sustainable sites in Tadcaster being brought forward, Furthermore,
Hegg Builders do not consider that it is appropriate for consideration to be given to releasing Graen Belt land, while there
remain opportunities to refease land in and around other settlernents, such as Sherburn, which perform wel in
sustainabllity terms and remain outside of the Green Belt.

Continue averleaf
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Proposed Change 6.51 (Policy CP3 Managing Housing Supply}

Question 3 Continued

Hogg Builders therefore consider that for Policy CP3 to be considered sound, an effective
f 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:-

C.

Remedial action is defined as Investigating the underlying causes and identifying options to
facilitate defivery of housing, including alfocated sites in the Site Allocations DPD by (but not
limited to):

1 arbitration, negotiation and facllitation between key players in the development industry; or
2 facifitating land assembly by assisting the finding of alternative sites for existing users; or

3 identifying possible methods of establishing funding to facilitate devefopment; or
4

Identifying opportunities for the use of statutory powers such as Compulsory Purchase
Orders or;

5 supporting the submission of planning applications on sites that meet the objectives of the |
Core Stratedy and the Spatial Sirategy.

Policy CP3 Part CC should be reworded as follows:-
cC.

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

Phase 1: the preferred sites in/on the edge of Tadcaster [_] will be refeased on adaption of the
SADFPD.

Phase 2: a range of sites In/an 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 to take place in accordance with the objectives of the Core Strategy. |
and the Spatial Sirategy, 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.

Phase 3: where need cannot be met on non-Green Belt land, sites in/on the edge of settiements,
which may Include Green Belt releases, in accordance with Policy CEXX. Phase 3 will only be
released after 3 years folfowmg release of Phase 2 and only in the event that the combined
defivery of Phase 1 and Phase 2 is less than_50% of the target yield.

- The above changes would result in a sound policy, which is effective In achieving its objectives.

) Continue Overleat
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Questlon 3 continued

{Continue on a separate sheet if sub}nltr{ng ahard copy)

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

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

4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examinatian

4.3  If youwish 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).

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge thai | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicable) and represeniation 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 apd wish to submit the above representation for consideration,

Dated [18th July 2012
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3.0
3.1

Representation {o the 6" set of proposed changes to the Selby Core Strategy
Submitted on behalf of South Milford Parish Council

Introduction

Directions Planning Consultancy has been instructed by South Milford Parish Council to
prepare a response to the 6" Set of Proposed Changes to the Selby Core Strategy
consultation document which was published in June 2012. Wherever possible we have
referred to the sections to which our commenits relate.

PC6.9 Paragraph 1.5 :

The paragraphs do not read well, as there are words missing. Also, the purpose of
neighbourhood planning is not explained clearly. We therefore ask that the Council amends
the words to take account of the amendments set out below:

“1,5a Neighbourhood Plans are prepared by a Parish Council or Neighbourhood Forum for a
distinct geographic partisularneighbourhoed area. The scope of neighbourhood plans is set
out previded in the NPPF, which makes clear and policies in neighbourhood plans should be
based on stated objectives for the future of the area and an understanding and evaluation of
its defining characteristics.

1,5b Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for
their neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need. The ambition of the
neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local
area. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the
Local Plan.

Parishes Councils and neighbourhood forums can use neighbourhood planning to, for
example, set out the basis on which development will be accepted, identifyfor—special
protectier green areas of particular importance to them and include community-led initiatives
for renewable and low carbon energy. Meighbourhood plans and orders should not promote
less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.

Deve&epment—@%de% Communltles can use Nelghbourhood Deve!opment Orders and :
Community Right to Build Orders to grant planning permission. Where such an order is in
conformity with strategic Local Plan policies, Parish Councils and neighbourhoad forums can
grant planning permission for a specific development proposals or classes of development
and no further planning permission is required for develcpment which falls within its scope.

1.5d The Council will take a positive and collaborative approach to enable development to be
brought forward under such an Order, including working with communities to identify and
resolve key issues before applications are submitted. (PC 6.9)”

PC6.20 Policy CPXX

We object to the amendment made to paragraphs 4.39h and 4.39i which introduce the new
words ‘and other sustainable DSV, We believe the reference to other sustainable DSVs
ambiguous, as it is unclear whether all DSVs are included within the reference or just the
most sustainable of the DSVs. If i{ is the first then the insert need only state ‘and BSVe', if it is
the later then how are ‘other sustainable DSVs' to be defined? If some DSVs are considered
to be more sustainable fhan others then such a list and the criteria for that list need to be
clearly set out and defined in the plan. We believe the wording in both paragraphs should be
amended to read ‘and DSVs', because the Council has already made clear the intention is for

1

Directions Planning Consultancy
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Representation to the 6™ set of proposed changes to the Selby Core Strategy

Submitted on behalf of South Milford Parish Council

DSVs to accommodate their own housing need. This is evident from the draft SADPD which
sets out the approach to housing distribution across the DSVs. The change we propose would
alse be consistent with the proposed change to the wording set out in paragraph 4.39i, which
refers fo ... Tadcaster's and cother seitlements’.

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

We also object to the amended wording proposed to Pelicy CPXX, as we do not believe it
addresses previous concerns raised in relation to the circumstances in which land might be
released from the Green Belt and identified for development in the SADPD. In particular,
Criterion E is unclear, open to misinterpretation and does not define the circumstances in
which the release of Green Belt land will be considered exceptional. We therefore propose
that the criterion shouid be replaced with:

“Under Criferion D4 (above), the SADPD will defermine the detailed Green Beit boundary to
endure beyond the Pfan period. The SADPD may remove fand from the Green Belt in
exceptional circurnstances in order fo safisfy those identified development needs set out in
the Core Sirategy which cannof otherwise be accommodated within existing development
limits. The SADPD will ook lo locafe development in accordance with the established
sefffernent hierarchy and with reference fo the purposes and objectives of Green Belt policy
as set out in the NPFF.” :

However, neither these proposed words or the existing Criterion E refer to ‘plan B’ (as
described in paragraph 4.39i) being the exceptional reason for the release of land from the
Green Belt. If the exceptional reason set out in 4.391 does constitute the trigger for a Green
Belt revisw, then surely this should be set out in the Policy? As a result, we consider that
Policy CPXX requires an additional criterion to make clear the exceptional reason for the
Green Belt review, which would Include a sedquential test to ensure all other sustainable
options had been considered before ‘plan B’ is deployed.

Furthermore, Criterion E refers to the safeguarding of land for the delivery of development in
future plans. The safeguarding of land was a matter first raised by the Council in the 5" Set of
Proposed Changes, and the matter did not appear in the submitted Core Strategy. It therefore
represents a main modification which, when taken with other main modifications, an
assessment will need to be made of whether the plan has altered to such an extent that ‘by
death of a thousand cuts’ (fo quote the York Planning Inspector) the amended plan appears
to be substantially different fo the submitted plan.

We do not believe that the plan should refer to the safeguarding of land because the Core
Strategy did not intend for there to be a full review of the Green Belt or to safeguard land far
the future. it originally intended to ailow for land to be released within a limited number of
settlemenis to accommodate a relatively small amount of development. The number of
expected boundary changes and alsc the amount of land that will now be required has
increased through the Examination process. We continue to question whether the change

represents a significant redirection that is not allowed for through the procedures of drafting
development plan decuments.

It should be noted that if the Council is to refer to criterion D4 in defining boundaries then
some safeguarding may occur in any eveni. This is because if the Council follows physical
features then it may require more land fo. be released than is required for development in

2
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4.0
4.1

4.2

4.3

© 5.0

5.1

5.2

53

Representation to the 6" set of proposed changes to the Selby Core Strategy
" Submitted on behalf of Scuth Milford Parish Council

order to ensure the boundaries are permanent. The Council only need allocate sufficient land
and does not need to allocate all the [and that is released for the separate and distinct
purpose of creating defensible lchg term boundaries.

PC6.33 and PC6.34 Policy CP1A, paragraph 4.47

We object to the Council introducing a change in policy approach towards the development of
garden land through the supporting text rather than the correct means which is to add ‘garden
land’ into the list of appropriate development in Selby, Sherburn in Elmet, Tadcaster and
D8Vs under Policy CP1A.

Paragraph 53 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to “consider the case for sefting
out policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example where
development would cause harm to the local area.” As a result, Selby DC must first determine
whether development of garden land is acceptable through the evidence base before a policy
approach is set out in the plan. The Council has failed to follow the correct approach and
instead appears to be introducing a change to policy through the supporting text.

“We neither support or object to the change in policy approach because we have not seen the

Ceunil’s justification for why it is reasonable for garden land to be devéloped. However, we
do not believe the plan to be sound if the change Is not approached in the correct manner and
reference to garden land is included within supporting text rather than within Policy CP1A.

~ PC6.39 Paragraph 5.28 Appendix 5

We strongly object to the Council's definition of windfall development because it is not in
conformity with the NPPF. The NPPF sets out a definition for windfall sites within the
Glossary, which sfates:

“Windfall sites: Sites which have not been specifically identified as available in the Local Plan
process. They normally comprise previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become
available.”

The NPPF definition of ‘previously-developed sites’, which is also set out in the Glossary
states:

“Previously developed land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,
including the curtifage of the developed land (afthough it shculd not be assumed that the
whole of the curtifage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure.
This excludes: land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that
has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill purposes where
provision for restoration has been made through development control procedures; fand in
built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and aflotments;
and land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent sfructure or
fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of fime.”

The NPPF definition of windfall sites clearly excludes garden land, given it is explicitly
excluded from the definition of ‘previously developed land'. Furthermore, paragraph 48 of the
NPPF states that garden land should be excluded from past and future windfall rates. The
Council is therefore incorrect to state that ‘garden curtilages’ constitufe windfall development,
Paragraph 5.28 should therefore be amended to remove the reference to ‘garden land'.

Directions Planning Consultancy
July 2012



5.4

Representation to the 6™ set of proposed changes to the Selby Core Strategy
Submitted on behalf of South Milford Parish Council

Whether garden land is considered acceptable for development needs fo be discussed and
dealt with as a separate mafter to windfall development, given that garden land would not
suddenly constitute previously developed land just because a local authority supports
development of such land. The fwo matfers are distinci and separate

5.5

5.6

6.0
6.1

7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

8.0
8.1

If Selby DC is to support the development of garden land within Selby, Sherburn in Elmet,
Tadcaster and Designated Service Villages then this policy approach needs to clearly be
stated, which includes having been justified in the evidence base and set out in a policy within
the Plan. At the moment, there is neither evidence nor policy for the development of garden
land. Changing the definition of garden land through an amendment to supporting text is not
the correct means by which to introduce a change to policy through this set of proposed

changes. Instead, ‘garden land' should be introduced to the descriptions of acceptable
development within Policy CP1A.

Please also see our comments in relation to proposed changes PC6.33 and PC86.34.

PC6.51 Policy CP3 Appendix 7

We welcome the approach put forward, which means the Councii will not reallocate
development from Tadcaster to other parts of the district unless the situation arises after all
other reasonable attempis have been exhausted.

PC5.99 Policy CP16

We welcome the changes being proposed to this policy, which now refer to neighbourhood
plans, local distinctiveness and open space.,

However, we believe that a further change should be introduced to the policy in relation to the
new approach which will see the development of garden land supported within setflements
besides Secondary Villages. Paragraph 53 of the NPPF Is clear that “Local planning
authorities should consider the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate

development of residential gardens, for example where development would cause harm to the
local area.”

We therefore believe that to be sound, situations which might cause harm to a local area
should be spelt in the Core Strategy and Policy CP16 provides the appropriate opportunity to
do so. Reference needs be made within Policy CP6 to situations where the development of
garden land will be considered acceptable or else situations where harm will be resisted,
including where residential amenity will be detiimentally affected, local distinctiveness will be
harmed, important gaps in development would be lost or over development would result.

Without such a criterion, paragraph 53 will not fully be addressed in accordance with the
NPPF.

Conclusions

e would welcome the opportunity to discuss our representation with the Council, particularly
given the fundamental issues we have raised in relation to the soundness of the documents.

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

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

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

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

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

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

opportunity fo revisit matters which have been {ully considerad during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions. '

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

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

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

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

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, .

Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 SFT l
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PartA

The Tests of Soundness

The Independanit 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 fo
consider whether the plan is 'sound’ are explalned under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framewark (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

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

Justified
-the plan should be the most appropriate sirategy, when cansidered against the reasonable

alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable overits perlod and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary

strategic priorities; and

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

Framework.

Contact Details {only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Persbnal Details : Agents Details (ifapplicable)
Name MARLK JolNSON
Organisation | LEpROW HOMES DACRES COMMERCIAL
9 YoRK
tfo AGENT LEé‘Iull PLACE
Address DS
Ls) 205
Telephone NoJ ‘ 0y 204 2247
Email address ' mt:l £romgil-Com

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

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

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

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

12 Sound ] Yes N 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)
[0 2.2 Justifled
] 2.3 Effactive

[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 changels) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
lagally compliant or sound.

Soo aavined Owmgnks

Continue overleaf
Page 3 ofa4
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Question 3 continued

(Continue on g 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 oratl part of the
examination?

O 4.1 Written Representations vf‘_"r 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3 Ifyouwishtopa rticipéte 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, aitendance at the Examination in

Public is by invitation only).

{Continue on a seporate sheet if 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 fransparent process.

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

Signed Daa\o,g E‘EJNUW‘M_:' kﬂ Dated | {4 /7/]1
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Response in refation to Papyrus Works, Newton Kyme.

PC6.19 ~ Policy CPXX — The references to Major Developed Sites have been deleted — The Council
now considers that the national policy is sufficlently fiexible to allow some developrnent in Selby's
existing Major Developed Sites and so such a designation is no longer necessary.

Papyrus Works, Newton Kyme was previously listed as a Major developed Site in the Green Belt,
however this has now been deleted.

The proposed changes to Policy CPXX are in accordance with the NPPE.
NPPF paragraph 89 — Inappropriate development exceptions include:

“limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sitas (brownfield
land), whether redundant or in continuing use {excluding temporary buildings}, which would not have
a greater jmpact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than
the existing development.” ;

PC8.398 — Windfalls — New paragraphs 5.28 - 5.28d

We welcome the additional paragraphs relating to windfall. They reflect the NPPF and we welcoma
the admission that the Council cannot be sure of the contribution that windfalls could make to the
overall target,

Suppori 5.28¢:

5.28¢c "to ensure certainty and deliverability the SADPD will allocate sufficient land to accommodate
all of the housing target. Any windfails will simply add o the District's overall housing completions.”

Policy CP3 — Managing Housing Land Supply
Reference to PPS3 should be removed from paragraphs 5.44b and 5.44¢.

Paragraph 5.44d refers o a Core strategy PDL target of 40%. This should be deleted as if has been
removed from Policy CP1 {(PCE.31) and is referenced in paragraph 4.33 as an ‘indicator’ (PCB.25).
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

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

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

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

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

" .Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed

"~ Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

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

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

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

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

The Tests of Soundness

The independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy

Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared

- the 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 reascnable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

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

Effective

- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint warking 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 complate once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Name MALK JnaNsonN
Organisation | L& pROW) HOMES DACRES WMMERUIAL
9 YoRK PLACE
Address LSy DY
Telephone No. Ol 2oy 22.4Y
Email address| M) e dacies . o vk

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

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

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD21} to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

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

1.2 Sound [ Yes ] No

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

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

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

SEE ATTACHED |

Continue overleaf
Page3aof4



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

4.3

examination?

O 4.1 Written Representations

- this to be necessary

E/ 4.2 Attend Examination

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

{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)

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.

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

Signed

Decrer (ot d

Dated

)71z
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Selby Core Strateqgy 6\ Set of Praposed Changes

Response in relation to Sherburn in Elmet - Site SHB1/B.
PC6.31 - Previously Developed Land

The 40% PDL target has been deleted from Policy CP1 to comply with NPPF. We welcome this
deletion, however paragraph 5.44d refers to a Core strategy PDL target of 40%. This should be
deleted given that it has been removed from Policy CP1 (PC6.31) and is referenced in paragraph 4.33
as an 'indicator’ (PCH.25).

PCB.3f — Housing Targets

Text has been inserted stating that housing targets are minimum requirements. We welcome this
insertion,

PC6.39 — Windfalls — New paragraphs 5.28 — 5.28d

We welcome the additional paragraphs relating to windfall. They reflect the NPPF and we welcome
the admission that the Council cannot be sure of the contribution that windfalls could make to the
overall target.

Support 5.28c¢:

5,28¢ “to ensure certainty and deliverability the SADPD wiil allocate sufficlent land to accommodate
all of the housing target. Any windfalls will simply add to the District's overall housing complefions.”

PC6.40 - Phasing

We welcome the deletion of text at paragraph 5.40 in relation to phasing and the returning to a flat
target,

However, the policy wording of Policy CP2 hasn't been amended and still includes 3 phases with a
stepping up from 400 dwellings per annum in the first § years, up to 460 per annum and 500 per
annum in the later 2 phases. We have been informed by the Council that this is an error and should
net be included within Policy CP2. Likewise, the Housing Trajectory (Figure 9) needs amending to
reflect the removal of phasing and show a flat rate of 450 throughout the plan period.

Whilst we welcome the deletion of phasing, we maintain our objection to the 450 dwelling per annum
target. — The Position Statement to accompany the 6" Set of Proposed Changes {paragraphs 3.1 -
3.12) explains the Council’s position in ferms of the proposed 450 dwelling per annum figure.

Position Statement paragraph 3.9 states "whereas other parties consider that the figure should be
higher (between 500 and 550), the Council remaln of the view that the figure should be about 450 dpa
which provides for objectively assassed needs in accordance with NPPF (para. 154) and which is
aspirational but, crucially is realistic and deliverable based on both future economic expectations and
past average completions.” There is no real reasoning why the Council remain of this view other than
that the figure represents a positive plan for growth which is still significantly above the jobs-led
scenario B figure of 403 dpa sef out in the NY SHMA, and that the ecanomic outlook remains weak
(paragraph 3.10 Position Statement). We do not consider this to be a reasoned argument.

Dacres
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We do welcome reference at paragraph 3.12 of the Position Statlement relating to windfalls being over
and above the 450 dpa minimum target. The Council state “Therefore the pasition of the Council, in
planning for annual average household growth of 450dpa remains robust and reasonable. 1t must be
noted that the 450 is a minimum target that the council considers it can reasonably achieve to ensure

the success of the Plan, but that additional development that comes forward as windfall will add
significantly to the minimum.”

Policy CP3 — Managing Housing Land Supply

in light of the NPPF publication and replacement in particular of PPS3 it is considered paragraphs
5.44b - should be deleted. These paragraphs make reference to PPS3 and also refers to the 40%
pdl target which has been removed frem Policy CP1 to align with the NPPF.

In relation to interim arrangements for maintaining the housing land supply paragraph 5.44n states
that “The housing land Supply Period will be maintained by drawing on Phase 2 allocations identified
in Policy H2 of the Selby District Local Plan, which have been released by the Council under the
provisions of saved SDLP Policy H2A. Those policies are saved until superseded by the Site
Allocations DPD.” Yet, Policy CP3 deletes at Part B, reference to the pool of unimplemented Phase 2
allocations providing the source from which appropriate sites will be drawn. Clarification is required,
as textis deleted In Policy CP2, yet not deleted in paragraph 5.44n,

PCB.69 ~ 6.70 — Sherburn in Elmet

We welcome the insertion of additional paragraphs relating to the potential intensification of existing

employment land and the potential for employment growth in Sherburn particularly in the distribution
sector.

PC6.96 - Design Quality

We welcome the insertion of paragraph 7.77a which states that the Council does not propose to seta
development density figure but may identify particular design requirements including indicative

densities as part of the DMDPD and / or specific allocations in the SADPD. We welcome the flexibility
of this proposed change.
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JENNIFER HUBBARD, B.A., M.R.T.P.I., TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANT

ALLONBY HOUSE, YORK ROAD, NORTH i HiliﬁﬁLDI SELBYi N YORKS, Y08 5SRU

REPRESENTATIONS ON THE 6™ SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE

SELBY CORE STRATEGY

1. THE DUTY TO CO-OPERATE

In our letter of 21% May 2012 we indicated

Irrespective of the Duty to Co-operate, it is now clear following the City of York Core
Strategy Inspector’s preliminary Notes expressing concern about the content of the
CS, CYC'’s response and deliberations at a recent Exploratory meeting called by the
Inspector, that CYC does not currvently propose to meet identified housing
requirements within the city. The York Green Belt extends — in general terms — from
the edge of the built up area of the city fo the cily’s adminisirative boundary. Any
shortfall in provision in York will, accordingly, place pressures on the surrounding
Districts including Selby and in these circumstances it is necessary for Selby to have a
clear view based on discussions with York, how and fo what extent it might (or might
not) address any development pressures arising in the city.

The Inspector should be aware that, since then, the City of York Council has formally
resolved to withdraw its Core Strategy and now intends to move to the preparation of a
Local Plan with an estimated timescale to adoption of 30 months but continuing to use the
evidence base accumulated in connection with the Core Strategy. Our earlier comments
relating to development pressures from York leapfrogging the green belt and the need for
Selby’s Core Strategy to understand and address those pressures, remain,

2. POLICY CP1A(hb)

No change is proposed to this policy but the policy is entirely unclear in so far as it relates
to development inside development limits. Are these the currenily adopted development
limits (adopted approaching 20 years ago) and, if not, at what stage and under what CS
policy are development limits to be reviewed?

3. POLICY CP1A(c): REUSE OF RURAL BUILDINGS

The preference for the reuse of rural buildings for employment purposes should be
deleted. This is one of a number of NPPF compliance matters raised with the Council
following the last adjournment of the Examination, but which the Council has not taken
onboard. Retaining this preference is not consistent with the Framework or — particularly
— with proposed new Policy LP1 (PC6.18) or with the text at paragraph 4.29 (PC6.24).

4, GREEN BELT REVIEW: CS PARAGRAPH 4.3%9g
The first element of PC6.20 in paragraph 4.39g (substitution of the word “or” for “and™)

is an important change and is supported but in consequence it is not necessary for the
preceding text to refer to “exceptional circumstances”.

Emaii: planning@jenniferhubbard.co.uk |



The need to deliver the Core Approach and Sub Area policies (RSS Policy YH9) is a
policy imperative and is one of the reasons why a green beli review is necessary — namely
to provide an opportunity to allocate land which offers the most sustainable option.

. POLICY CPXX: GREEN BELT

CPXX D4 should be amended by adding, at the end of the policy, the words in the most
sustainable locations (or similar wording).

CPXX E, which is already over-complicated, should be deieted in its entirety.

In our view, the Council’s approach to green belt is fundamentally flawed and in trying to
wrestle with the Tadcaster problem at the same time limiting the scope for major green
belt changes elsewhere, the thought process and policy have become ever more
convoluted. This has been compounded by constant references to the need for
“exceptional circumstances” to be present before any green belt review can be
contemplated.

We do not understand why this should be the case.

As we have pointed out previously, green belt boundaries in Selby were established many
years ago, long before the requirement that planning policies should seck to promote
sustainable patterns of development and long before the adoption of Regional Spatial
Strategy which requires lower order plans to include such policies.

These circumstances require the Council to ask the fundamental question — what is the
most sustainable settlement hierarchy for Selby Disirict? In reality, this exercise has
progressed little further than the three higher order settlements of Selby Town, Sherburn
and Tadcaster. At DSV level, a degree of confusion still reigns. The basis for
designation of lower order seftlements as DSVs (or not) appears to derive froma
combination of the outcome of the Sustainability of Small Settlement exercise and an
appraisal of the environmental constraints of settlements — with one or another of these
exercises appearing to take precedence depending upon which settlement is considered
{Escrick? Fairburn?). So far as we can ascertain, no account has yet been taken of which
rural setilements are best located to accommodate growth in pursuit of sustainable
patterns of development. '

Deleting CPXX(E) and amending CPXX(D) as suggested above would provide an
opportunity for the Council at the SADPD stage to properly consider the role of
settlements at DSV level and below when “distributing” the rural component of the
overall housing requirement. '

We consider the Framework provides support for our suggestions in requiring that LPAs
should establish green beli boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for
green belt and settlement policies (para 83) and by reiterating the need for planning to
promote sustainable patterns of development (para 84).

The need to identify safeguarded land to provide for development needs beyond the Plan
period is plainly a requirement of the Framework and this should be reflected in the Core
Strategy. The exercise of identifying the safeguarded land can be carried out at the
SADPD stage as part of the green belt review. However, we recall that concerns have
heen raised previously at the Examination about the distance the CS has travelled from its

2



submission version in consequence of the accumulated main changes. The Inspector will
no doubt be mindful of the implications of this for the soundness of the document.

. DESIGNATED SERVICE VILLAGES

Designating Escrick as a DSV is soundly based on the evidence and is therefore

supported (PC6.32). However —and followmng on from the above comments regarding
the green belt review — we note here that the Council’s current proposed drafiing of
Policy CPXX seems designed to maximise the opportunities for not changing the green
belt boundary and allocating land for development in Escrick at the next stage of the LDF
process despite Escrick’s highly sustainable location.

We also note, en passant, that paragraph 6.25 contemplates future employment
developments along the A19 corridor north of Selby, alsc well related to Escrick.

. APTROACH TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF GARDEN LAND

The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to consider the case for defining policies
to restrict the development of residential gardens. We consider the Council’s response to
this (PCs 6.33 and 6.34) as inconsistent with the Framework. It is unclear what factors
the Council has considered in arriving at these two proposed changes. The Framework
identifics hagrm to the local area as a potential reason for resisting the development of
garden land. The Council, however, simply draws a distinction between gardens within
DSVs — where development will be acceptable in principle — and gardens in Secondary
Villages where development on garden land will be resisted. This distinction takes no
account of the harm which the development of garden curtilages might, or might not,
cause and this can only be established on a site-specific basis.

We can provide details of examples in Selby District where, for example, garden land in a
DSV village has been developed at an uncharacteristically high density leading to the loss
of mature trees and a pond with amenity, wildlife and “village character” value — and
areas of garden land in what are now classified as Secondary Villages which possess no
inherent amenity characteristics or benefits to the character of the wider area where
development of an appropriate density would cause no conceivable environmental harm.

The options appear to be for the Cere Strategy to remain silent on the appropriateness of
developing garden land (which would not be consistent with the Framework), or for the
Core Strategy to include a policy which presumes against the development of all garden
land as a matter of principle (for which we do not believe there is any evidence) or for a
criteria-based policy to be introduced which permits the development of garden land in
given circurastances.

We do not consider it appropriate to deal with the development of garden land in the text
of the CS rather than within a policy: nor is it appropriate to deal with this matter of
principle in a lower order DPD. The principles need to be set out in the CS — though we
appreciate the detail may appear in a subsequent DPD.

. INCLUSION OF MARKET HOUSING IN RURAL EXCEPTIONS AFFORDABLE

HOUSING SCHEMES

This is contemplated in the text of PC6.55. It should, however, form part of Policy CP6
to provide clarity and consistency.



10.

The LPA say there is no evidence on which to base including this requirement ina CS
policy. We do not know what evidence the Council has sought but the following may
assist.

We believe only 1 rural exceptions scheme has been approved/implemented within the
District. We cannot, of course, speak for other agents but can confitm that 6 Clients for
whom we act have identified 8 petential rural exceptions sites all lying immediately
adjacent to the development limits of settlements currently proposed as DSVs in the
northern/eastern parts of the District.

-Given the physical relationship ofthe sites to built development, all have some degree of

hope value for market housing. None is required by the landowner for any operational
purpose and, to that extent, all are available. However, pony paddocks on the edge of
villages in this locality frequently sell for upwards of £10,000 per acre and RSLs are now
limited in the price they can pay for rural exceptions sites. All of the Clients currently
take the view that in present circumstances they “might just as well hang on to the land”.
However, all have indicated that the introduction of a small proportion of market housing
would change their views.

One site where a detailed scheme is in the public domain is 2t Escrick. Local needs
surveys were first carried out nearly 10 years ago and negotiations for the sale of the land
to an RSL were well advanced when the RSL halved the price it had previously offered
for the land.

More recently, a detailed scheme has been drawn up, a new Housing Needs Survey has
been carried out and all necessary surveys completed to support a planning application.
We have indicated to the Council that the inclusion of a small number of market houses
within the scheme would enable the landowner to gift the remainder of the site to an RSL.

House prices in Escrick are amongst the highest of any settlement in the District. There is
one Local Authority (Council) house only remaining in the village.

POLICY CPY9: SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF ECONOMIC GROWTH

The proposed changes to this policy (PC6.74) are supported and, we believe, are
consistent with the F ramework.

ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING POINTS

PCs 6.78 and 6.82 which encourage the inclusion of electric vehicle charging points in
new developments, is supported. York City Council is currently embarking on wide-
scale proposals to install charging points in the 7 largest car parks in the city. The
widespread availability of charging points is recognised as crucial to the public’s uptake
of ¢lectric cars.

We would appreciate an opportunity to explore these matters further at the recenvened
Examination.

19% July 2012



Date: 17 July 2012
Qur ref: 55537

Policy and Strategy Team
i ¥

Selby District Councll Natural England
ivic Cent Consultation Service
Civic Centre Hornbeam House
Doncaster Road Electra Way
Selby Crewe Business Park
CREWE
YOB9FT W1 66
BY EMAIL ONLY T: G300 060 3900
.
t;'b'
Dear Helen ¥

Selby District Council changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
(6" set) — NPPF compliance consultation

Thank you for your consultation dated 7 June 2012.

Natural England is a nen-departmental public body. Our statutory purpese is to
ensure thal the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for
the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development.

Natural England believes that the Selby District Council Submission Draft

Core Strategy is in conformity with key natural environment aspects of the
National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF).

Our letter dated 11 May 2012 (our ref: 50967) in response to your consultation on
proposed changes fo the Submission Draft Core Sirategy made it clear that we
considered the amended Plan compliant with the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) subject to the changes proposed. We are pleased to see that
our commeants on aspects of the plan and their compliance with the framework
have been taken on board and our recommended changes have been made,

Natural England supports changes that have been made to Policy CP1 (B) of the
plan that make reference to the allocation of land with the preference of land of

least environmental value or amenity. This is now in conformity with para. 110 of
the NPPF.

Natural England also supparts your changes made to Policy CP15 (5) which now
refers to ‘profecting and enhancing locally distinctive landscapes, areas of
franquillity, public rights of way and access, (PCE.88) open spaces and playing
fields...". This is now in conformity with para. 123, para, 75 and para. 76 of the
NPPF respectively.

Please send consultations via email to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk



Following the main modifications made to paragraphs 4.37- 4.30 Natural
England supports the ‘Green Beit' policy, supporting text and reference
section on ‘Green Belt Review’. We have no comments to make on the
compliance of other aspects of the Plan with the NPPF.

For any carrespondence or queries relating to this consultation only, please
contact Bryn Pryce on 0300 0600783. For all other correspondence, please

contact consultations@naturalengland. org.uk.

We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have
attached a feedback form fo this letter and welcome any comments you might
have about our service.

Yours sinceraly

Bryn Pryt:e
Temporary Adviser
Land Use Operations

Please send consultstions via email to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk

Natural England
Foundry House

I Millsands .
Riverside Exchange
sheffield 52 8NH

www.naturalengland.org.uk
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From: StuartVe ndy [stuart vendy@cunnanetown planning.co.uk]
Sent: 19 July 2012 17:12

To: df

Ce: helen gregory

Subject: SDC LDF Reps

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

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

PCB.13

PC6.17

PC6.18

PC 6.18 (separafe issue)
Various regarding RSS
PC8.20

PC 6.31

PC6.35

PC 6.39

PC 6.51

PC 6.51 {separais issue)
PC6.68

PC 6.65 and 8.74

PC B.85

PC 6.74

PC 6.32

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

Regards

Stuart

Stuart Vendy : 5
CUNNANE TOWN PLANNING LLP '

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

hitp://www.cunnanetownplanning.co.uk/

This email is private and conftdential. If you are not the intended recipient you have received this in error and
please be advised that any use, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. Any views or
opinlans presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Cunnane Town
Planning LLP. Cunnane Town Planning LLP try to maintain the highest possible protection against the transmission
of viruses via email, however, any attachments should be scanned for possible viruses before opening. We do not
accept any liability for damage to, or loss of information, or the accidental transmissian of computer viruses. If you
have received this email in error please call +44 {020 8943 4032 or email reception @cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

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

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

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

Selby. District Council is now publlshlng and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Su,bmlssmn Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make-
their views known.
The September and Aprit EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets.of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit maiters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

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

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

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

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

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

Page 1 of4
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PartA

The Tests of Soundnéss

The Independant Inspecter svole is to assess whéther the plan has been prepated in accordance with
‘the Duty to Cooperate, fegal and procedural requirements, and whether it is.sound. The tests to
consrder whether the plan is sound' are explarned under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy

Pasitively prepared
-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks Yo meet objectively assassed

development and infrastructure requirernents; rncludlng uniriet requireéments from neighbouring.
authorities where it Is reasonable to do o 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 delwera ble overits period and based on efféctive joint working on crdss-boundary
strategic priorities; and

Consistent: with national policy

-the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development:in accordance with the policies i the
Framewaork:

Contact Details (_('j.\nl"j;; completeonca) o

Pleasé provide contact details and agent details, if appoirited.

Personal Details : Agents Detalls (lfapplrcable]
Name StuartVendy

Qrganisation [Samuel $mith Old Brewery (Tadcaster): Cunnane Town Planning LLP

_ o ~ PO Box 305

Address.  |c/o Agent , Manchester

X M213BQ
TelephoneNo,|. : 0161 2829290
Email address stuartvendy@cuninanetowaplanning.co.uk

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

You anly need to mmplete this page once. if you wish to make more thanone rapresentation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representatron form,

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

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

PC 613 + 4.%0

Quéstibh 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant. L1 Yes [+ Ne _
1.2 Sound [ Yes I No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue to -Q'Z. In all other circumstances, please ga to Q3.

Question2: If you consider the Proposed Change is_unsuunc.l,. please identify which test of
soundness your represéntation relates to:

[J 2.1 PositivelyPrepared {(Please identify just one test for this representation)
[ 2.2 Justified
[F-2.3 Effective

[32.4 Consistent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Changeis not legally
compliant or i5 unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legaily compliant or sound.

Please see attached

"Continue overleaf
Page3of4



Question 3 continuéd

{Continue oiva 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 Writter Representations = 4.2 Attend Examingtion

4.3 If you wish to participate at the oral part of the éxamination, 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 anly).

Please'see attached

(Continue on a separate sheetif submitting a hard copy)

Réptesenft_a.tion,SubmlsSiOn_Acknowledggment 7
| acknowledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicatile) and representation will be made publically available (including on

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

m”f agree with this statement arid wish to. submit the above representation for consideration.

| Signed Dated [19th July 2012

Page4of4



PC: 6.13 & PC 6.80

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

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

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

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

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

An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was

© held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an

Independent Inspector.

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

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

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

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

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

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form fof each of your separate-representations. It
would be helpful if you could focus on:the “tests of soundness™ and indicate if you aré dbjecting on a
legal compliance issue.

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

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

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

Pagi 1 of 4



PartA

The Tests of Sound ness

The Indépendant Inspector's roleds to assess whether the plary has been preparedin accordance with
the Duty t6 Cooperate, legal and procedural requiréments, and whether itis sound. The tests to-
consider whether the plan is ‘sound! are explained undeér paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF} (March 2012) and states a sound Core Stratagy should be:’

~ Positively prepared
-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to maet objectively asséssed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
-authorities where it is réasonablé to do sc and consistent with: achlevmg sustajnable development;

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

Effective
J§ -the plan'should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint warking on cross-houndary
- strategic priorities; and :

- Consistent with national policy
- -the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the pohc:es inthe
. Framework.

Contact Details (only tomplete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if apphcahle)
Name Stuart. Vendy
Organisation [SaruelSmith Okd Brewery (Tadcasie) Cunnane Tawn Planning LLF
Addrss  jo/a Agent- Manchester
- M213BQ
Telephone No. _ 0161282 9350
Email address ‘ stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

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

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

P‘age"z of g
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Part B [please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

G- 17

Question 1; Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant O Yes 0O e
1.2 Sound ] VYes & No

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

Question 2: ifyou c0n5|der the Proposed Change is unsound, please |dent|fy which test of
soundness your representation relates to:

0] 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
[2.2 Justified
Q/ 2.3 Effective

|3/2.4 Conslstent with national policy

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

Please see attackied

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4




Question 3 continited

-:‘Cbnrfndé'on aseparate sheet if submitting a furd copy)

Quesﬂon 4. Can your representatlon seeklng a change be consldered by written
" representations, or do you considerit necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? :

Nl 4.1 Written Répresgntat'iqns _ o] 4,2 Attend Examination

43  Kyouwishta participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this tc be necessaiy '
(Your request will be considered by the inspector, however, atrendance at the Examination in
Publicls by invitation only)

Please see _atta;hed

{Continue oh- da sebaratesheét if submittinga hard copy)}

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that | am making a formal representatlon | understand that my name (and
organisation where. applicable) and represeritation will be made publically avallable (including on
the Council's websue) in arder to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

Ej/lagrée with this.statement and wish te submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated |15th July2012.

Signed

Page 4 of 4




PC: 6.17

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

legally comphant 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 com pl iant or sound,

The proposed change as currently worded refers to “the best agricultural land’. This
reference has o basis within NPPF or other relevant policy documents aud
frameworks.

NPPF at paragraph 122 refers to the “best and most versatile agricultural land’. This

refetence mirrors that used by DEFRA in the methodology for assessing the quality of
the agricultural land,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk
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 Tests of Soundness ' ‘
| ThelIndependant Inspector's role is'tg assess whether the plan has been prepared in‘sccotdanice Wit

the Duty ta Cooperate, fegal and procedural requiremiénts, 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 seeksto meet objectively asséssed

~ development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from reighbouring
authorities where it is reasanable to do so and €onsistent with achieving sustainable development;.

Justified ' .
- the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considerad against the reasonable

' altematives; based on proportionate evidenice;
Effective

-the plan should be deliverable over Its period and based on effective joint working on créss-boundary
strategic proritigs; and ‘

Consistant with national policy 7 ‘ o
- the pian should enablethe delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
" Framiework; :

Contact Detalls (only complete ohce)

Please provide contact details and-agent details; if a ppointed.

Personal Details . ' .Agents Details (fapplicable)
Narne | Stuart Veridy
Qrganisation Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) | Cunnane Town Planning LLP
. . PO Box 305
Address |cloAgent _ Manchester
' ' M2736Q
Telephane No.| : 01861 282 9250
Email address ' stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

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

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

Paga2of 4
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Part B (please use a s,eparaté sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

TN

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

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

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

[0 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[&2.2 Justified
(3.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

éonrin ue overleaf
Page 3of 4



Question 3 continued

(C"bnﬁnye on aseparate sheet if submitting g hard ‘cqp_y')

Question4: Can your reprasentation seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
exantination?

Ed 4.1 Written Represéntations O 42 Attend Examination
4.3 . Ifyouwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outiine why you consider
. this to be necessary _ ‘ _ _ _ '
(Your request will be'con_sigiered by the Inspector, however, atterdance at the Examination in
Publicis by invitation only),

Please see attached:

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement |

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

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

Signed

Dated |19th July2012
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PC: 6.18

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I —

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

Email to: ldf@sélby-.g.w.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

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

| The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inispector's fole i to'assess whether the plan has been prepared inatcordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and protedural réquirements, and whether it is-sound. The tests to.
considerwhether the plan s 'sound” are explained under paragraph 182 of the Natiosial 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 objectwely assessed
development and infrastructure réquirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do s6 and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

" Justified

-the plan should be the most: approprlate strategy, when considered against the reasonable:
aftérnatives, based on proportionate evidence;

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

 Consistentwith national policy |
- the plan should enable‘the delivery of sustainable development in aceordance with the policies in the
- Framework:

Contact Details {only complete énce)

Please provide contact details and agent details, If appointed,

Personal Details Ageiits Details f applicable)
Name { Stiiart Vendy
Organisation Samuel Smith Qld Brawery (Tadcaster) Cunniana Town Planding LLP:
| | _ PO Boi 305
Address |c/oAgent Manchester
’ M2'l BBQ
Telephone No. ' : 0161282 929¢
Email address ' stuart.véndy@ctmnahetuwnplannihg;cn._u.ilé

It will be helpfal if you can provide an emaii address so we i:an.tutita_c’t;ynu electronically..

attach addltlonal coples of Part B ‘[pages 3-4} to tl'us‘ part of the repre_r._antatlpn.form..
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Part B (please use a separate sheet {pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

G-18

T Question It Do youconsider theProposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant 0 Yes [ Ne

1.2 Sound O Yes = No

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

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[#72.2 Justified
[12.3 Effective

[3-3.4 Consistent with national 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
legally compliant or sound.

Please see attached

" Continue overleaf
Page3of4



Question 3 contiriuéd.

{Cdritinue on d separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

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

| 4.1 Written Representations B/ 4.2 Attend Examination

‘43 If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to.be necessary
(Your réquest will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Publicis by invitation onfy).

Please see attached

{Continueona separate sheet if submitting & hard copy)

Reprasentation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Datad [19th July 2012

Signed
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PC: 6.18

Question 3: Please give defails of why yoa consider the Proposed Change is not
légally compliant or is unsound and provide details of whsit change(s) you consider

hecessary to make thie Propdsed Change to. the Bubmission Draft Core Strategy
| legally compliant or sound..

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

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

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

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

Written Representation?

Oral? | YES

If *“Orxal’® Please specify why

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

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

- An Examinatioh in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submi‘ssion Draft Core Strategy (SDCS} was

held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

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

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

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

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consuitation on the 6th Set of Proposed

- Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

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

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

Email to: |df@selby.gov.uk

Faxto: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YOB SFT
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The lndepe ndant Irispector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been pteparedin accordanice with
the Duty to- Cooperate, legal and procedural requirenents, and whether it Is sound. The tests to

consideér whether the plan is* ‘sound"are explamed under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Pollcy
Frameéwork (NPPF) (March:2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should Be:

Positively preparad

- the plari should be prepared based on'a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
developmentand 1nfra5tructure requirements, including uhmet 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
alterhatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective

-the'plan should bie deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strateglc prioritiés; and

.Con5|stent with national policy
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable developmeiit in accordance with the policies In the
Framework:

Contact Details (oily compléte once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, If appointed.

Personal Detils Agents Detalls (if applicable}
Name Stuart Vendy

Organisation: (Samuel Smith Dld Bréwery (Tadcaster) - CiJn'ri‘arieTown Planning LL®

PO BoX 305
Address  lcfoAgent Manchester

M2138Q

TelephoneNo.| ' : 0161262 9250

Ei’n,ail address stuarf.yendy@cqnha netownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provida an email address so we can contact you ele.l:tﬂ?ni:'ally.

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

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

Vaviess

Question 1: Do you considerthe Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [0 VYes & No
1.2 Sound 1 Yes B‘/ No

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

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

[ 2.1 Positively Prepared {Piease identify just one test for this representation)
K4 2.2 Justified
[ 2.3 Effective

O 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

Continve overleaf
Page 3 of3



Question 3 continued

(Continue ona separ‘ateshee‘t if submittirig @ hard copy).

Questlon 4: Can your representatlon seeking a change be consldered by wrrtten

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

0 4.1 Written Representa_tio'ns ' 4.2 Attencl Examination-

43 If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examinatiaon, please outline why you consider
thisto be necessary

(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination it
Publicis by fnwtatron only)

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet ifsubmitting a hard copy)

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

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

Q/I agree with this statement and wish 1o submit the above representation for consideration.

Dated |t5thJuly 2012

Signed
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PC: Various

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

| legally compliant or sound.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Email to: Idi@selby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229
Postto: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,

Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT : )
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PartA

The Tests of Soundness

Thé Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperats, [égal and procedural requirements, and whether it I$. sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Frameéwork (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 meét ob;ectwely assessid
deve]opment and.infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirernents from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
~the plan should be the most appropriaté'sttategy, when considered against the reasonable
alterpatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
- thelplah should be deliverable over its period and based onveffective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities;-and

Consistent with national giolicy
- the plan should enable’the delivery of sustainable developrnerit in accordarice with the policies inthe
Framework.

Contact Detalls (ohly complete once]

Please provide contact details and agent-details, if appolnted.

Personal Details ‘ Agents Detalls (ifapplicable) |
Name o ' Stuart Vendy
Qrganisation’ }samie smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) ' Cunniane Town Planning LLP.
_ PO Box 305
Address  |cfoAgent Manchester
M21 SBQ
Telephone No. 0761282 9290
Email address s_h.larf.vendy@cunnanétowhpianni'n_g.i:o.uk

it will be hielpful if you can provide an email address $0 we can contact you electronically.

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

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

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
soundnéss your répresentation relates to:

[22.1 Positively Prepared
[ 2.2 Justified
[32.3 Effective

[ 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
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

legally conipliant or sound.

Please see attached

" Continué overleaf
Page 3 of4
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" Question 1 Do you considerthe Proposed Change is: :
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes L No
1.2 Sound 0 Yes IE/ No



Question-3 continued

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

Question 4:  Canyour representation seeking a change be considered I:y written
representations, or do you consider it Hacessary to partici pate at the oral part of the
examination?

Im! 4,1 Written Representations O 4:2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyouwish to patticipate at the oral part of the. exammat[on, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at thé Examination in
Public Is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on aseparate sheetif submlitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement ' ‘

{ acknowledge that | am makirig a formal représentation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where apphcable) 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./fagree,With this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Dated [19th July 2012
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PC: 6.20

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

MECESIAry 10 make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sonnd.. :

There are a variety of issues asgociated with the proposed text under PC6.20. The
majority of these changes relate to-in appropriate ot inaccurate wording, as well as
consistency with representations submitted earlier in the Core Strategy drafting
process.

In the interests of clarity and brevity I attach a modified version of'the text presented
in the latest set of changes in order to reflect the full nature and scope of the changes
sought. The amendments to the text have been tracked in red and the reasoning and

explanation for individual changes have been highlighted in yellui

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

Written R’Epre_sen_tatinn?

Oral? , YES

H ‘Oral’ Please specify why

The eomplex nature of the represetitations and relationship. with other issues raised
during thé course of the: Core Strategy means that an oral exammination of this issue is
required.




[Attachm,e,ntj
Palicy CPXX: Grech Belt

4.3%. The District is covered by parts of both the West Yorkshire and York Green:
Belts. One of the fnetions of the Green Beltis to prevent the eoaleséence of
- séttlements, for example by preserving the open counttyside gap between
Sherbum in Elmet and South Milford. The NPPF stregses the i imipertaice of
protecting the open charagter of Green Belt, and ‘inappropriate’ forms of
development will- be tesisted unless very special citcumstances can be
demonstiated,

4.39b. The grea covered by Green Belt is defined-on the Proposals Map. For the
avoidanee of doubt, the bounidaty line shown on the Pioposals map is included
inthe Gree:n Belt designation. Where there are différenit versions of 1aaps that
contradict one another, the most up fo'date raap from the Council’s GIS
system has authority.

[4.39 to 4.39F deleted]

Greerni Belt Review

i \ ‘ SSARY: :ubu .

; i W‘ i i &\R éﬁ&i
; o fog ﬂﬁtdrk T .f‘nKW l-] The
Councﬂ consxdérs that cmly i exceptional cirtur 'stanqes Where there is bath

Belt land foers the most susfamable opuon, would Jand be consxdered for
taking ouf of the Green Belt. A Green Belt review may also consider
1dent1fymg areas. 0f safeguarded land to facilitate fiture arowth beyond the
plan period.

4.39h Fhe+

1 - ‘ m%]: he
Councd is seeking to pmtect the settlement hjerarchy and considers that the

most sustamable optmn is m ensure that the Prmc:pal 'I‘nwn and Locall Servme

needs inaccordance wnh NPPF Para 85 “ensure conswtency witht fhe anal
Plan strategy for meetinw 1dent:fied requ,utements for susfmnable .
development”. Thisds-esg - sarwhel 5 Hay




4.39i

4.39j

4.39%

4,391

either fr rom windfalls

aumandmg need sehich has ta e shet, the Council must. consider an

previoy: tbmifted ot
¢rt]. Core Strategy Policies CPZ_and CP3 seek to bring land
forWard m the r_nost sustainable loc:atwns wnhm Development Limits i in

s

_f:j'DSVs The current, 2011 SHLAA generally demonstrates
sufﬁment sites to achieve this, however the Core Su'ategy must be pragmatm
flexible and. ﬁltu.re—proofed ”Iherefore, sites s

é:&éﬁ ry fail and there remains an

alternative sustainable option.

The Counlml therefore considers that this effees the dbove could constitute [iﬁ

T A ] RO

re; Hity] the exceptional cireumstances that justify a need to
stratemca]ly assess the District’s growth: options across the Green Belt,

Siich a review would seek to ensure that only Tand that rieets the puiposes and
objectives of Greef: Belt is desigriated as Green Belt ~ it would not be an
exercise 16 infroduce unnecessary additional controls aver land by ¢xpanding

- the Green Belt for its own sake. Smnlarly, the' review wonld not séek to
‘remove land from thie Green Belt where it s perceived simply to be a nuisance

to obtaining planning permission. The review may also address anomalies
sunh ds (but not exclusnrely) cartographm ermrs s i1l response to

fydng the on—the-ground 1dent1ﬁcatxon of all thé'Green Belt boundanes

by 1dent|fy1ng physical features that are reddily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.

The review would be carried out in accordarice, with up to date national policy
and involve all stakeholders, and take Into consideration the need for gmwth
alongside the need tG. protect the: openness of the District. It would examine

Green Belt areas for their suitability in terms of the purpose 6f Green Belt in
accordance with NPPF;

[4.39m deleted]



4390 The review may also consider

4.3%

4,39

«the relationship between wirban and rural fringe; and
» the degreeof physmal and viswal separation of settlements

This could supply a schedule of argas for firther i investigation where sites may
be: ctm‘srdered for smtablllty for development and. subject to a.sustainability
agsessment, This may constder other policy/strategy designations stich as
existing Local Plan 2005 sustamablhty criteria such as accessibility to
services, facilities and public tranisport, and also flood risk. The Green Belt
review and Sustainability. Appramai would then undergo public consultation.
The Sites Allocation DPD iy then identify Jand for developiment during the
plan period. It may also saféguard Yand to faeilitate devalopment beyvond the
plan period and avoida further Green Bélt review in the futive,

Additional detail and a comprehensive revisw programuie Tay be developed
by a Review Panel inafe up of inferested parties (similar to the existing
SHLAA Panel).

Policy CPXX Green Belt

B.

Li )

Thoseareas covered by Green Belt are?d&ﬁn&ﬂﬁun; the Proposals Map.

In accordance with higlicr erder policies; _ﬂim the deﬁned Green Belt,
planning permission will not be granted fi inappropriate developnient
unless: the applicant has demunstrated that very special cirennistances

exdst to justify why permission should be granted

To ensiie the Gréen Béit houndaries endurein the Ioug teim, 2. veview of
the Green Belt will be undertaken through the Sites Allocation DPD, The
purposes of theveview will be to:

1. address anomalies
2. vevisw ‘washed over’ and finset’ villages.

3. define boundaries clearly using physical features that are readily
recogmsable and likely to be permanent

4, consider whetlicr the sufficiency of land available against development
requirements thfoughouf the Plan period for aflocations, and thie need for
growth beyond the Plan period by ulentlfymg Safeguarded Land.

itder Critérion C4 (above), the SA])PD may in exceptional circumstances

remove land form the Green Belt and aflocate it to deliver the Policies, Vision,
Aims and Objectives of the Core Strategy by act:ﬂmmodahng Identlf' ed

development needs in the established settlemerit hic ; th nee
cannot be met on mon-Green Belt Iand, s and [mg




policy
removal of land fromi the Green Belt offers a significantly more sustainable
aption overall than reassessing those needs or proyiding for those needs

elsewlere in the District, Safeguarded land may also be identified to sécure
options for delivery in future plans,

adlii

ke place] where

Any sites considered for removal from the Green Belt under Criterion Dd
(above) will be subject to public consultation and a sustainability

appraisal, and assessed for their impact upon the following issues (non-
exhaustive):

 any other relevant policy/strategy; and
-flood risk; and
* nature conservation; and
« impact upoi heritage assets; and
- impact upon landscape character; and
- appropriate access to services and facilities; and
- appropriate dccess to publi¢ transport.
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
- June 2012
Representation Form

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

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

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

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

Representatians are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 8th Set of Proposed
‘Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documents.

Pledse 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 objectingon a
legal compliance issue.

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

Email to: idf@seiby.gov.uk
Fax to: 01757 292229

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Ceritre,
Doncaster Road, Selby YO& 9FT
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PartA : ‘

The Tests.of Soundnass

The Independant Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prépared.in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedurat requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
conmder whether the plan Is sound' are explained tnder paragraph 182 of the Nationa! Planning Pollcy

Positively prepared

~the pian should be prépated based on a strategy which seeks to. meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure raguirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do soand consistent with achieving sustainable development; |

Justified

=the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alterniatives, based on proportionate evidence:

Effective

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

- Consistent with national policy

- -the plan should enable thé delivery of sustainable developmient in accordance with the pol|c1es in the
Framnework:

Contact Details {Gnly complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if sppointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (ifapplicable)
Name Stuart Veridy
Organi'saﬂon Samuel Smitfi Oid Brewery {Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planning LLP
, PO Box 305
Address  |do Agent. Manchester:
M21 380)
Telephone Mo. 0161262 9250
Email address stuart-.vendy@gunnanetuwnpianning;o.uk

It will be Relpful if you can provide an email addréss s6 we can contact you elactronically.

Yau only rieed to complate this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copias of PartB (pages 3-4) to this parl; of the representation form.
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Part B (piease use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Changé (which can be found on the Pubhshed Schedu!e, cD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of thie NPPF Compllance Statement:

6 2

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes [ Ne
1.2 Sound ) O ves o

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

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

2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this répresentatjon)
L4 2.2 Justified
['23 Effective

[2['/2.4-Co;‘|s'istent with national policy

Question3: Please give details of why you consider the Propoesed 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 Su bmission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound..

Plgase see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4



_Quéstion 3 continued

(Continue on a separate sheer r‘fé&b}hi‘rﬁnga hard copy)

Questlon 4 Can your representation seeking a change be consndered by wntten

representations, or do you cans ider it nécessary to participate at the oral part of the
éxamination?

] 3.1 ertten R_epreﬂsentations; 0 4.2 Attend Examination

43 ifyouwishto partrcupate at the oral part of the examlnatlon, please gutline why you consider
this to.be necessary

(Yourrequest will be conisidered by the Inspecior, however, attendance gt the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attar;héd

(Continie o &t separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

‘Representation Submission Acknowledgement
Y acknowledge that | ami-making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and

organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available (including on
the Council's websité) in order fo ensure that it is a fair and- transparent process

P4l agree with this stateinent dn to submit the above representation for considération.

Signed

Dated |i5th July 2012
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PC: 6.31

Question 3: Please give details of wliy 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 Pruposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

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

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

The evidence base (summarised in Appendix 1 to the ertierging Core Strategy)
supports the. view that a target of 40% of development upon PDL has been casily
attainable in the past. Guiding development toward PDL as pait 6f the efficient use of
existing land, promoting regeneration and preventing the unnecessary development of
Greenfield sites has been achieved with notable success in the past.

Paragraph 111 of NPPF provides that Councils can consider the case for a locally
derived PDL target, There has already beén extensive debate abiout the large volumes
of PDL that have been developed within the District and the: significant contribution
that this has'made to'the delivery of housing in the past. There has been no detailed
considération by the Council of the desirability or otherwise of in¢luding a locally

' derived PDL target in the Coré Strdte gy, and consequently no justification for the-
_proposed rernoval of the target from the emerging document. The exclusion of such a
target from the Core Strategy leads to-an unsound and unsustainable strategy that is
unsupported by thie evidence base available.

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

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

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

Written Representation?

Oral? YES

If “‘Oral® Please specify why




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

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

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

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

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

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documerits.
Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. It

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

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

- Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229

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

The Tests of Soundness.

Thelndependant Inspector's role is to asséss whethér the plan has besn prepared in accordance with
"the Duty to Cooperate; legal and procedural requirements, and whather it is sound. The tests fo
consrder whether the plan is sound' are explalned under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy

Pasitively 'p‘repa‘red

- the plan shoyld be prepared based on a strategy which sesks to meet objectively assessed.
developrient and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements ffom neighbouring
authorities whérg it Is reasonable ta.do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

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

Effective
-the plan should be deliverable ovér its period and based on effective jornt working on cross-boundary
| strategic priorities; and

| ‘Consistent with national policy

| ~the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policiasin the
Framework.

Contact Details (only corrrpieteor'rce}i

Please provide contact details and agerit details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable}
Name Stuart Vendy

Organisation [Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) Cunnane Town Planntig LLP-

PO Box 305
Address  [c/o Agemt Maénchester

Mz21 360

Telephone No. ‘  |o161.2829290.

Email address | [stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

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

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

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

638

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant [ Yes 1 No

1.2 Sound ] Yes 3 No

If you have eritered No ta 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)
[373.2 Justified
[&t"2.3 Effective.

|]/2}4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

Continue overledf
Page3of4



Question 3 continuéd

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

Question4: Can yourrepresentation seeking a change be considerad by written _
representations, or doyou consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? :
rd 4.1 Written Represenitations [0 42 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to paiticipate at the oral part of the examination, please cutline why you consider
this to be riecessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, atteriddnce at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached

{Continue on a separate sheet ifsubmitting a hard capy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement ,

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

Dfl/agr‘e'e with this statement angd wish to submit the abiove representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated |15th July20i2
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PC:PC6.35

Question 3: Please gwe 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 Drraft Core Strategy
Tegally compliant or sound.

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

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

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

- An Examination in Public.(EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was

held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
Independent Inspector.

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

and for the Councll to consult on any further Proposed. Changes to the Submission Draft Care
Strategy.

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

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

The Séptember and Apiil EIP’s have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Piblication stage and subsequent
“consultation on the first 5 Sets.of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as-an

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 1of4



PartA

The Tests of Soundn‘ess‘—

| The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been préparediin accordance with
| the Duty to Cooperateé; légal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound; The teststo

consider whether the plan.is 'sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Plarining Policy
Framework (NPPF) tMarch 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively prepared
- -the plan should be prepared based.ona strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet’ requirernents frofm Reighbouring
authorities whete It is reasonable to do.so and consistent with achieving sustainable déeveloprnenit;

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

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

Consistent with national policy
- the plani should enable the delivery of sustainable development in dccordance with the policies in the

Fiarework..

Contact Details (only complete orice)

Please provide contact details:and agent details, if ap painted..

Personal Details Agents Details.(f applicable)
Namg Stuart Vendy
O‘rga:ni:sation Samiel Sinith OId Brewery (Tadcaster) - {cunnane Town Planning LLP:
‘ '[FO.Bex 305
Address. [c/oAgent Manchestet
' : M21 3BQ-
Telephone No. , kn,'ﬁl 2829290
Emall address stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.ca.uk

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

You only need to complete this page once. Ifyouwishto make miore than one represeritation,
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, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6- 3%

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant O Yes [l No
1.2 Sound [ Yes B/ No

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

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

D] 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[32.2 Justified
423 Effective

‘9/2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page 3of4



Question 3 continued

{Contmue on aseparate sheet if submminga hard copy)

Question 4: Can ym.lr representatlon seekmg a :hange be considered by wrltten

representatlons, or do you consider it necessary to particl pate at the oral part of the
examination?

s 4.1 Written Repr_esentations E)/ 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
. (Yourrequestwill be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance atthe Examingtion ity
Pub!rc is by invitation onfy).

Please see atta cheq

{Continug on aseparate sheet If submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement ‘ ‘

1 acknowledge that I'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 1t is a fair and transparent process.

M agree with this statemerit and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated |19thjuly2012

Page 4 of 4



PC: 639

Question 3: Please gwe details of why you consider the Proposed Change is not
legally compliant or is nnsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider

ecessary to make the Proposed Change o thie Submission Draft Core Strategy
_l_ega lly compliant or sound.

Taking Account of Windfalls

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

Whilst the amended text acknowledges that windfalls have been a significant source

of housing, the text goes on to cast doubt overthe predictability of future windfall
levels.

| For the period that data is available it is clear that windfall levels-have been sustained
at well over 50% and have come forward at an average rate of 6% per annum. This
is highly significant in the delivery of a robust and sound Core Strategy for the
‘district, The Council should formally assess and consider evidence regarding the
contribution that windfalls are likely to make to the delivery of housing in the District.

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

There has been no examination or evalvation of the various policy mechanisms
available to the Council that may provide a reliable method of taking these levels of
windfall development in to account. For example, it would be possible to deploya.
‘rolling policy” mechanism based on the average of the previous 5 years of supply.
This would take account of changes in market conditions, availability of sites and

central government policy whilst providing a stable and r¢liable forward: projection of
likely delivery from this source.

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

Question 4: Can your represéntation sécking a change be considered by written

representations, or do you consider it recessary to participate at the oral part of the
éxamination?

Written Representation?

Oral? YES




I "Oral’-'Plgase speeify why-

The extensive nature of the changes proposed, the implications and effects of
introducing a proper assessment of ‘windfalls requires exaniinition in an Oral session
of the EIP, .
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy

Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012

Representation Form

. An Examination in Public (EIP) into the soundness. of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
- held between 20 and 30 Septemhber 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2612 in front of an

Independent Inspector.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Email to: /df@selby.gov.uk
Faxto: 01757 292229

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

The Yests of Soundness

The Independa ntInspector's fele is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordanice with

the Duty to Cooperate. [egal and procedural réquirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to

consider whether the'plan is 'sound' are'explained: undei paragraph 182 of the Natlonal Plahning Policy-
- Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Positively preparad

-the plan should be prepared based ona strategy which seeks to meét objectively assessed
developméntand infrastructure’ requitéments; iicluding unmes requirements from nelghbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified
-‘the plan should be the most appropriaté strategy; when consiteredtagainst the reasenable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective
-the ptan should be delivérable over its period and based on effective joint working o cross-boundary

strategic priorlties; and

Consistent with national policy
~the plan should enable the délivery of sustainable development in accorda nce with the policies in- the

Framework:

Contact Details (only compiete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed,

Personal Details: Agents Details (itapplicable)
Name o Stuart Vendy
Organisation. {samuet Smith Old Brewery {Tadcaster) [Cunnane Town Planfing LLP
, _ PO BoX 305
Address  {c/o Agent ‘ . |Manchester
' : M213BQ

Telephornie No. 0161 2829280
Emaif address stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.couk

it will be helpfulif 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 mare than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B {pages 3-4} ta 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, CD2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph humber of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

6-5!

Question 17 Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant £l Yes [] Ne
1.2 Sound [ ves B/ No

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

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

[372.1 Pasitively Prepared {Please identify just one test for this representation)
[F2.2 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 Submiission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.. '

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3of 4



Quesiiori 3 eontirived .

(Continue on aseparaté sheet ifsubmitting a hard capy)

Question 4' Can? your representation seelung a change be considered by wrltten

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

|‘_E{-/ 4.1 Written Representations 1 4.2 Attend Examination

43 Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
(Yourrequestwill be cansidered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Public is by invitation only). '

Pleasé see attached

{Continue on a‘seﬁﬁrate;heerifsubmminga hard copy) - -

Representation Submission Acknowledgement )

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

EI/I agree wit

his statement and wish to submit the above representaticn for consideration.

Dated [19th july 2012

Pagedof 4



PC: 6.51

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

legally eompliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(s) you consider |

gg' ally éompliant or sound.

~ “eeessary to meke the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

Proposed paragraph 5.35a refers to facilitating °... Tadcasters own growth.,.’, This
suggests that the housing requiréments that has been provided to Tadcaster in the
emerging plan is intended to meet housing needs that have been generating by the
town in isolation. This is not the case, and ignores that fact that the Council currently

propose to add the housing need generated in the ‘northern region’ to that generated
by Tadcaster.

Without prejudice to previous representations seeking the needs of the northern sub
areg being met within that sub area, the reference to *... Tadcasters own growth.,,.”
should be amended in order to make it clear that the growth levels currently attributed

1o Tadcaster are an amalgam, including 44% made up of needs generated in the
northern sub area.




!

o |
o
3 Ed

i

v L‘CE?\(;&LOPMENT —_S E L\-B-__—Y_ |
FRAMEWORK DISTRIET COUNCIL
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Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

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

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

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

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submissicn
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the farmal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 6 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity o revisit matters which have beer fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions. .

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

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

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

Email to: Idf@selby.gov.uk

Fax to: 01757 292229 ‘

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

A —
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The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the Plan has been prepared in accordarice with: ]
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and pracedural requirements, and whethier it is sound. The tests to 1

_ consider whetherthe plan is ‘sound’ are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Poilcy
Framework (NPPF) (Marich:2012) and states a.sound Core Strat gy-should b _

- Positively prepared

- the plan should bé prépared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectwely assessed
development and infrastructure requiremients, incliding unmet requirements from nEIghbourmg
authoiities where it is reasonable to do sc-and consistent with achieving sustainable development:

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

Effective

~the plan should'be deliverable over its perlod and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic prioritias; and

Consistent with national policy

- the plan should enable the delivery of sustaifiablé development in ‘accordance with the poalicies inthe.
-‘Framewaork:

Contact Détails (only complets orice)

Please provide contact defalls and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details : _ Agents Detalls (ifappncable) |
Name. Stuart Vend:.r
Organisation |Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) . [Cunnane Town Planning LLP
PO Box 305
Address.  |c/o Agent Manchester

M21380Q

Telephone No, 01612829290

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

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

You only need to complete this pageonce: If you wish to make mora than one representatmn,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to th:s pait of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation}

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

.51

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is;
1.1 Legally compliant L1 Yes O Ne

1.2 Sound ] VYes Q/No

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

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

[22.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
{%72.2 Justified
|g/2.3 Effactive

Q/2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

. Continue overleaf
-Page 3 of 4



‘ Quest!ané continued

(Continug on a separate sheet if subriitting a hard copy)

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

| 4.1 Written:Representations \3/ 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the ofal part of thé ekamination, please outline why you consider

thisto bé necessary -

(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendarice at the Examinatiorin
Public is by invitation only).

Please see attached |

(Contirue ofi.a separate sheet if submitting a hard capy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

1 acknowledge thaf | 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 fransparent process.

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

Signed Dated [19thJuly 2012
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PC: 6.51
Page: 68

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

| legally compliait or sound.

PC6.51 proposes a broad range of changes to poliey CP3 and iis supporting teit.

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

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

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

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

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

Writier Representation?

Oral? YES

If ‘Oral Please specify why




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

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

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

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

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

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consuitation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should not be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the Septermber 2041 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

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

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

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

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

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Cauncil, Civic Centre,
‘Doncas‘te_r Road, Selby YOB 9FT
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Part A

The 'f'e'stsnfSouﬁd_ngss-

The Independant inspiactor’s rolg is to assess whether the plan Fias been prepared ih accordance WIth
the Duty to Cooperate, Iegal and procedural requirements, and whetherit is sound, The tests to

consider whether the plan is sound' are explamed under paragraph 1 82 ofthe Natignal Planning Policy
_Framework (NPPF) (March-2012) 2 i m ; d h

Pasitively prepared

- the plan shuld be prepared based on a. strategy which seeks to meet objectively. assessed
development and infrastructure fequirements, including unmet requirements fromy ne;ghbounng
author rmes where it is reasonableto do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified

-the plan should ba.the most‘apprdpriat,e strategy, when considered against thereasonable
alternatives, based on propertionate evidence;

. Effactive

- the'plan should be deliverable overits period and based on: effectivej jomt worklng on cross-boundary
- strategic priorities; and

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

Contact Details (only tonplete orrce)

Please provide contact details and agent detai'l'_s,‘if appointed..

Persanal Details Agents Details (i applicable)
Name: StuarrVendy
Organisation [Samuel-Smith Old Breweiy Tadcasterf | E[i‘hh'aneTbWﬁ_P[aQniqg LLP
PO Box305
Address  |[c/o Agent: Manchester
' M21380Q
Telephone No. ' 01612629290
‘Email address ' stuart.vendy@cunnan etqwnp,lanning,cé.uk

it will be helpful if you can provide any email address $0 we can contact you electronically.

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

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

6- 6%
Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compiiant [0 Yes ] No
1.2 Sound O Ves EI/No

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

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

EI/ZJ Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
[&@"2.2 Justified
[2.3 Effective

Q/z;tl Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

Contintie overfeaf
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‘Question 3 continued

{Continue on a separate sheet If submitting a hard capy}

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?

|2/ 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wishto participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider

this to be necessary

(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Publlc Is by invitation only),

Please see attached -

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

Ei/lagree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated " |15th July 2012
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PC: PC6.68

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 Submssmn Draft Core Strategy

[ legally comphant or sound.

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

Thie concept of ‘chum’ is reference to the normal eycle of accommodation becomirig
vacant and then reoccupiéd, as businesses expand, contract and change their
fequirements, This is an entirely acceptable and indeed desirable operation of the
commeriial market. Itis based on the premise thatithe quantum. of floorpsace
becoming vacant, and that being taken up by new occupiers is in broad ethbnum

ng,h Vacdricy rates and needs generated by a growith sector whose requires are
matched to that vacant property would typically manifest itself in terms. of ‘take up’ of
existing prémises, The textin pa:ragraph 6.20a should be modified accordingly.
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\ Moving farward wilh purposé

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

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

The Independant Inspector has.adjourned the EIP until § September 2012 in ofder to consider the
implications of the: National Pfanning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy

and for the-Council to consult on any further Proposed Changes to the Submission Diaft Core
Strategy

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

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

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

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

. Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 6th Set of Proposed

.. Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated docuinents.

.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
leégal compliance issue.

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

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

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

The Tests of Soundness

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

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

development and infrastructure réquirements, including unmet requirements from nelgh bouring
authorities where it is reasonable’to do so/and consistent with achievirig sustainable development;

Justified
- the plan should be the most appr’bpnate strategy, when considered against the teasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate eyiderice;

Effective.
- the plan should be delivérable over 1ts penod 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 palicies in the
. Framework.. ;!

Contact Details (only complete ance)

Please provide contact details and agent detalls, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable).
Name ,_ : Stuart Veridy
‘Organisation [Samuel Smith Old Brew.ery-rf(‘l'ad{:aster}' C |CunnanaT; qﬁﬁ.?lénniﬁg up
PO Box 305
Address  {cloAgent Manchester
' 21 38Q.

Telephdne Na.|. 0161282 9290
Email address |. ' stuartveéndy@cunnanetowriplanning.co.uk

it will be helpful if you can provide an email ad‘d_rESs $o we can contact you electranically.

1
You only need to complete this pﬂa‘fge once, If you wish tomake more than one representation,
attach additional copies of‘l?_ai}‘rt B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form. .

1
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Part B (please use a separate sheet {pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

6-6¢ - 6-7¢

1.1 Legally compliant [0 Yes O Neo
1.2 Sound [ Yes 2 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
soundness your representation relates to:

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

EAA Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

Continue overleaf
Page3of4




Question 3 continued

f’Conrinue ona separate Sheer.ifsubm.frrfhg a hard copy)

Questron 4: Can your repre5entat|on seekinga c!'lange be considered by written -

‘fepresentations, or do you consider it necessary. to partlapate at the oral part of the
'exam ination?

4.1 Written Représentations ] 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, hoivever, attendance at the Examination in
Pubiic is by invitation only).

T Please sea attached

_(Corr_tr‘nue orr 'aseparate sheet ifsubmii}‘rfng & hard capy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement
| acknowledge that | am rhaking a formal representation. | understand that my-name {and

organisation where applicable) and representation will be made publically available. (rncludrng on
the Council's websrte) in order fo ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

Ig/l agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration:

Signed|

Dated T9th July 2012
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PC: 6.65 and 6.74

Question 3: Please éirvéwtﬁtails of why you consider the Propesed Change is not
legally compliant or is unsound and provide detsils of what change(s) you consider

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

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

The policy and text, as currently amended, suggests that there is an identified need for

a specific quantum of employment floorspace 37-52ha in the period to 2027, This is
not the case.

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

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

The policy should remove all reference to employment land reqi.urements that are not

fully justified by calculations that demonsirate that they are: llkely to be needed during
the plan period.
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. Maving forward wilh purposse .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Independant Inspector's role is to.assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, Iegal and procedural requiréments, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan is sound‘ are expla:ned under paragraph 182 of the National Plannlng Policy

Frame k (NPPEY (Ma) “h2l)] l | atesa.sound Core cavehould e_

Positively prepared

-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet: objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requiréments; includiri¢s unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonableto de so and consistent with-achieving sustainable development;

.Iusﬁf‘ed
-~the plan should be the most apprupnate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effactive

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

. Consistent with national policy

~the plani should erable the delivery of sustainabledevelopment in‘accordance with the: policies in'the
Framework;

Contact Details (only complet dice)

Please provide contact detalls and agerit details; if appointed,

:Personal Details. Agents Details (if applicable)
Name . StuartVendy

Crganisation Sarﬁuel-SmfithTOI& Brewery (Tad¢aster} kunh‘aneTﬁWn Planning LLP.

o : PO Box 305
Address |cfaAgent Manchester
Mm21 SEQ
Telephone No. © |o161 2829290
Email address ' stuart.vendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

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

You only need to completé this | page onca. If your wish to make more than one representation,.
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4] to this part of the representation form.,
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P'al't_ 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, CD21} to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

€S

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

1-2 SOund y Yes D Mo

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

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

L7 2.1 Pesitively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation}

[}3.2 Justified

[#2.3 Effective

Q/IA Consistent with national policy

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

Please see attached

" Continue overleaf
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Questioh 3 continued

(Continuein a sepam'réshe-e'ufsu&ﬁh’t'ing a hard copy}

Questlon 4: Can your representatlon seeking a change be tunsldered by wrltten

representations; or do.you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
axarnmatlon?

g 4.1 Written Representations | 4.2 Attend Examination

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

(Yourrequest will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at.the Exgminatiorin
Public is by invitatiori only).

Please see attached

{Continue ona separare sheet If submitting a hard copy)

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

organisation where apphcable) and representatlon will be made publically available {including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that itis a falr and transparent process. -

Q./la‘gree' with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

Dated [19th July 2012

-Page 4 of 4
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PC 6.85

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

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

The inference is that schemes that do 1ot fall within these areas-will not be supported
by the Council. The importance of ensuring that the low carbon and renewable
eriergy sources are hamessed is well documiented, as is the governments desire to
encourage such developments where they are appropriate,

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

The policy shiould be amended to ensure that-developments for low carbon and
renewable energy generation are encouraged throughout the district. Individual
proposals will of course have to be considered upon their métits with.regard the
appropriateness of the site, imipact on the amenity etc.
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Maving farward with purpose

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

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

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

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

The September and Apiil EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
conisuitation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should nict be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

Representations are therefore invited as part of this consultation on the 8th Set of Proposed
'Changes to the Submiission Draft Core Strategy and associated documerits.

Please complete separate.copies of Part B of this-forin 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.

Com.plet'ed- representation forms must be returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

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

Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Dq'nca'ster Road, Selby YO8 SFT
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PartA

R

"_‘[he-‘res'ts- nf Soundness
‘The Independant inspector’s role is to assess whether:the plar) has been prepared in accordance with
thie Duty to Codperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it i is.sound. The teststo

consider whethér 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

~thé plan should be prepared based on a strategy whlch seeks to meet objectively assessed
dEVe!opmentand infrastructure requiréments, including unmet requirernents fror ne[ghbouﬂng
authorities where it Is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

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

Effective
~the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on eﬁ’ectlve joint working, on cross- boundaxy
‘stratégic priorities; and

Consisterit with national policy
. - tha plan: should enablethe delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies iti the

Frarnéwork

Contact Datails: (only complete once)

Please provide contact detalls and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Detalls Gf applicable)
Name- Stuart Véndy
E'Jrganis'ation, Samiiel Smith @Id Brewery (Tadcaster) T Cunnane Town Planning LLP:
. _ . PO Box:305
Address [¢/o Agent ‘ Manchester
M21 380

Telephorte No, 7 _ 0161282 9290
Emait address _ ' ﬁ_tua-r_l:-.ﬁrendy@cuh'ﬁah‘étﬁwnplarining,c‘q:uk

it will be heélpful if you can provide an email:addiess so we can contact you electronically.

You only neéd to camplete this page ence. If you wish ta miake more than ofie representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pdges 3-4) 16 this part of the representation form..
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Part B (please use a separate sheat (pages 3-4) for each representation)

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD2f) to which

this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPE Compliance Statement:

64
~ Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changeis: ]
1.1 Legally compliant O} Yes 0 No
1.2 Sound ] Yes E/ No

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

Questlon 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)

d-2.2 Justified
E/2.3 Effective

[2.4 Conslstent with national policy

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

legally compliant or sound.

Please iee atfached

Continue overfeaf
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Question 3 continued

(Continue on'a separate sheetifsubmitting a hard copy)

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

represéntations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral pastof the
examination?

EK 4.1 Written Representations O 4.2 Attend Examination

43  Kfyouwlsh td participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary
{Yotit request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in
Publicis by invitation anly}.

Please sea attached

{Continue on a separate sheet if submiit’ihg a hard copy}

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

E./I;gree,mthrthis stafemept and wish to submit the above representation for consideration.

Signed

.Dated |19th July 2012
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PC6.74

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

legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what charige(s) you consider
necessary to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy :
legally compliant or sound. j

PC 6.74 seeks 1o encourage the development of the rural economy though supporting
the development of local employment opportunities:or sustainable economic
development. This includes the development of activities and the reuse of buildings
that arc directly related to the rail infrastructure available 4t Gascoigne Wood Mine,
the reuse of buildings and infrastructure on former mine sites and other commercial
premises outside development limits.

The sites are not strategic in either their nature or the role that they may play in the
Core Strategy. The locations:are within remote, unsustainable areas of the open

countryside and a site specific assessment of their future use needs to be carefully
considered against alternative options.

Similarly the failure o reflect the existence of restoration conditions is a site specific o
issue which is more appropriately dealt with in the preparation of the SADPD. Their |

identification in the context of a strategic policy document, such as a Core Strategy, is
inappropriate.

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

consideration of these areas reserved for consideration during the preparation of the
SADPD.




LOCAL L LD
DEVELOPMENT = N=
FRAMEWORK

DISTRIECT COUNGIL
Moving ferward with purpose _

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

_An Exarnination in Public (EIP) into the soundnéss of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
 held between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 Apnl 2012 in front of an
Independerit Inspector.

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

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

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

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

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

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

AR

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

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

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

 The Tests of Soundness

" The Independant Inspector s rote is to assess whethier the plan has been préparéd i accordance with
- the Duty 16 Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is saund. The tests to
cons:der whether the plan 1s sound‘ are explamed under paragraph 182 of the Natienal Plapning: Pohcy

Positively prepared’ 7

-thé 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 soand 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
-thé plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance wnth the pollCres in'the

Framework,
Contact Details (orly completé onte)
Please provide contact detalls and agent details, if appointed.
Personal Details Agents Details (ifappllcable)
Name - iStuart Vendy
Organisation |sariuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster)  |CnasneTown Planriing LLF
. _ : PO Box 305
Address  |c/o Agent Manchester
M1 BBQ
Telephoné No. 0161 282 9290
Ernail address stuartvendy@cunnanetownplanning.co.uk

It will be helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contactyou electronicaly,

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

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

Y

Question 1: Do you <onsider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant L1 VYes [] No

1.2 Sound D Yas Q/ Na

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

13'/2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

Please seeattached

Continue overleaf
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Question 3 continued

V(Cnntmue ona separate sheer lfsubm:mng a hard copy)

" Question 4: Can 'y'our representatlon seekirng a change be consndered by wntten

representations; or do you consider it necessary to pacticipate at the oral part of the
examination?

X" 4.1 Written Representations M 4.2 Attend Examination

43 ffyouwishto participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why.you consider !
this to be necessary ;

(Your request will be considered b y the Inspéctor, howevér, attendaice at the Examination in’
Publicis bymwtanon only).

Fledse sea attached

{Continue on o separate sheer!fsgbmltting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I'acknawledge that | am making a formal representation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where applicabie) and representation will be made puhlically available (including on
the Council's webs:te) in order to ensure that itis a fair and transparent process.

r_l?ﬁ_ag ree with this statement and wish t0 submit the above representatiori for consideration.

Signed .Dated |19thJuly2012
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PC: 632

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

| legally compliant or is unsound and provide details of what change(sy you consider
necessary tc make the Pl‘opoSed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

| legally compliant or sound.

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

We consider that the DSV desi ighation proposed for Escrick should be removed, and
the settlement returned to the *secondary villages designation, We have particular
concern with regard the Local Authorities approach to the issues set qut below:

Local Services

Reference has been made to the dvailability of shops and services with-in the village.
Specifically with regard the Shop/Post Office, this should be classified as a single
retail unit. Tt is elear from any visit to the premises that the two services have
developed a5 a singlé commercial entity and that neither compgonent of the business i is
likely to be viable in isolation.

It is also worthy of note that the current shop ovmerfpost master placed the business
on the open market dver two years ago. Thi$ is understosd to be related to a desire to:
retire, Whilst the asking price for the premise and business have been reduced during
this time, we understand that the site is not under offer and is stil available on the
openmarket. The lack of interest in taking over this enterprise muyst cast significant
doubt over the long-term sustainability of the facility, and the likelihood that the
provision will be mhaintained.

Reference i is miade to the Costcutter cohvenience outlet associated with the Peirol
Filling Station. This facility is plainly desigried to cater primarily to car borne frade,
and benefits from the co-location of the retail kiosk with petrol sales. The Petrol
Statiot is within the open countryside, over 250m outside the settlement boundary of
the village, and located beyond ‘easy walking distance’ for the vast ma_]onty of
residents of the village. Ctmsequenﬂy the identification of this facility as- servmg
the village of Escrick rasks the fact that access to this facility will primarily be via
pl‘lvate car.

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




The Service provision within the settlement therefore does riot warrarit a clasmﬁcanon
of 1 within Tablé 2 6f the Background Paper No,5 in assessing the relative
sustainability of the rural settlements, The settlement of Eskrick should be provided
with an overall classification Table 2, of 2.

Accessszmy to Employment '

Background paper No.5 Assessing the relative sustainability.of Rural Settlements
provides a review of the-accessibility of & range-of settlements to eimployment.
oppottunitics, Escrick has been noted in Table 6 as'a category 2 seftlement (within 5
miles of a Major Emiployment Location). Having measured the distance between:
Escrick and the nearest Major. Employmient Location. (York}, it is ¢léar that the travel

‘distancé is 6 miles. Congequently the assessment of Escrick’s accesmbmty 0.
-employriient opportumt{es should be recorded with category 3, rather than 2.

‘Committer Travel Palterns

- The: Analysis of Travel to Work patterns; prowdecl within Background Paper No. 1
Ahlghhghts the dominant role that York has in atfracting commutérs from Ares 3

(mcludmg Escrick, but covering a wider area, as far south as’ Cawood and North
Duffield). The settlements location on an atferial route between Selby and Tadcaster

‘means that the development of new. housmg t:rpportumnes in this location is véry

likély to result in commuting to these fwo.main centres.

"No assessment of the likely itdvel to work patierns that will result from the

development of further housitig and employment -opportimities in the settlerent has

‘been undertaken, nor the impact.of the amendment on the sustainability of the Cote

Strategy as'a-whple.

| Other Matters

The location of Escriek o the boundiry of the Distiict and-¢lose to the administrative |
ared.of York City Council makes liaison with surrounding Couneils, particularly York

‘of critical imiportarice. The pnnmple of revising or réconsidering the Green Belt

boundary within this atea should therefore.be an importatit matter for consultation
between the tivo authorities:

In relationfo other representation that have been submitted to the Core-Stratégy on
behalf of ray ¢lient I wish to. make it clear that Escrick falls within a separate market
area to.that of Tadcaster, This hias been confirmed by the Coundil’s own evidénce
base, Consequently, we.see no justification for redlstnbutmg housmg requirements
from either Tadcaster ot the northem sub i areato Escrick.

Swmimary
Having eonsidered the above issues the proposed elevation of Escrick to a DSV it is

unjustified by the evidence base présented to thie EIP; is incapable of sustainably
supportmg growth in residential and employment uses.
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Question 4: Can your representafion seeking a change be considered by written
representations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination? .

‘Written Representation?

-Oral? YES

If *Owal’ Please specify why

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




Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Porthelme Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
Y08 4SB
By email
ldi@selby.gov.uk

19 July 2012 l6t.044.CB.AM.11700001

Dear Sirs

FURTHER PROPOSED CHANGES (8'" SET) TO THE SUBMISSION DRAFT
CORE STRATEGY

We enclose our comments relating to the 6" set of Proposed Changes to the
Selby Core Strategy. Our comments are submitted on behalf of Connaught
Consultancy LLP. Connaught own land at Hodgson's Lane, Sherburn in Elmet
and we have represented them in respect of the Selby Core Strategy and the
on-going Examination. This letter should be read in conjunction with our
previously submitted representations.

Qur comments are as follows:
Policy LP1 - PC6.18

We support the inclusion of a policy which sets out the presumption in favour of
zustainable development to demonstrate consistency with the National Planning
Policy Framework and the requirement at Paragraph 15 to have clear policles
that will guide how the presumption should be applied locally.

Policy CPXX - PC.20

Policy CPXX, Part E and the text at paragraph 4.39g, state the exceptional
circumstances for taking land out of the Green Belt are ‘where there [s an
cverriding need to accommodate what would otherwise be inappropriate
development, which cannot be met else where or where Green Belf land offers
the most sustainable option’ {(our emphasis).

We object to the Proposed Change from ‘and’ to ‘or* which resulls in loss of
Green Beli land being justified by one or the other of the exceptions. Given the
importance aftached to the aims and permanence of Graen Belts in NPPF, we
suggest that both tests need to be met and this change is removed.

PCB.35

The text at paragraph 5.17 comprising Proposed Change reference PC.6.35
and PC5.14 and the pie chart at Figure 8 need to be amended to reflect the

Indigo Planning Limitad
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distribution of housing set out in Policy GP2.

Policy CP2 refers to a percentage split between Sherhum and Tadcaster of
11% and 7% retrospectively as proposed in the 5™ set of Proposed Changes
and debated at the April Examination.

As such, the change in the distribution of housing ih Policy CP2 needs to be
followed throughout the document to be consistent and provide a robust

strategy.
PC6.39

Proposed Change PC6.39 at paragraph 5.28 confirms that windfalls will not
form part of the housing delivery and that the Council will allocate sufficient land
to deliver the housing reguirement set out in Policy CP2 through the plan
pericd. We suppert this approach and support confirmation in the supporting
text that any windfalls will simply add to the overall housing completions.

Policy CP2

We support the directicn of change to the distribution of housing in Policy CP2
and the move towards greater provision of housing in Sherburn as set out in our
previous representations based on the sustainability of the village, availability of
suitable sites and given the constraints in Tadcaster.

However, we maintain our position that the distribution of housing to Sherbum
should be increased further.

Circumstances have changed since the April 2012 Examination and our
previously submitied representations providing further evidence to support
increased provision to Sherbusn.

Three applications are currently pending determination with the Council
(application references: 2012/0399/E1A, 2012/0400/EIA and 2012/0468/E1A)
and propose a combined total of 700 dwellings In Sherburn, the current
allocation proposed in Policy CP2.

Our client is promoting land o the east of Hodgson’s Lana combining sites
SHLAA ref. PHS/58/003 and PHS/58/023 (see enclosed Site Location Plan).
We are now taking steps to prepare an application for the two sites on behalf of
the landowners for a minimum of 200 dwellings as proposed in tha Preferred
Options Site Allocations DPD (September 2011).

The Hodgson's Lang proposals, fogether with the cumrently pending
applications, would significantly boost local housing supply and deliver
community facilities and infrastructure to Sherbum enhancing the sustainability
of the settlement and addressing feedback from the local community about
desired infrastructure.

Given the above, we suggest that the Core Strategy should allocate greater

Paga 2 of 4



provision of housing to Sherburn so as not to restrict sustainable growth in the
settlement. This carries even greater weight when considered alongside the
deliverahility issues in Tadcaster and should be addressed in order that the
overall housing target for the borough is met, :

We maintain our position set out in previcus representations that the overall
housing target should also be increased tfo reflect the latest evidence base
including the latast published population projections. The Council should be
seeking to plan positively and promote policies to deliver increased levels of
housing with buflt in flexibility to be consistent with policy in the NPPF. The
annual housing target should promote growth and not impose restrictions where
sustainable development could otherwise be delivered which is the case under
the current provision rate,

We suggest the Council should at the very [east make reference to the *New
Allocations' as a minimum as well as the overall requirement to enable
consideration of an increased number of sites if they are sustainable and do not
conflict with other palicies in the ptan.

We object to the phasing included at Part A of Policy CP2. This conflicts with
Proposed Change PC6.40 and the Explanatory Notes which explains that text
referring to phasing has been removed as it could be viewed as restrictive. We
understand this is an emror and the Council intend to remave any reference to
phasing from the policy.

Policy CP3 — PC6.51

Propesed Change PC8.51 introduces a ‘Plan B’ for the delivery of new housing
in Tadcaster during the plan period.

PCB.51 introduces the future allocation of three phases of development in
Tadcaster. The release of Phase 2 and 3 will be triggered by lack of defivery in
earlier phases as an attempt to ensure sufficient delivery over the plan period
given known constraints.

This approach does assist in addressing issues in Tadcaster by providing
surplus and phased land. However, there remain questions about delivery,
particularly in the short term, daspite the introduction of phased remedial action,
meaning the policy is unsound.

Evidence in the SHLAA (March 2012), and evidence heard af the Examinations,
highlight continued concerns about deliverability in Tadcaster.

In the SHLAA, coly three sites are considered deliverable in the 0-5 year time
period, of which twe have historically not delivered, despite having planning
permission.

With the exception of site PHS/73/020, all other sites are either unavailable

during this plan period (+16 years), or are in the Green Belt and s0 their
deliverability is subject to the findings cf a future Green Belf Review.
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Site PHS/73/020 has been put forward as part of the CounciP’s call for sites for
the SHLAA in November 2011. liis estimated to have capacity for 541
dwellings and to be deliverable in the 0-5 year period.

Whilst this site could potentially meet the housing requirement currently
proposed for Tadcaster, if the Council end up reliant on this site alone and ary
constraints emerged (fand ownership, environmental, etc), housing delivery in
Tadcaster could fall short of the overall requirement and would then impact on
housing delivery targets across the whole of the borough.

To make the policy sound, we suggest that land in other sustainable locations
should be taken into consideration as an altemative. This could be done by
either allocating higher levels of provision fo other settlements where there is
known available and deliverable land being prometed for development {i.e.
Sherburn), and/or land in Sherburn could be allocated as a reserve should
enough land in Tadcaster not be deliverable to meet overall housing targets
both in the short and longer term, This could form a further criteria of Policy -
CP3. Including both changes would improve deliverability and flexibility of the
strategy.

Additional Comments

Throughout the document there are references to the now superseded Planning
Policy Statements and Guidance Notes, Where references to national ptanning
policy is necessary, this should be to the relevant sections of NPPF and
demonstrate consistency with NPPF in order to be sound.

We trust our comments will be taken into consideration.

Yours faithfu[[g}

Charlotte Blinkhomn

Enc: Site Location Plan
ce:  Connaught Consultancy LLP
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TURLEYASSOCIATES

33 Park Place,
Leeds
L§1 2RV

T:0113 386 3800
F: 0113 244 3650

18 July 2012

Delivered by Email

vwww.turleyassociates.co,ul:

Policy Officer

LDF Team uriet.  POTY2000

‘Selby District Council Your ref;

Doncaster Road, B ekeogh@lireyassocidles co vk
Sslby

Q0B 9FT

Dear Sir

SELBY SUBMISSION DRAFT CORE STRATEGY
SIXTH SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES
THE POTTER GROUP, BARLBY ROAD, SELBY

| write on behalf of the: Potter Group in respect of the representations. on the sixth set of further
proposed changes {o the Submission Draft Core Stiategy.

i
We have commented previously oni the submiission draft of the Core Sirategy and on the 5™ set of : :
proposed changes: to the. document: Dur comments: follows: thie numbering used in the 6" set of ;
changes,

PC611 - Duiy to Co-Operate

The statemeit in paragraph L of PCB.11 that "It has thierfore rot hoen possible to work with and
agree housing numbers with our nejghbours”, thiews considerable doubt on the robustness of the
housing. figures arrived at. Selby and adjoining, authorities have considered their housing figures in
isolation arid the each local authority hias adopted an approach of calering for their own fieeds. Such
an approach i$ at odds with the duty to co-aperate.

The ARUF background paper daled 10 April 20112 from which the Core Strategy derives the annual
requirernent figure of 450 dwellihgs peér antur, adopts a; nggaﬁve and infleéxible approach to the future
housing requirementof the district. In particutar.

« Itplaces undus reliance on the 2004 based population projections and seeks, through a set of
assumplions applled to more up-te-date 2008 and 2010 based projéctions, to seek lo justify
the‘use of ths 2004 based data:

» It assumes a rather negative view of the Selby ecoriomy, and surrounding local economies,
assuming that projected Job losses will depress demand of housing. This amounts to
‘planning for decline’ and results in an artificially low heusing requirement that reduces the
flexibility for hoising-supply to respoid positively to any upturn.in the economy.

BELFAST | BIKMINGHAM | BRISTOE | CARDIFF | EDINBURGH | GLASGOW | LEEDS | LONDON | MANCHESTER | SOUTHAMPTON

Turley-Assotiates Limfted Is regiiteréd in England, No. 2235367, Regislured office: 1 Nev York Streél; Magthester 141 4HD



« The ARUP modefling assumes that nene of the Core Strategies for the surrounding districts
seek t expart growth to Salby District, That'may be the ¢ase o paper, buf the reality.is that
nelther Leeds nar York have a five year housing land supply and are: nat-catering for housing
demand i their-districts. Cénséquently, households cantinie to be pushed. out to S&fby to
refafively lowet priced Heusing, This frend. is reinforced by the relatively good rail and road
links to between Selby and. York and Leeds.

The approach adopted is: essentially negative and. enfirely at odds with the requirement in the natiorial
Plantiing Policy Fiamework (the Framewoik] for Jocal plafining autherities (o plan: pasiively for thie
the Framework.

In partictilar, ihe dpproach is. riot consistent With the Gaveraments désire "To bagst sigrificantly the
supply of housing.....” set out i paragrapt 47 of tfie Framework. The approach adopted by the
Council is likely to have the opposite effect in resfraining and discotraging housing dévelepment from

coming farward.

Paragraphis 156 and 159, of the Framewark requires that LPA's shoukd have a clear undetstanding of
thelr housing needs. ® .. based on adaquats, u,u fo- dale and refevant svitlénce: ..%. As.has al'reédy
beeh pointed out in our répresentatiiis on e, 5% et of changes and. subsequently by other
representators, the evidence base used to calculate the housing requirement is not based on the most
up- 1o date: evidence and failg fo meet. the three requiremients st oub in. paragraph 159 of the
Framewoik, Furthermote some of the assumiptions abeut sconomic growth that underpin thie Housing
regLirement figure are openly disputed by -adjoining authorilies, for example City of Yok Gouncil.

PC6.40 - Rate of housing provisian

We stippert the: deletion of fiis text that would havie fesilted in a tawer rale of hiousing provision in tie
early. years of the plan. -Such ar “approach would cigarly not be -a proper responss to (e
Governments desire for the step change reduired to Boost sigriificantly the supply of housing.

PGB.37 —Targets

We sligport this: change and the clarificatian it provides: thit the targels for housing defivery In Policy
GP2 should be regarded as minimiuii requirements.

PG6.39 — Windfalls

We: support this change as It correctly inferprets the adviee in the NPPF that windfalls should: not be
includéd as an élerant of the ovefall housing taraet but can be inelided in ¢altulaling he & year
supply If properly evidencad.  Such an approaclt provides thie flexibility required to facllitate delivery of
Hotising.

TURLEYASSOCIATLES




PC6.46 — 5 year housing land supply

We. support the commitment to- undertake- an annual review of housing supply. However in the :
- supply should dutormatically includs ",‘n fA—Z&%—buﬂeF—S-hgmdbe ‘_ ’

_calculation_the

applied where there has b‘een' persistent under delivery of housing.
Genclusion

We support the proposed changes PC6.37, PC.39, PC.40 and PG.46 which correctly interpret the
guidarice in the Framework to maximise opportunities and flexibilily so as to enable- the supply. of
housirg to. be boosted significantly. Hewever, the rather negative approach to the overall rate of
housing provision set out uridsi the Duty ta Co-Opérdte (PC6.11) is at odds with.the generally positive
tone of the:ofher proposed changes. 5

Our previous representations on the 5™ Set of Changes outlined why @ housing provisicn of 544 units {
per-annum was moré realistic and justified. The updatéd evidénee on housing provisioh continties to '
rely on the 2004 based housetiold projections, Our prev ious representations on the 5™ et of
Changes oullined why-a housing provision of 544 units: per annum was more realistic and |ustified
hased on more Up to dale evidence. The rhore recent 2010 baséd sub-national papulation, whilst
projecting a marginally lower rate of population growth than the 200& based projection, does not P
materially change our view on this matier, |

As the examination of the Core Strategy is still opén, it Is within the Councils remit to det out a miore o
positive approaeh to housing: provisien and Increase the housing requirement figura to a level that
riore accurately reflects the riost Up to date evidende and fesponds fo the Governiments Agenda fo
boost significantly the supply of housing

Yours singerély

Eamann Keogh
Director

CC:

TURLEYASSOCIATES
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i DEVELOPMENT ——
FRAMEWORK PISTRIET COUNCIL

Moving Forward: wilh purpage

June 2012
Representation Form

Ar. Examination in Public (EIF) into the soundness of the Sulimission Dratt Core Strafegy (SDCSy was
hield betfween 20-and 30-September2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an.
Independent Inspector,

The Ihdependant Inspector hais adjourned the EIP uritit 5 September 2012 in order ta consider the
Jmp[lcatlons of the Natmnal P]annmg Pohcy Framework {NPPF) on the Submlssmn Draft, Care Strategy

Sfrategy

Selby District Couneil is how publisting and invitig comments ona Bih Set of Proposed Changes to
the-Submission Draft Core Strategy {and associated dosuments) in order that all partles can make.
their views: known,

The Septernbert atid Apiil EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Subrmission
Draft Core Startegy which were submifted during the formal Publication stage and subseguent
consultation an the-first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. Theradjeumment.should ot be Used as an
oppettunity ta revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September. 2041 and Apri
2012 hearing sessioris.

Reprasentations are therefore invited as part.of thls consultation on the 6th Set.of Propnsed
Changes to the Subhiiséion Draft Core Strategy and associated documents

Please complete separate. copies of Part B of this form for each of® your separate representatmns It:
would be helpiul if you could focus on the “ests of sourdness” and. indicate if you are pbjecting ona.
legal compliance. issue.

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

Email to: ldf@selby.gov.uk

Faxtor 01757292229

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

Page1of 4




Part A - !

The Tests of Soundness.

The Independant Inspector's roleis to assess whethet the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, [egal and procedural requireinents; and whether itis sound, Thetests to

canslder whethet thé plan 1s sound' are explained under patagraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPFF) (March 2012) and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

Pasitively prepared

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

Justified
- the plan shiould be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable |
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 3

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

Consistent with national policy , o . _ N
- the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development if accordance with the policies In the
Framework.

‘Contact Details.(only complete once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, If appolnted.

Personal Detalls Agents Detalls (if applicable)
Narmje Matthaw Lamb Eamonn Keogh
Organisation |The Potter Group- Turley Assoclates

Melmerby Industrial Cstata

) Green lLane 33 Park Place
Address  |Melmerby Leeds
Ripon, North Yorkshire HG4 SHP 151 2RY
United Kingdom:
Telephone No.[01765 641 605 0113 3863800
Ernail address ekeogh@turleyassociates.co.uk

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

Yau-anly need to complete this page once. If you wish to make more than one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pagas 3-4) fo this part of the representation farm.
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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, CD2{) to which |
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PCB.11;

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes ] wNe

1.2 Sound 1 Yes No

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

Question 2: If you cansider 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)
[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 cansider
necessaty to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

See attached letter reference POTY200Q dated 17th July 2012

Coniiye overleaf
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Question 3 continued

{Continue on a separate sheet if submilting o hard cogy)

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

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

4,1 Written Reprasentations I} 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary '

{Your request will be considered by the Inspectar, however, attendance at the Examination in
Publie Is by invitation only).

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

Represantation Submission Acknowledgement
| acknowledge that F 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 itis a fair and {ransparent process.

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

Signed [Eamonn Keogh Dated |18 july 2012

Pagedofq
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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, €D2f) to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PC6.37;

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes 00 No

1.2 Seund Yes ] No

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

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

[] 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just one tesl for this representation) .
[ 2.2 justified
(] 2.3 Effactive

{1 2.4 Conslstent with national policy

Question 3: Please give details of why you consider the Proposed Change is net 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
legafly compliant oy sound.

See attached letter reference POTY2000 dated 17th July 20712

Centinue overleaf
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Questlon 3 cantinued

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

Quastion 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?

4,7 Written Representations ] 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyouwishto 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 Examingtion in
Fublicis by invitation only),

{Continue on a separale sheet if submitiing a kard copy)

Heprasentation Submission Acknowledyement

I acknowladge that | am making a formal representation. 1 understand that my name (and
organisation whers applicable) and representation wiil be made publically available (including on
the Council's website) in order to ensure that itis a fair and transparent process.

I agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representatlon for consideration.

Signed [Famonn Keogh Dated [18July2012

Page 4 of 4 -




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

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

PCB.35;

Quastion 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant X Yes 1 Mo

1.2 Sound Yes D No

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continiue to Q2. In all other circumstances, please go to O3,

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 Justlfied
3 2.3 Effective

[T 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.

See attached letter reference POTY2000 dated 17th July 2012

Continue overleaf
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 oral part of the
examination?

4,1 Written Representations d 4,2 Attend Examination

4.3  [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
Publicis by invitation only).

(Continue on a separate sheet If submitting a hord 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 reprasentation for consideration.

Signed |Eamonn Keogh Datad [18July2012

Page 4 of 4




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

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

PC6.40;

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

1.2 Sound Yes 1 WNo

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

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

] 2.1 Posltively Prepared {Please identify Just one test for this representation)
7 2.2 Justified
[ 2.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Conslstent 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,

See attached letter reference POTY2000 dated 17th July 2012

Continue overleaf
Page 3 of 4




Question 3 continued

R

{Continue on a separata sheet if submitting o hard copy)

Question 4: Canyourrepresentation seeking a change be considered hy written

4.3

representations, or do you consider if necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

4.1 Written Representations

this to be necessary
(Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in

Public is by Invitation only).

|

4.2 Attend Examination

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

{Cantinue oh a separate sheet if submitting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

[ acknowledge that t 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.

} agree with this statement and wish to submit the above representation for consideratlon,

Slgned

Eamonn Keogh

Datad

18 July 2012
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation}

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

PCB.A6;

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant Yes [0 WNe

1.2 Sound Yos 1 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 conslder 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 Justifled
{1 2.3 Effective

[ 2.4 Consistent with natlonal 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.

See attached letter reference POTY2000 dated 17th July 2012

Continue averfeaf
Page 3 of 4
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Question 3 coptinued

{Continue on a separate sheet if submitting a hiard 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?

4,1 Written Representations 0 4,2 Attend Examination

43  Ifyouwishto particlpate at the oral part of the examination, please cutline 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 ony 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 itis a fair and transparent process.

| agree with thls statement and wish to submit the above representation far consideration,

Signed [Famonn Keogh Dated [i8July2012

Page 4 of 4







CITY OF City & Envircnmental Services

YORK YORK800

g COUNCIL ;pmsnrmttni!'mﬂl 33{( Leonard,s PIECE s
YO1 7ET
Mrs Helen Gregory

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Doncaster Road

Selby

YO8 SFT

18 July 2012

Dear Mrs Gregory

Selby District Council Submission Draft Core Strategy
Further Proposed Changes (6™ Set)

Thank you for consulting City of York Gouncil on the above document.

City of York Council is committed to working with Selby District Gouncil on cross
boundary issues as you progress your Local Development Framework. On this
occasion we have no comments to make.

Yours sincerely

Frances Sadler

Development Officer

Tel: 01804 551388

Email: frances.sadler@york.gov.uk

Director: Nail Taylor (Interim) www.york.gov.uk






TADCASTER TOWN COUNCIL

THE ARK, 33 KIRKGATE, TADCASTER, NORTH YORKSHIRE, L3524 9AQ. TELEPHONE: 01937 834113

Clerk: Mrs Avis Thomas EMAIL: tadcaster.towncouncii@virgin.net
WEBSITE: www.tadcastertowncouncil.co.uk
Office open Monday fo Thursday 9.30 am to 12.30 pm (closed Friday)

11 July 2012

Helen Gregory

Policy Officer

Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Doncaster road

. SELBY

YO8 9FT
Dear Helen

Re: Selby District Local Development Framework (LDF) Further Proposed Changes (6™ Set)
to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

The Town Council discussed this issue at its meeting of 3 July and resolved that it would stand by
its comments, made in the letter it sent previously on 13 February 2012 .

The previous response it reproduced below for your information and inclusion in the responses on
this issue.

' Yours sincerely

Avis Thomas
Clerk Yo The Council

Dear Sir/Madam

Re:  Selby District Local Development Framework (LDF) - Proposed Changes to the
Submission Draft Core Strategy

The Town Council discussed the above at its meeting on Tuesday 7 February and the response is
given below.



Councillors noted the current consultation regarding changes to the Submission Drafi Core
Strategy. This had already been discussed at the Town Council and the view was that the major
changes impacting upon the town were a reduction of proposed housing and the implication of a
possible re-designation of current Green Belt around the town.
SDC will be aware that the Town Council has consistently taken the view that Tadcaster is a Local
Service Centre and needs a development strategy which enhances this role. It has also emphasised
the need to prioritise the bringing into productive use of both brownfield sites and empty
dwellings/retail units within the town, The Town Council has stated that i+ considers the
“surrounding Green Belt a major amenity to the town and has emphasised strongly a view that this
should be maintained. This view has attracted much support from the townspeople of Tadcaster -
many of whom had attended public meetings and expressed satisfaction with the stand taken by
the Council.

In terms of the current consultation the Town Council regrets any shift of proposed housing
development away from Tadcaster bu¥ recognises that the underlying trends and predictions may
well be supportive of this. Similarly in regard to any erosion of the Green Belt, the Town Council
would be very reluctant to see a wholesale weakening of the protections to the Town and its
amenities represented by current designation of the Green Belt around -the town. However, the
Town Council is now also aware that major landowners within the fown have indicated that potential
development sites in and around the town are extremely unlikely to be brought into productive use
for a very considerable period of time. At the fime of the original development of the Town
Council's policy this intention to retard the development of housing and employment within the
town was not in the public domain and could not therefore form part of the Town Council’s
deliberations as to the best course of action for Tadcaster, The Town Council also recognises that
a brake on development represented by such an appreach, by any local landewners will have an
adverse impact on the community, social, cultural and economic development of the town -
development which the Town Council has consistently advocated and sought o support. The Town
Council is now of the view that, despite its concerns about development on Green Belt, it must be
pragmatic in balancing its desire for a growing and prosperous town with its concern for the
continued sanctity of the Green Belt. The Town Council has faken the view that it will not oppose
the re-designation of Green Belt Tor housing or employment but recognises that there may be
some potential areas currently designated around the town where a cogent case might be made for
variation of the Green Belt. Such variation, the Town Council believes, will be an exceptional and
pragmatic response to the curreat situation and not an abandonment of neither the principle nor
the actuality of the Green Belt amenity of Tadcaster.

Yours sincerely

Avis Thomas
Clerk to the Council



Orchard Croft
Caudle Hill

Fairburn
Yorkshire

5% July 2012

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

YO8 9FT

Selby Districi Local Development Framework, Draft Core Strategy

Dear Sir/Madam,

WF119IQ

We consider the proposed Core Strategy of 31% May 2012 to be unseund as it is not

consistent with national policy in some parts.

Tt should therefore be changed as proposed:

SDC DCS 4.39k page 42 remove and replace with ‘such a review would seek to
ensure that only land that meets the five purposes of the Green Belt is designated as

Green Belt, the five purposes are:
¢ to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas,
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another,
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment,

¢ & & »

other urban land.’
Which would bring it in line with NPPF page 19 paragraph 30.

to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, and
to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and

SDC DCS 4.39%0 page 43 remove “such as existing Local Plan 2005, sustainability
criteria such as accessibility to services, facilities and public transport’, inseit ‘deliver
a wide choice of high quality homes with a presumption in favour of sustainable
development,’ this would then be in line with NPPF page 13 paragraph 50 and NPPF

page 4 paragraph 15.

In our view amending the SDC DCS as suggested above would not represent a major
change, but would constitute satisfying a need which is necessary to ensure that the

plan is consistent with national policy and can properly fulfil its role.
Yours faithfully

S W wadsworth § T wadsworth
Stephen and Trisha Wadsworth.







Fron: To:01757282225 18/07/2012 15:23  #0T1 P.00%/0D4

‘k&ouw forsiard wilh porposs

Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Re_pre'sentatio.n Form

" An Examlnation in Public (EIP) into the soundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDGS) was
held betwesn 20 and 30"September 2011 and between 18 and 19 Aprll 2012 in front of an
Independent lnspactor.

The Independant Inspecior has adjoumed the EIP until & September 2012 in order o consider the
implications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the Submission Draft Core Strategy
and for the Council 1o consult on any furiher Proposad Ghanges to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy.

Selby District Councll is now publiahlng and inviting comiients on a 6ih Setof Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Care Strategy (and associated documents) in grder that all parties can make
thelr views known.

The Sephmber and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Pubiication stage and subsédueit
consulistion on the first § Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournrhent should not be used as-an

apportunity to revisit matters-which have bean fully considered during the September 2011 and Aprii
2012 hearing séssions.

Represesitations are therefore invitsd as part of this consiiliation on the 8th Set of Proposed
Changes to the Submission Draﬂ'. Coie Strategy and associatad documents.

Ploase complete separste copies of Fant B of this form for each of your separate representations. i
would be helpful i you could focus on the “tests.of soundness” and indicate if you are ohjecling ona
legal compliance issue.

- Completed rresntati‘on‘ forms must be re_tur‘ to ihe‘
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

| Email to: 1d

Fax to: 01757292229
Post to: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Councll, Civic Centre,
- Doncaster Road, Selby YOB 9FT

- Paje 1 of 4




From: _ To: 01757292229 18/07/2012 15:29  HO¥Y P.002/004

§

PartA

The independant laspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate; legal and procedural requirernents, 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 i

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

development and infrastructure requirements, inchuding unmet requirements from neighbouring

authorities where Itis reasonable to do so and conslstent with achieving susteinable development; i
i

sustified :
- the pian should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against thie reasonable
altematives, based on proportionate evidence;

E e i '- #~ — e —
- the plar should be delivarable over its peried and based on effective joint working on crosi-boundary
strateglc piiorities; and

~ Conslitent with mlhnal policy
- the plan shoiild enable the dislivery of sustainable de\relopment in accnrdam:e with the polidies in the
Frarnework.

CEREI L L .. ey vy P L

'r.-nntast Dietalls (only complsts one]

Please provide contact détails and aﬁent detalls, if appointed.

Personal Detajls : Agents Detalls (if applicable)
Name IPlillpHu:ﬂahle Fl!chardﬂ'nrrms -
;Qi"g‘anisation sRFammsltd - - - IWiard Alsndates Planning Consultanits
Suuthliurn_
- 135 Blossom Strest
Address l""“.“"’ ark
. [EastYorks ‘ Y024 1AQ
Y025 9ED
Telephone No. - . Imsms«m
Emall address _ : S Ir.bomwsﬁwardpn:.co.ul'n

K will be helpful you can provide an email address so we can contact you ale:!:_ronﬁ:ally;

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

Page2 of 4
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From: Tu 01757252223 18/07/2012 15:24  $071 P.103/004

Si——

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

Please identify the Proposed Changie (whieh can be found oni the Piblished Sthiedule; CD2f) 16, whi:h
this represemaﬂon refers or pamgraph number of the ﬁPPF Complie hice Statement:

iy

| duqs,ﬁen 1: Doyouconsider the Pfogqsed’ﬁ:hange st

11 Legally-compliant [ Ve O Ne
1.2 souid 0O e X No

Ifyou have entered Nu 1‘.0'13.2 please*eonthue Y002 In all oiher circumstances; plea;e go'to: Q3

»-

Questipn 2 If you :onslderthe Propased Clﬂnge is unsound, please/identify whl:h ten of
soundness  your: repq-esemaﬂon relntes to:

D 111 Pbsiﬂvglyl’repared ’ {Pleasﬂdentlfy Just DnE tesl: fDl’ thls repi'ésentatfan)-

0 22 fustified
01 23 Effective
' 24 Consistentwith nationg) policy

'ljngstlm;’.‘_. l'lease giwe detalls of why you- ;onsldeli:he Prc ‘ cnangp Is no¥legally
. rmhpliaht oris tinscund and provide detalls.of what change(s) you consider
fidiceskaty to imake the Proposed Clidngeto tha Subriisslon Draft Core Sthitény.
legally compgliant or sourid,

POLICY CP1B (PGS 30/Talke ABGUL thE alipeation iiffl'ai-\'d o devalopimantwithis) both the 1hain settlements and. deslgnated'
sirvice illags. THE'fidiy v Insafted i TSpoiisé ﬁN‘-he NPPF sijs thiat the \ Cokindll il Favea preference forland of lsaét

and furthier iolit Bk eIt Wik ko cur.ediller siibiilzsion (Sth.set ofchanges, our
int tfie JSR it din Fléld lane, Tharbe Willoughby Is indeed oflimiited envirarimenital
S of belng 4 bigneld opportupilty whibli a msfulnahlelucaﬁun.
' werall thiyjst of thie Core Stravedy dos not priditlée brawnheld sites In settlements such
ades s iRt ofi lage: stidienlc siies sichas nlympla Milliorythe edge of Selby town, The.
thirs big triie when: mmparedh thes{pﬂl stiatedy dfthe €5~ halii will fhiseche the NPPF;
feferenicato axﬁdg choln:e iof Tilgh quality hotiies* that siie Heliversble?. fpdcagraiph S0),
Policy.cPa(PCE46]
ThenEw texttaﬂ:sabwttheiupphﬁof"spetlﬁc «delvétable Sités® acioss the 5 year pérled We agali have resenvations
abiagt tils biausE bf extessive rellince ph Lifge dhés cise to two 67 the Slstritt's ialh toiwns, We donot belleve the lsige
sl g Guses ] suﬁEIent ﬂmbers; e;uunell shald fiave:ldentified s Mofé didpersed spatlalsmiew

ri:qu @12 lPEE.SG)

This Is:conceined With the prorhotion, of sistalnable development acfcss the district: The. new text talks abouta preference
for*larid of lesséi valie®: Retiirning td pit comments about PCE30 we befleve thak the JSR stie agein passes this particular
tést: I onifiview tha Cofia Stategy. needs to beiter teflect the distiibuticn of tand such.as this across the district asawhdle.

THis spatial disErbieton 6f this populailon refle:ts. In:some raasure, the agpirations ob fis residerits; THis In fum neediiobe-
(et feflectad i ths Core Stfategy

" Contlieoverfeal
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From:

Questlan 3.contiwed

To: 01757282228 -

18/07/2012 15:28

10Tt P.004/004

gConmue nna,upm sheeﬂfsuﬁmmgahmd mpy) -

Question 4, .Eanvuul' répﬁsentatlnnseeklng a change be mnslsle'red‘by writteéri
reprasentations, or do you consider}i necessary to pariicipsié at the oral part of the:

@xamination?
B 47 Wiltten Representations

3

4.2 Attend Examination

43  ifyouwish to participate at the oral part'of the examination; please sutline why:you conslder

this1o be necessary

frour requesty will bé:consiclered by the lhspector, however, ditenidande af thé Exarhination in,

Biiblicis bymvitatmrimw

. [Coniltie ona separate. ;ﬁeerﬂ'submltimgnhmdmpy}

Representlllon Submimon A:knowledgement '
| acknowledge that 1 am making a formal represeniation. | understand that my name (and
organisation where appllcable) 4id tépresentation will be made publically availakle (Including on
the Counsifs webisite) in order to ensure that it is afaif and transparent pricess.

&) |agree vilth this statémnent: and Vﬂm.{b“iﬂﬁﬁlﬁ'tﬁe’.ahd\ié repréesentation for considergtion:

Signed _g.p Qﬁoﬂ’uul%

PDated

l%}o“&facm; -

Padéacha
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ryan King

From: SyMia Parkinson (SRR

Sent: 21 June 2012 12:32 _

To: Idf

Subject: RE: Selby Disfrict Local Development Framework (LDF) - Further Proposed Changes (6th
. —set} to the Submission Draft Core Strategy — e

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Hello Ryan - T've forwarded your email to my colleagues on the Parish Council and hope to get back to
you shortly following their response.

Thank you.

Sylvia

Subject: RE: Seiby District Local Development Framework (LDF) - Further Proposed Changes (6th set) to
the Submiission Draft Core Strategy

Date: Thu, 21 Jun 2012 10:22:52 +0100

From: df@selby.gov.uk

To:

CC: hgregory@selby.gov.uk
Dear Sylvia

Thank you for your comments on behalf of Thorpe Willoughby Parish Council to the Council's consultation
on the 6th Set of Proposed Changes to the Core Strategy.

Can you just clarify your comments regarding housing figures as the Core Strategy does not designate
the number of housing allocations within individual villages.

[f you have any queries do not hesitate fo contact me.

Kind regards.

ettt s el

ﬁg_@s Selbg S LBY

A oW fpreh g e meves [

Wirpp Nim T G

RYAN KING

dpmiztart Prliop GRcer

Tal FR? TOSIDY  Rrail info@seiby.oovids el wsyseygoai s
Bl Distick Couned Qiis Ceatre, Doncester Read, Sebry YA OFT

The information in this e-mail, 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). Its contents do not necessarily represent the views or oplnions of Selby District Council, 1
you are not the intended recipient please nofify the sender immediately, Unless you are the intended recipient, or his/her representative, you
are not authorised to, and musl not, read, copy, distribule, use or retain this message or any part of it.

From: Sylvia Parkinson
Sent: 15 June 2012 21:27
To: ldf

Subject: Selby District Local Development Framewark (LDF) - Further Proposed Changes (6th set) to the
Submissign Draft Core Strategy
f.a.0. Helen Gregory - Policy Officer

With reference to your letter dated 1 June 2012,

27/07/2012
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Thorpe Willoughby Parish Council at its meeting held on 18 June 2012 considered this matter and asked me
to advise you as follaws: -

Thorpe Willoughby Parish Council accepts the figure of 133 houses but does not want any increase in our
village hausing allocation.

Thank you.
Sylvia Parkinson

Acting Clerk toThorpe Willoughby Parish Council
19.6.12

2770712012



e ™
Mr R P Dixon Crastomer L onact ¢

gegeived
Wood Farmhouse

Doncaster Road 19 JuL 2012

DN14 0JF

Reference: SHLAA Site Reference - WHITLEY PHS/42/005
SITE name Land Opposite FIRS FARM
Field NO :- B535

Dear Sir/Madam,

in response to your consultation request please find my comments on the changes that you
propose fo the SADPD document.

You will be aware that T have written before to offer my land in Whitley for future development
and my comments are submitted both in principle and with specific reference to that offer. The
land is currently listed as Green Belt, although as stated previously it is actually a gap in the
fromtage to the A19 which splits the village of Whitley m two.

I have listed my comments as much as possible in following your document order.

I broadly agree with the amendments sugpested in yellow throughout the document, in
particular those points that are directly relevant to Selby and Tadcaster where specific changes
to policy as a result of insufficient land supply may be necessary to provide for sustainable
development through to 2027.

1 feel that this approach should also be carried over info DSV's (and in certain cases to
Secondary Villages) where there are either shortages of suitable sites or where an "appropriate"
developmert is identified that will enhance the local community and economy:

"Development in the couniryside (ouiside Development Limits) will be limited to the
replacement or extension of existing buildings, the re-use of buildings preferably for
employment purposes, and to proposals of an appropriate scale which would diversify the
Iocal economy whick would contribute towards and improve the local economy (PC1.20}
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities (PC6.27), or meet
affordable housing need (which meeis the provisions of Policy CP6), (PC6.29) or other
exceptional special (PC6.28) circumstances."

I also support the principle of proteciion of the Green Belt with the proviso that certain
anomalies and exceptions are addressed in a consistent manner across the Districi.

In line with this it is clear that there are parcels of land within Whitley which could be
assessed within the Green Belt policy below, specifically with reference to the infill of
frontage and the degree of physical and visnal separation of seitlements.

Additionally, I would hope that the provision of the ability to re-designate Green Belt
for development would be applied to my parcel, as my proposal addresses both the need
for gennine affordable housing in the area and the ability to diversify the local economy
with the creation of small business start-up and technology friendly units alongside the
much-needed small retail and services units, The key to the retail, service and business
potential is the frontage on the A19 which is at the physical mid-point within the village,
enjoys the best visnal road access and simply fills in the obvious gap in the building
line:

"The review may aiso consider the relationship between urban and rural fringe; and the
degree of physical and visual separation of settlements.

THis could supply a schedule of areas for further investigation where sites may be considered
Jfor suitability for development and subject o a sustainability assessmert,

Policy CPXX Green Belt



A. Those areas covered by Green Belt are defined on the Proposals Map.

B. In accordance with higher order policies, within the defined Green Bell, planming
permission will not be granted for inappropriate development unless the applicant has
demonsirated that very special circumstances exist to justify why permission should be
granted. The Green Belt review and Sustainability Appraisal would then undergo public
consultation. '

D. To ensure the Green Belt boumdaries endure in the long term, areview of the Green Belt
will be undertaken through The purposes of the review will be io:

1. address unomadies

2. review washed-over villuges

4. ensure that there is sufficiertt lomd available to meet development requirements throughout
the Plan period for allocations, and the need for growth beyond the Plan period By identifying
Safeguarded Land.

F. Any site considered for removal from the GreenBelt under Criterion D4 (above) will be
subject to a sustainability appraisal and assessed for their impact upon the following issues
(nomn-exhaustive):

C. Within Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt (as defined on the Proposals Map), some
limited infilling and/or, redevelopment to support economic development of existing uses will
be permitted in line with higher order policies.

E. Under Criterion D4 (above), land may be taken out of the Green Belt only in exceptional
circumsiances, where

1. there is an over-riding need to deliver the Vision, Aims and Objectives of the Core Stralegy
by accommodating the housing development identified in the established settlement hierarchy
as set out in CP2, and/or employment development identified in CP9, and

2. where such need carmot be met on non-Green Belt land, or where Green Belt land offers a
significantly more sustainable option overail.

E. Under Criterion D4 {above), the SADPD may in exceptional circumstances remove land
from the Green Belt and allocate it to deliver the Policies, Vision, Aims and Objectives of the
Core Strategy by accommodating the identified development needs in the established settlement
hierarchy, where such need canmot be met on non-Green Belt land, or where removal of land
from the Green Belt offers a sigrificantly more sustainable option overall. Safeguarded land
may also be identified to secure options for delivery in future plans. (PC6.20)

C) Development in the countryside (outside Development Limits) will be limited io ihe
replacement or extension of existing buildings, the re-use of buildings preferably for
emplayment purposes, and to proposals of an appropriate scale which would diversify the
local economy which would contribute towards and improve the local economy (PC1.2(0)
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities (PC6.27), or meet
affordable housing need (which meets the provisions of Policy CP6), (PC6.29) or other
exceptiondl special (PCG.28) circumsiances.

d) In Green Beli, including villages washed aver by Green Belt, development must conform fo
Policy CPXX and (PC3.9) national Green Belt policies.

Development Limits of settlemenis, other than exception sites for 100% affordable housing in
villages will be brought forward through specific allocations in a Site Allocations DPD and in
accordance with Policy CP3 (Managing Housing Land Supply) set out later in this chapter
(PC5.18). 4 review of current Development Limits will be undertaken in the case of the Local
Service Centres and Designated Service Villages wherever more detailed investigation through
the Site Allocations DPD reveals a lack of deliverable sites within them. In certain cases where
the setflement is within or adjoining Green Belt a localised review of that boundary may also
be undertaken in accordance with Policy CPXX (Green Beit) (PC3.19).

Where necessary the Council will explore pro-active measures such as negotiating with
landowners, and Compulsory Purchase Order procedures, in order to secure an appropriate
supply of housing land



This may include localised Green Belt reviews as indicated in Section 4 and Policy CPXX
(GGreen Belt)"

I fully support the inclusion of the need to reduce travel and support more energy-friendly
modes of franspart within the SADPD,

points specifically outside the refail/business units, with the additional possibility to provide
additional units within both affordable and market housing areas:

"While it is important that economic growth is concentrated on Selby and the Local Service
Centres, it is also important that opportunities are provided in rural locations to maintain the
viability of rural communities and to reduce the need to travel This could include the
redevelopment of existing businesses, the redevelopment or re-use of rural buildings for
suitable employment purposes, as well as farm diversification activities. Proposals for
appropriate forms of recreation and tourism activity will also be encouraged. (PC6.7)

7.31a '

Despite the Core Strategy approach to reduice the need to travel, it is inevitable that some
iravel will abways occur. Wherever possible, modern technology should be incorporated in to
developments to reduce the impacts of development. Most recently the availability of electric
cars means that charging poinis will become more widespread, and provision of these or
other new technologies is encouraged.”

I fully endorse the key requirements ouilined below and have incorporated this approach into

my proposed development, specifically by addressing the needs for easy accessibility to the

population, the close proximity of new retail, services and employtnent opportunities with o
reduced travel impact, plus the provision of donated land 1o the village in the shape of open
recreation space and sports fields plus plans for a Village Hall and flexible meeting area. The :
development Jayout would also support the need for a more secure and safe environment with

housing arranged to support overview of the outdoor amenity and meeting areas. Energy

efficiency and reduced carbon footprint are also fundamental elements of the plan:

Spirces between built developments are equally impartant and new open spaces should
improve the quolity of the public realm

Both residential and now-residential development should meet the following key requirements:
a) Make the best, most efficient use of land without compromising local distinctiveniess,
character and form.

a) Positively contribute to an area's identity and heritage in ferms of scale, density and
layout;

&) Re accessible to all users and easy fo get to and move thraugh;

c) Create rights of way or improve them to make them more attractive 10 users, avd
Jacilitate sustainable access modes, including public transport, cycling and walking which
minimise conflicts;

dj Incorporate new and existing landscaping as an integral part of the design of schemes,
including off- site landscaping for large sites and sites on the edge of seitlements where
appropriaie (PC4.41);

e} Pramate access to open spaces and green infrastructure to support community
gatherings and active Tifestyles which contribute to the health and social well-being of the local
community,

P Have public and private spaces thot ave clearly distinguished, safe and secure,
atrractive and which complement the built form;

2 Minimise the risk of crime or fear of crime, particularly through active frontages and
natural surveillance;

h Create mixed use places with variety and choice that complement one another to



'y

encourage integrated living, and
i) Adopt sustainable construction principles in accordance with Policies CP12 and
CPI3 .

In summary, as a layman and a taxpayer I support the majority of the yellow
amendments to the Consultation Document and hope that it will make planning and
development within the District more streamlined and consistent whilst addressing the
more obvious historical anomalies

As both a land-owner and a life-long village resident in Whitley I also hope that my
comments and specific proposal to improve the social and economic outlook in the
village via my development plan are taken seriously and in the spirit that they are
offered. I believe they position a win/win situation for ail parties.

PR IR INLN
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Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

_An Examination in Public (EIP) into the scundness of the Submission Draft Core Strategy (SDCS) was
', 2ld between 20 and 30 September 2011 and between 18 and 19 April 2012 in front of an
‘Independent Inspector.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 1of 4




PartA | | @)

The Tests of Soundness

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

Positively prepared -

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

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

Effective
- the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross-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 Agents Details (if applicable)

Name Clir Liz Casling N/A

Organisation

4, 1949 Cottages, Skipwith Rd, Escrick, York

Address  |vh19650

Telephone No.b

el adlress SRR

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

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

Page20of4



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

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

PC6.12 and PC6.32

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:

1.1 Legally compliant Yes O MNo
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: HKyou 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

M 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.

it is considered that the proposal to change the status of Escrick from that of a secondary Village to a Designated Service
Village would be unsound in relation to the test of justification for the following reasons:-

"H.There is no land available within the current village development limits of Escrick for future development and as such the
" Idesignation of this settlement as a Service Village would increase pressure for the review of the village development limits
and Green Belt in this area.

2 There is no evidence of need for additional housing within Escrick and as such there is no requirement to expand the
village or to allocate additional land in this location.

3. There are no obvious sites adjoining the existing built area of the village {which primarily to the west of the east of the
A19) that would easily lend itself to be developed. The land to the north of the village falls within the administrative area of

City of Yark Council. The housing estates to the north east of the village provide no means of access to the land beyond.
Land o the south and south east of the village is constrained by designated areas of recreational open space, sites of
importance for nature conservation and historic gardens. This leaves only the land to the west of the A19 which is largely
undeveloped and as such would have significant impact on the character and appearance of the village.

4. The large area of land to the west of A19, which is identified in the Councils's Strategic Housing Land Availability
document {ref PHS/10/001) would require a major new access or accesses on to the A19 and also a pedestrian crossing for
future residents to safely cross to access such facilities as the school and post office. This would create traffic problems and
queuing on the A19. Althaugh the possihility of a bypass has been suggested in the past a significant scale of development
would be required in order to make this viable. A development of such scale would double the size of the village.

For the ahove reasons it is considered that the proposed change should not be made and that Escrick shoutd remain a
Secondary viallge as previously proposed by the council

Continue overleaf
Page3 of 4



Question 3 continued

{Continue 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?

4.1 Written Representations ] 4.2 Attend Examination

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if subritting 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. :

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

Signed |liz casling Dated |19/7/12

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 10f 4



Part A

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tesis 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:

Paositively prepared

- the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 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 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

Frameworlk.

Contact Details (only camplete once)
Please provide contact details and agent details, if app'ointed.

Personal Detalls Agents Details (if applicable)

Name Steve Smowton

QOrganisation [Escrick Parish Council

cfaThe Clerk
8 The Glade
Escrick

York Yo196JH

Telephone No._

Email address |chair@escrickorg

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 copies of Part B ([pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form.

Page 2 of 4



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

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

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant ' [0 Yes [1 Ne
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.

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

2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
1 2.2 Justified
[ 2.3 Effeciive

] 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.

Escrick Parish Council Representations to Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy Consultation on Further Proposed
Changes (6th Set)

Re: Proposal to change the designation of Escriclk from a Secondary Village 1o a Designated Service Village

We believe that the proposed change fails to meet the test of soundness, as set out in PP512 and the NPPF, for the
following reasons:

2.1 Positively Prepared

The village is currently and has always been a Secandary Village. All of the policies in the previous adopted Selby District
Lecal Plan and now the LDF Core Strategy work to date maintained this status, including the Selby District Submission

Braft Core Strategy of May 2011.

Only in the sixth revision was this changed. We have never been consulted or formally informed of this change or have ever
had the reasons for this proposed change of status explained to us,

This is contrary to the guidance in the NPPF which requires meaningful engagement and collaboration with
neighbourhoods and the local community so that Local Plans reflect a collective vision and agreed set of priorities for an
area. When we did hear of this, we immediately contacted the Planning Cfficer to ask that it be withdrawn, but a resolution;
was taken to Full Council by officers recommending the change of status. We asked for our concerns to be reported to Full
Council, but again our views were ignored and the proposed change in status approved for this consultation,

In arder to represent the views of Escrick village faitly and accurately, the Parish Council provided a briefing note and
survey to all residents in the village, asking for their views. Wae received a huge response, rejecting the proposed change of
status by 207 votes to 8.

There is therefare an overwhelming refection of the proposed change in status by the local community, whose views we
represent.

Continue overleaf
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Question 3 continued

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

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

M 4,1 Written Representations 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  If you wish to pariicipate 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).

Escrick Parish Council represent the residents of Escrick, This Strategy seeks to change the planning status of the village
from Secondary Viltage to Designated Service Village, a change strongly opposed by the Parish Council and the residents.
wa wish to make our point of view clear to the Inspector on behalf of our parishloners.

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

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

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

Signed [Steve Smowton Dated |19th July2012
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ESCRICK PARISH COUNCIL

Chair S.R. Smowton chaijr@escrick.org
Clerk V. Cumberland clerk@escrick.org (NG

Strategy Consultatmn on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)

Re: Proposal to change the designation of Escrick from a Secondary Village to a
Designated Service Village

We believe that the proposed change fails to meet the test of soundness, as set out in PP$S12 and
the NPPF, for the following reasons:

2.1 Positively Prepared

The village is currently and has always been a Secondary Village. All of the policies in the
previous adopted Selby District Local Plan and now the LDF Core Strategy work to date
maintained this status, including the Selby District Submission Draft Core Strategy of May 2011.
Only in the sixth revision was this changed. We have never been consulted or formally informed
of this change or have ever had the reasons for this proposed change of status explained to us.

This is contrary to the guidance in the NPPF which requires meaningful engagement and
collaboration with neighbourhoods and the local community so that Local Plans reflect a
collective vision and agreed set of priorities for an area. When we did hear of this, we
immediately contacted the Planning Officer to ask that it be withdrawn, but a resolution was
taken to Full Council by officers recommending the change of status. We asked for our concerns
to be reported to Full Council, but again our views were ignored and the propesed change in
status approved for this consultation.

In order to represent the views of Escrick village fairly and accurately, the Parish Council
provided a briefing note and survey to all residents in the village, asking for their views. Wea
received a huge response, rejecting the proposed change of status by 207 votes to 8.

There is therefore an overwhelming rejection of the proposed change in status by the local
community, whose views we represent.

2.2 Justified

« founded on a robust and credible evidence base

Itis extremely difficult for us to believe that this proposal is founded on a robust and credible
evidence base when the previous 5 revisions promoted strongly the cpposite view. In February
2010, Selby District Council stated ‘there are strong environmental and landscape constraints to
development particularly south of the village which militate against expansion. The village has
significant character with a Conservation Area’ when recommending that Escrick remain in this
category. We see no jusfification why this view should have changed, or had any explanation as
to why this change of view has occurred. We therefore believe that the proposed change is not
robust nor based on credible evidence.
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« the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives

e -
The NPPF requires that development should be located in sustainable locations whilst also
emphasising the importance of Green Belts. Given the settlement hierarchy of Selby District and
the availability of other larger DSVs which are more sustainably located and with greater
service provision and employment opportunities nearby, we do not believe that upgrading
Escrick to a DSV is the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, for the following reasons:

- There are exiremely limited employment opportunities within reasonable walking /
cycling distance.

- There is considerable congestion on the A19 both northbound and southbound,
especially at peak times.

- Bus service frequency has been reduced in recent years, and the bus no Ionger comes
into the centre of the village.

- We are entirely surrcunded by the York Green Belt.

- The primary school is at maximum capacity.

- The village has significant character within a Conservation Area.

- The village has various listed buildings within settings that should also be preserved and
protected, as well as other environmental constraints.

2.3 Effective
= deliverahle

We believe that the change of status is unsound because, given the sensitive constraints on the
village as stated above, an expanded village could not be delivered without considerable
environmental harm. )

Tt should be noted that there is considerable opposition within the village to the Escrick Bypass
and associated Housing Development that was originally rejected by 90% of our residents in
2008 and has recently been re-intreduced hy the landowner. This proposal would effectively
more than double the size of the village and significantly alter its character.

We are aware that simply a change of status does not mean that it will be approved; we are
concerned that this change of status is necessary to assist its case and cause the village to be
substantially enlarged. '

» flexible

Due to the environmental constraints and geographical limitations discussed previously, there
are very limited opportunities for potential development. It is therefore not possible fora
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 be accommodated.

2.4 Consistent with National Policy

The NPPF clearly sets out that development should be directed to sustainable locations.
Furthermore that environmental, social and economic considerations should be balanced and
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that economic considerations should not predominate. The role of Green Belts, the Historic
Environment, Listed Buildings and their settings are protected and their role emphasised in
the NPPF. The York Green Beli is a longstanding policy and should not be overridden when
other more suitable locations for development in the District are available. We believe that the

“ ‘change in status is unsound as it is inconsistent with National Policy and the NPPF because

Escrick is not a sustainable location and other better alternatives exist, it has strong
environmental limitations as to where development would be acceptable and, most importantly,
it is clearly contrary to the wishes of the local community with whom there has been no
consultation and who de not wish the character of the village to substantially change,

We confirm that Escrick Parish Council wishes to appear at the Core Strategy Hearing to explain
these views more fully to the Inspector.

Steve Smowton

Chair, Escrick Parish Council
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19 July 2012

Eor the attention of Mr A McMillan

L ) Richard Serra
Planiting Palicy ‘ E: rsera@savills.com
Selby District Coupcil _ DL: +44.(0) 113 220 1271
Doncastér Road F: +44 (0} 113 244 0704
Selby  Giound Fi

: round Flgor
YOBOFT Cty. Point
29 King Slreet

o  Leeds Lg1 2HL

BY email and post. T: 444 (0) 113 2440100
savills, 56m
Dear Sir

Submission Draft Core Strategy
Mr M Pearson
Land at Drax Rodd, Camblesforth

We wish ta. submit representations on befialf of aur client, Mt M Pearsan, an the. Sixth S&t of- Proposed
Ghangss (Main Modificatiofis and Additional Modifications} to the Submission Diaft Core Strategy (SOCS).

We understand that the principal purpose of this consultation exercise is 1o take account of the introduction of
the: National Planning Policy Frariework (NPPF) on 27 March this year. These representations are therefore
confined fo the implications-of the. NPPF en the emerging Core Sfrategy insofar as it affects the village of
Camiblesforth and ur client's sité in particular..

Our client owns the Phase 2 site identified in thie adopted Local Pfan as CAMA. Our previous cormments on,
the. Site: Allocations DPD facussed on the tontiniled ability of the site to dsliver much negded future growth

‘and regeneration foi Cammblesforth and the sujrolndinig area. This lefter should alsg therefore be read in

conjunction with those represéntations dated 2 December 2011,

Background

The NPPF represents a furidamental shifi in the: approach Local Planning Authorities. must adopt to plan-
making; replacing previcus guidance in Planning Policy Statement 12 (Local Spatial Planning). The
overarching theme.of the NPPF s a “presumption in faVeur of sustainable dévelopment”. The three central

: requirements of:sustzinable develbpment are:

» an economic. role - confributing to building & strong, Tesponsive and compefitive
economy, by eénsuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places
and at the righl fime: to ‘support grewth and innovation; and by identifying and
coordinating developmerit requiremefits, including the provision of infrastructure;

» a social role — supporting strong, vibrarit and healthy comimunitiés; by providing the
supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by
creating & high quality built eiwirohiment, \with accassible local services. that reflect the
community's needs and support its hiealth, social and cultural well-being; and

» an environmental role — contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and
historiz environment; and, as part of thig, helping to improve. biodiversity, use natural
resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate
change including moving to a tow carbon ecoriory. ‘ '

Offices and asseciales throughisut e Americas, Surcpe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middlé East. %, | '%,. l

¥ X i
Savils {LEF) Lipiled, Citariered Surveiyors. Reguiated by RIGS, A sutaidlery of Sils ple. Regisiersd i Exglarsd No, 2605128, —SGS'- s-ﬁs

Regiviered office; 211 Giosvenor M, Eondan WIK MO



The.| oﬂerwhelmlng emphasw Howigver is on grawth and in terma.of“' Iannlng for. future. hcausmg fo ensure that
,there i3 not only enough develgpment 1o insét the needs nf Ve populatmn buf fo alse -2 degree of
ﬂnxmlllty choicer and. comipetitioni {Paragraph 47). There is alsg @ ar emphasig-on: uti zinig- tesidential
'development o help aitl economic ‘growth dnd redeneration (Paragraph17).

Itis with this in mind_:thatiweigprmir‘itlé comments on the. [atast draft of the SDES balow.
Commenis:

W nofe-that in agcordarice with-the Coré Strategy as cufenly draffed
RGIOSS: A, numbel' of-"Degighated Service Villages! (DSV; that

, limited’ development Is. proposed.
|gsfofth:has not been identified as;
. _ i elopment: Plan Document;
) 5t I ason for thls. i fhat the* village 8 constralned fiy-flood nsk ‘ln that thére are ne. devempable sites:
auﬁslde of Flood Zang 3:

The. NPPE's: advice concering: floed risk is s&t: oit’ in; Paragraphs "100-104 and in & separate Technical:
Guidance Note. Bot: documents osténsibly. cary over advice outlingd: it Flannmg APoltcy Statament 25
(Develgpment: and Flood R:sk) thak howsing development ca}n be. under ken in Flood
an Exception Test can be passeéd. We confend that in the circymstan ;
an Exception Test could be pagsed toallaw the principle of developmerit
the Core Stralegy and to establlsh the settlement 58 & DSV. The Bx plicii Test lnoludes matters such as
wider ‘benefifs; the: reasonable aval!abmty of alternative previsi: Iy-developed sites;” and. canfidence. that-
development can be underiakeri safely,

The wider benefits are. considerad. to b the role thist Camblesforth i Play i $atisfying
rand loc;:al housing need. We nots that in April. the .Couiiell ihstrictéd Arup
ions for the districtty ensure triaf the corrset amsunt. of housmg bemg plan
rategy. The work refterated that flie basis for. hosing, growth préjedtic shqulq co
.on 2004 househetd projections. This yields: & riet réquirement-of 450 dwelllngs éf-annum; Our
significant mlsgwmgs regarding thia for the: fellowmg féasons: '

6[ient has-

> The 2004 based population pmjectmns represent a significantly out-of-date model 6 which fo
._base hqusmg requirernents up (52027, The: justification Afup use for thebe figures is at best .
tenuous and given that more: recent projetiiiis are availablz 2010 projéctions. and a new

'_baselme iir, the ferm, of the 2011 census dafa), we' Aiemly belisve thaese morg.- up-to-tdata figures
‘stiould be ufilised in orderte: provide a sound.basis for growth.

> The projections also seem to approach housing grgwth in trying 16 prawde ﬁgures fo cover need
within the -plan. period onfy. This is inconsistent:with thfust:of the NPE which i fo plan
‘positively for growth: and to'allow g degree of ﬂexlbthty ¢hoice and competi ‘h i h, sing sites:
This choice, flexibility and competition can readily be dccomimodated in villages & ¥
as: Camblesforth to faster this: growth: and. 16" grisure. these. eomrnurimes remam wable and
sustainable.

Wh:lst we acknowledge that some ‘of the amendments ‘Proposed. in: the latest draft of the 8DCS make
refefénce: fo this requirement o pmwde some: flexlblhty i ;supporting housing gnawth ‘in the Disfrict

P ragraph 4,39) this clearly does not go far eneugh in producmg a'positive’ steategy for gfowth.

With this: in' mind the Couricil ought to be: exarnrmng which sites are capable of accommodating growth and in
line. wi PF, eh re: that uch: sites can support sustainable development. Given the sustamabnllty
Crei e e-fo the: |dent|ﬁed DSVs, we considerad it at: iéast an equally appropriate
IOc;ation to acccmmodate me stnct’s fut ousing growih, We note-that i in, the scorifg desessrient carriad
ativ ability OF Rural Setilements (Updated February 2010)-dacument,
the Ccunc:l ranked Camb[esforth equally with: the following DSVs: Carlten, Cawdod, Monlk Frystani
Eggbamugh Kelhngton. Uﬂeskelf Church Fenton and Faifburn. i also ranked bstter than Appleton Roehuck

F‘EIQG 2
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In refation lo the other elements of the Exception Test, the Selby SHIAA confirms tha ing nieed |

Camblesforth and the wider South East HMA cannot be accommedated oni previdusly-developed sites and

preliminary- work underlaken on behalf of our cliert by hydrclogists indicates that developiment could be
accommedated sajely.

This information would demonstrate that the in relation to the; Exceplions Test our client's site is. capable of
emerging as a deliverable development site and Camblesforitr should be designated. as & DSV givén-that it
‘would promote growth and sustainable development: conslstent with the. NPPF and: address a housing need
that is currently under estimated in the draft of the Core Strategy.

Conclusions

From our analysis of the NPPF and tHe cument draft of the Core Strategy we conclude that whilst
Camblesforth is not currently identified as a DSV-on the grounds thal its develgpable. sites lie within Flood
Zong 3, the NPPF and its supporting Technical Guidance state'that if an Exceptions Test. is fulfilled then
housing can be accemmodated on such: sites,.

The site principally. fulfils the Excepfions Test by providing wider benefits: to the area. by addressing housing
need, which is currently underestimated in the amerging Core Strategy, as well as providing positive growth
and an opportunity for additional flexibility, chuice and competition in the lecal housing market {required
through the NPPF). The potential of the site to accommpdate sustainable development is. clzar and the
Council's own evidence base points. to.the seftlemient being as sustainable as a number of other designated
DSVs, The opgortunity to unlock development and regenerate the Camibiesforth area ‘o promote sustainable
development is therefore clear.

The Council's own evidence also points. fo the fact thal within Camblesforth, there are ne previously
developed sites that could fulfil this role and there is also no evidence to suggest housing in the sefilement
could not be accommodated safaly. ‘

In light of the overwhelming emphasis on promoting growth and hoysing choice in the NPPF and the need for
Ihe Gouncil to provide housing in line with. mors realistic population projections we believe our clients site cary
offet an opportunity for sustainable growth and therefore request that Camblesforth s re-evaluated as a DSV.

We trust that this information will be taken into acgount once the Core- Sirategy examination is re-opened.
Should you have any queries please-do not hesitate to contact me..

Yours falthfully

Richard Serra' MRICS MRTPI.
Director
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Seiby District Submission Draft Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Proposed Changes (6th Set)
June 2012
Representation Form

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

‘The Independant Inspector has adjourned the EIP until 5 September 2012 in order to consider the
implications of the Natlional Planning Policy Framewark (NPPF) an the Submission Draft Core Strategy

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

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

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

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

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

Please complete separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representations. 1t
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
i Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

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

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

- The Tests of Soundness

ﬂ The Independanit Inspectar's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
tha Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The tests to
consider whether the plan fs 'sound' are explained under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Pollqp
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 50 and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

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

alternatives, based on propoertionate evidence;

Effective
-the plan should he 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 developmeant in accardance with the palicies in the

l Framework.

Contact Details (only complets once)

Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Detalls (if applicable)
Mame Councifler lan Reynolds ' N/A
Organisation
10 Escrick Park Gardens
. Escrick
Address Vark

YO196.2

Telephone Nu.._

Email address [cliriteynolds@selby.gov.uk

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

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

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

PC612and PC6.32

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.7 Legally compliant Yes 0O Mo
1.2 Sound 0O e "

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

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

O] 2.1 Positively Prepared (Please identify just one test for this representation)
2.2 Justified
7 2.3 Effective

O 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

{tIs considered that the proposal to change the status of Escrick from that of a Sacondary Villzge to a Designated Sérvice
Village would be unsound in refation to the test of justification far the following reasons;

1. There is no land vailable within the current village development limits of Escrick for future development and as such the
desigriation af this settlemnént as a Service Village would increase pressure for the review of the village development limits
and Green Belt boundaries in this area:

2. There is no evidence of need for additional housing within Escrick and as such there ls no requiremant to expand the
village or to allacate additional land for development in this location,

3, There are no obvious sites adjoining the exIsting built area of the village (which lles primarily ta the east of the A1) that
would easilty lend themselves to being developed. The land to the north of the village falls within the administrative area
of City of York Council. Thethousing estates to the north 2ast of the village provide no means of access to the land beyond.
Land to the southyand south east of the village is constraiméd by designated areas of recreation open space, sites of
importance for rature conservation and historic gardens. This leaves only the land to the west of the A19 which is largely
undeveloped and as such would have a significant Impact on the character and appearance of the area,

4. The large area of land 1o the west of the A19, which is |dentified in the Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability
document {ref. PH5/10/001) would require a major new access or accesses onto the 419 and also a pedestrian crossing for
future residents to safely access facilities such as the school and post office on the opposite sida of the A19, This would
create traffic problems and queuing on the A19. Although the possibility of a bypass has been suggested in the pasta
significant scale of development would be required in order te make this viable. A development of such seale would

Continue averleof
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Question 3 continued
double the size of the villzge.

For the above reasons it is considered that the proposed change shoukd not be made and that Escrick should rimait a
Secondary Village as previously proposed by the Council,

{Continue on q separate shéet 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

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

N/A

{Continue on g separgle sheet if submifting a hard copy)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

B4 1agree with this statement and wish to subrnit the above representation for consideration.

Signed Datad
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ryan king

From: David and Sadie Ashton (| DD

Sent: 12 July 2012 16:30
To: ldf

| was the County Councillor for Escrick for 28 years retiring in 2005,

| attended one of the hearings of the EIP in April 2012 | was interested to hear the Inspector say in
referring to a paper from Roy Wilson that it had been useful in giving hackground information on
Tadcaster. He commented that he had no knowledge of the Selby area before taking on this Selby Local
Plan. As a Parish and County Counciller | have a great deal of experience of development in this area.

[n considering the proposed change of designation of Escrick | would wish the following to be taken into
account:-

1 The residents of the village are more closely tied to York than to Selby. | don't think we wish to be part
of York but children after the age of 11 attend a York school which is an important driver.

2.1t is the York Green belt which surreunds the village and which has restricted development to infilling
over the past 50 years. The City of York southern boundary is the north wall of the Church which means
that the garage and several houses whilst being part of Escrick are actually in York. This means that this
village is inexdricably linked to the York green belt which is the subject of a separate Study. | think Escrick
should continue to be seen as an important part of the York Green Belt protecting the setting of this
historical City. Certainly the designation of Escrick should not be changed until issues with York have
been resolved. .

3.There are major planning matters which have affected us for the last 35 years. The Selby Coalfield
“announced in 1974 even today is casting a shadow over the area. Important planning conditions were

changed ,amended or broken both during construction, mining and even today when all the sites should

have been cleared. The North Selby site is currently the subject of a propesal to build an anaerobic

digester .

Ironically the Mine site is actually in York and has been since 1994, a planning authority with no expertise

in dealing with mineral extracticn issues.

It is premature to change the designation of Escrick. | believe that the two authorities, Selby and York
have a duty to cooperate on the issues surrounding Escrick coming up with a solution that enables the
village to retain its position as a thriving rural community.

David Ashton
Glebe Cottage
Escrick

YO19 6LN

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

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

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

~ Strategy..

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

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

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

~  Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated documerits.

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 beé returned to the
Council no later than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

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

Post {o: Policy & Strategy Team, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,

Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 9FT
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Part A

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

- Justified
- -the plan should be the mast appropriate strategy, when considéred against the reasonable

‘ The Tests of Soundnes
' The Indeperdant Inspector's role Is to assess whether the plan has been prepared In accordance with
- the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whéther it is sou nd. The teststo

consider whethef thé‘pléﬁ’ is 'sound' are explalned under paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework {NPPF) (March 2012} and states a sound Core Strategy should be:

development and tnfrastructure requiremeénts, Including uniimet requiréments fram nelghbouring
authorities whiera it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustaifable develogment;

alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

 Effective

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

Consistent with national policy o .
- the plan should enable the' delivery of sustainabfe development in accordance with the policias iti the

Framework.

Contact Details (pnly complete once)

Please provide contact detalls and agent details, if appolnted.

Personal Details Agents Details {if applicable)
Name [ ' - Melissa Madge
Organisation | LDP Planning
A Horsefai‘r'
Wetherhby
‘ West: Yorkshire
Address LS22 6JG
Telephane No, (1937 580380
Erna) acdress mrnadge@ldpplanning.co.uk

I will ke helpful if you can provide an email address so we can contact you electronically.

You only need to comiplete this page onge. If you wish to make morethan one representation,
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) fo this part of the representation form.
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Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-8) for each representation) ; |

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

[ See accompanying letter (18th July 2012)

Question1: Da you consider the Proposed Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant A Yes 1 Ne

1.2 Sound B Yes 7 No

If 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 Pesitively Prepared (Please identify just cne test for this representation)
[/ 2.2 lustified
2.3 Effective

(4 2.4 Consistent with natienal policy

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

See accompanylng letter {19th July 2012)

Eontinue overleaf |
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Question 3 continved

(Continue on a separara sheet If submitting a hard capy)

Quiéstion 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 Wiitten Representations | 4.2 Attend Examination

A3  fyouwish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outfine why you consiter

this to be necessary
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Exemination in

Pubfic is by invitation-only}.

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

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

| acknowledge that 1 am making a formal représentation. | understand that my name (and
organisatian where applicable) and representation will be made publically availablg (including on
the Courcil's website) in order fo ensure that it is a fair and transparent process.

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

Signed__ Dated | {9/07/2012
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LDP

PLANNING

Land and Development Practice
CHARTERED TOWN PLANNERS & SURVEYORS

Our ref: 9962/AK/MM/EM/0703 19" July 2012

Selby District Council

The Policy and Strategy Team
Civic Centre

Daoncaster Road

Selby

Narth Yorkshire

YO8 9FT

Dear Sir/Madam

PUBLICATION OF THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (FRAMEWORK)
— IMPLICATIONS FOR SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL’'S CORE STRATEGY (CS) — INLINE
WITH SIXTH SET OF PROPOSED CHANGES -~ DOCUMENT REFERENCE: CS/CD2F

1.0 intreduction

1.1 This letter sets out LDP Planning’s considerations on whether the policies within the
CS meets the test of soundness and complies with the requirements of delivering
sustainable developrment in accordance with policies in the Framework.

1.2 The over arching principle running through the Framework is that ‘sustainable
development is about positive growth — making economic, environmental and social
progress for this and future generations.' |t is accepted that policies within the SDCS
do not need to mirror the Framework, as both applicants and decision makers should
read both documents in conjunction. However, all policies in the C3 need to engage
with the main principles in the Framework. '

1.3 The following sections set oui the policies within the CS that LDP Planning wishes to
bring to the Council’s and the Inspecior’s attention in relation to potential contlict with
the Framework.

LDP Planning is & rading name of CSL Plannlng and Surveys LLP which Is a Limlted Liablllty Pasnership, reglstered Ln England and Wales
{Regiclerad number OC365157)
1 Horselair, Welherby, Leeds LE22 6JG. Tel: 01937 588833; Fex: 01837 590358; Websile: www.ld pplanning.ca.uk; email: planning@Idppfanning.co.uk
A lisl of members” names is available far inspeclion at lhe regislered address: 1 Hursefalr, Welherby, Leeds LS22 BJG




LDP Planning

2.1

2.2

Considerations in line with C5/CD2f

Part {c) of part A of CP1 {Proposed change number PC8.25) has been amended to
reflect paragraph 55 of the Framewocrk. However, it is considered the amendments to
this section do not reflect iully the guidance in paragraph 55 Framework, as part (c) of
part A of CP1 outlines that the reuse of existing buildings in the open countryside will
only be supported If if Is proposed to become an employment development or an
affordable home. Instead paragraph 55 of Framework does support market homes
subject to meeting the following special circumstances:

» ' _the essential need for rural workers to live permanently at or near their

place of work in the countryside; or

s Where such development would represent the opfimal viable use of a

heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure the

future of herilage assels; or

* Where the development would re-use redundant or disused bulldings and

fead to an enhancement to the immediafe sefting, or

» The exceptional qualify or innovafive nalure of the design of the adwelling.

Such a design should:

- Be truly outstanding or innovative, helping io raise standards of design more

gensrally in rural areas;

- Reflect the highest siandards in architecture;

- Significantly enhance its immediate setting; and

- Be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.’

Criterion 1 above is referred to in alternative policies in the SDCS and it is accepted
the council does meet its requirements. However, it is considered that in light of the
above options for the sustainable development in rural areas, the current wording of
part (c) of part A of CP1 is too restrictive in its current form and does not address fully
the requirements of paragraph 55 of the Framework. It is concluded that the proposed
amendments to the policy are not consistent with national policy and should be found

unsound,

The council's decision to amend paragraph 4.46 of the SDCS (Proposed change
number PC6.24) to allow development on garden land in Selby, Sherburn in Elmet,
Tadcaster and Designated Service Villages is welcomed. However, it Is questioned
why the council has chosen not to change Policy CP1A? By not amending CP1A or
not proposing a new policy, it is considered the council is not fully meeting the

9962/AK/MM/EM/0703 Page 2 0of 9
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requirements of paragraph 53 of the Framework, as it requires LPAs to set out a policy
that applicants can comply with. Therefore, until this is addressed it is considered the :
SDCS will be found unsound due to the lack of clear policy guidance, which is a : |

requirement of the Framework that councils need to meet. SR

2.3 Proposed change PC8.34, which would restrict garden development in Secondary
Villages is however unacceptable. In many smaller villages large gardens are likely to
be the only suitable land available for development and these often represent
appropriate small scale infill plots. Housing on such sites should be determined in
refation to impact on character and appearance and not completely ruled out.

2.4 Concerning the council's proposed amendments to policy CP3 (Proposed change
number G6.51) it is questioned whether the proposals are inline with ithe requirements
of Section 6 (Delivering a Wide Choice of High Quality Homes) of the Framework.
Particular aitention is drawn to the council's proposed phasing of the release of land
within Tadcaster. It is considered the council's approach to Tadcaster release of

developable land does not meet the requirements of footnotle 12 of the Framework
which outlines:

‘To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing

development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the sile is available

and could be viably developed [emphasised] at the pcint envisaged’
The council does not meet the requirement of the above quote, as it is wall
documented that the predominant landowner in Tadcaster is Samuel Smith Brewery
and the company does not wish {o see the area developed. Samue! Smith Brewery
has fought almost every application submitted in Tadcaster and the surrounding area
and has taken numerous of Selby council's decisions to approve schemes to Judicial
Review. [t is accepted the council’s proposal of phasing requiring land to be released
at 5 years {Phase 2) and 3 years (Phase 3) and the option to undertake a review of the
Local Plan early, does allow some flexibility and some assurances that development in
the settlement will come forward. However, the knowledge of Samuel Smith Brewery’s
actions over the years does raise guestions of whether the wording of CP3 is offering
viable development options. Therefore, the council should consider harder measures
to ensure Tadcaster does grow over the plan period. The council propose to
compulsory purchase land and to work with landowners to ensure development, these
measures are considered not to be a viable option given the. market and government
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

planned budget cuts to local authorities. It is therefore concluded that the council's
approach is not effective and does not pass the test of soundness.

Overall LDP Planning supports the recommended changes to CP10, based on the
Frameworks requirement for rural economies, such as Selby Council's, to be
prosperous. However, the proposed addition to paragraph 6.25 (Proposed change
number PC6.72) misses the government's requirement in bullet point 1 of paragraph
28 of the Framework that requires local plans to recognise the need:
‘.%o support the sustainable growth and expansion of alt fypes of business and
enterprises in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well
designed new buildings [emphasis added]'.
It is recommended that for the CS to be found sound the council should consider
addressing the above quote and include the reference to the support of 'new

buildings’.

It is also recommended that the Council consider the above quote and ensure that the
proposed changes to CP8 (Proposed change number PC6.74) incorporates its
recommendations, as in its current revised form it does not reflect the governments
aim to support all types of enterprises whether existing or new susiainable
development. Until this element is addressed in the wording of policy CP9 it is
considered it should be found unsound, in light of it not being positively prepared and it
not being consistent with national policy.

It is considered that Policy CP11 (Proposed change number PC8.77} in principle
meets the requirements of the Framework, in that economic growth should be
supported within sustainable towns and villages. However, the section of Policy CP11
that refers to ‘local shops and services ouiside established town centres’, should be
made clearer that, in line with the Framework (Paragraph 70}, proposed services will
be received paositively in order to create a strong sustainable community. Given that

. Selby District Council is a rural authority and in light of the significant support the

Framework gives to promoiing the rural economy Policy CP11 needs to be amended.
It is concluded that policy CP11 is not consistent with national policy and therefore
does not pass the test of soundness.

In CS/CD2f the council has not considered CP13 In light of the Framework. It is
considerad that the principal of Policy CP13 meets the requirements of the

9962/AK/MM/EM/0703 Page4of 9
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Framewaork, in that future development should encourage sustainable development.
Point 1 of paragraph 96 of the Framework sets out that applicants should comply with | |
adopted policy in relation to the use of decentralised energy supply unless it can be

demenstrated that it is not feasible or viable to meet the Local Plan requirements_. The
current wording of Policy CP13 does not reflect this element of flexibility and
reasonableness, therefore, it is considered that the policy does not meet the .
requirements of the Framework.

2.9 Of further concern is criterion 3 of Policy CP13, this requires that:

“Develapers to employ the highest viable fevel of:
s Code for Sustainable Homes on residential developments; and
« BREEAM standards for non-residential schemes.”

This approach provides uncertainty for developers and applicants. It leaves matters
open to interpretation and potential conflict. It also may result in inconsistency of
delivery and compliance. The council should seek to provide certainty through this
policy by confirming what level should be achieved by specific dates; similar to the
approach taken by Hambleton Council. This approach gives developers certainty and
Viability Assessments can then be based upon sound principles.

2.10 A further consideration that the council should take into account is the longevity of the
‘bolt on’' renewable approach that is currently suggested, such as requiring 10% of the
developments energy needs being produced on site via photovoltaic cells or similar.
These forms of technical solutions have a limited lifespan and could result in a
situation where by energy is generated on site in the first instance but once these
technologies breakdown, the occupier may revert {o using mains supplies. By
promoting Building Fabric Improvements, such as increased insulation or Airtighiness
and Mechanical Ventilation & Heat Recovery, the energy consumption of a building is
significantly reduced thereby reducing its energy consumption requirements. This form
of solution will make a greater and sustained contribution to resource efficiency in the
long term and should be provided for within Policy CP183.

2.11 LDP Pianning support the council's proposed changes to paragraph 7.56 and CP14
{Proposed changes number PC6.83-86), as the amendments will ensure clarity of how
applicants and developers should interpret the policy.

9962/AK/MM/EM/O703 Page 5 of 9



LDP Planning

3.0 Other Comments arising from the Framework

3.1  Whilst addressing the elements of Frameworl, it became clear that the Council has
not allocated a policy solely to protecting the District's landscape within the CS. The
current reference fo landscape within the CS is therefore weak and does not meet

the requirements of the Framework. Particularly paragraph 113 which requires:

1PAs fo sel criteria based policies against which proposals for any
davelopment on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversily sites or landscape
areas wifl be judged. Disfinctions shoufd be made befwsen ihe hierarchy of
international, national and locally designated sites, so thaf profeciion is
commensurate with their status and gives approptiate weight to their
importance and the confribuﬂbn that they make to wider ecological networks.”

And paragraph 114 of the Framework, which requires:
1 PAs should:

¢ Set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the
creafion, protection, enhancement and management of nelworks of

biodiversity and green infrastruciure...’

It is considered that until an appropriately worded policy is incorporated into the CS to
guide applicants in protecting landscape, the document should be found unsound.

3.2 Olympia Park is the only strategic site identified in the (Policy CP2A) CS and it is
expected to deliver a significant number of residential units and employment
opportunities for the District's popuiation. It is EDP Planning's contention that the
policy does not meet the following housing requirements: '

3.3 Point 2 of paragraph 47 of the Framework outlines the Councils need to:
‘...Identify and update annuaily a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to

provide five years worth of housing against their housing requirements with an
additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land.’

9962/ AK/MM/EM/0703 ' Page 6of 9
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LDP Planning

3.4 Footer 11 of the Framework defines ‘deliverable’ as:

‘..sites should be avaifable now, offer a suitable location for development now,

and be achievable with a realislic prospect that housing will be delivered on the
site within five years and in particufar that the development of the site is viable.”

3.5 It is our understanding that even the large house builders would only be looking to
delivery a maximum of 50 units a year on sites of this scale. It is therefore considered
questionable whether allocating 1000 houses to Clympia Park would meet the
requirements of this element of the Framework.

3.6 The Framework identifies a similar stance for employment land, as paragraph 22
outlines that:

‘planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a sife being used for
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the aflocated employment use,
applications for afternative uses of land or buildings shoufd be freated on their
merits having regard fo market signals and the refative need for different land uses
fo support sustainable local communities.’

3.7 A significant part of this site has been historically identified through Selby District Local
Plan for employment purpcses. Throughout the lifetime of the Selby District Local Plan
~ the site identified has not come forward for developmant. Given this lack of delivery it
is considered thati the allocation of a high percentage of the District’'s employment tand
at Olympia Park is questionable.

3.8 Based on the above comments ihe policy regarding Olympia Park should be found
unsound. Additicnally, LDP Planning is aware that an application for the development
of the site has been submitted to Selby Council. Whilst this is not the forum 1o voice
concerns regarding the viability of the application, it is worth raising with the Council
and the Inspector the implications of approving the scheme prematurely prior o the
adoption of the CS. Should the application be approved prior the adoption of the CS,
the policy referring to the strategic site Is no longer required and therefore its presengg
in the document is unjustified and unnecessary. This could have implications on ‘tﬁfe
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LDP Planning

soundness of the document. The Council should consider the implications of York
Council recent approval of a new development at Monk Gross, which subsequentiy led
to the council having to withdraw its Core Strategy from Examination.

3.8  Whilst the overall scale of housing development proposed across Selby District was
debated as part of the April EIP and at the Inquiry it was agreed the Councll would
base its population projections on the [atest 2010 SNPP data. If is considered
however, the council's figure may need to change based on the recent release of the
2011 census population data. The ONS has announced a 45% increase of the
population figure for England and Wales since the release of the 2001 figures; the
cause of the unknown increase has been put down o bad management of migration
data since 2001. It is accepied that some areas of England and Wales will have a
greater proportion of the population increase than others. However, ONS has
announced that all the regions have a higher population than what was originally
anticipated. For Selby there is a population increase of 300 compared to the data used
in the 2010 SHMA. As the Census is an unparalleled source of information and should
form the basis for key decisions in the public and private sector over the next ten
years, it is consfdered that its findings should form part of the CS to ensure its
soundness over the planned period. LDP Plarning is aware that the debate on
housing development does not form part of the September 2012 Inquiry, but with the
release of up-to-date data it is considered the debate should be reopened, or as a
minimum written data should be submitted to the Inspector for his consideration,

4.0 Conclusion

41 The Framework requires the three elements, social, eccnomic and environmental, to
be considered when creating sustainable setilements, it is concluded ihat alterations to
the ©S need to be undertaken to ensure that its strategic policies meet the
requirements of the Framework. It Is therefore concluded that the CS should be found
unsound in light of the Framework requiremenis, until our above commenis are

addressed.

Yours faithfully,
LDP PLANNING

Melissa Madge
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- DEVELOPMENT
®_FRAMEWORK

DISTRIET COUNCIL
Movlng ferward wilh purpose

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

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

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

8elby: District Council is now publishing and inviting comments on a 6th Set of Proposed Changes to
the Submission Draft Core Strategy (and associated documents) in order that all parties can make
their views knawn.

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

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

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

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

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

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

_The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector’s role is to-assess whether the plan has been prepa red in accordance with
. the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. The teststo

' Positively prepared
'} - the plan should bé preparéed based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed

' authorities whtd it s reasonable to do so and tonsistent with achieving sustainable development;

1 Justified '
* -the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered agalinst the reasonable

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 Sirategy should be:

development and infrastructure réguirefnénts, including unimét requirements fram neighbouring

alternatives, based an proportionate evidence;

Effective

' _the plan should be deliverable over its perlod and based on effective joirit working on cross-boundary

strategic priorities; and

Conslistent with national policy o ‘ ' -
- the plan should enabile the delivery of sustaindble development in accordance with the policiesin the

Framewarl,

Contact Details {only cornplete once)
Please provide contact detalls and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details {if applicable)

Name - | ‘ | Meliasa Madge

Organisation . LDP Planning

1 Horsefalr
Watherby

' ' West. Yorkshire
Address 1522 6)G

Telephone No, 01937 580380

Erriail address

nmmadge@idpplanning.co.uk

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

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

Page 2 of 4



:"‘/85{’- —+ gg
\___-_
Part B (please use a separate sheet (pages 3-4) for each representation)

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

 See accompanying latter (18th July 2012)

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Changeis:
1.1 Legally compliant KA Yes [J Ne : l
1.2 Seund [l Yes d N

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

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

] 2.1 Positively Prepared {Please identify just cne testfor this representation)
k4 2.2 Justified
LA 2.3 Effective.

2 2.4 Consistent with national policy

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

See accompanying letter (18th July 2012)

Continue overleaf
Page3of4



Question 3 continued

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

Question 42 Canyour representatlon seekmg achange be consldered hy writtén
reprasentations, or do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part nf the
examination?

¥ 4.1 Written Representations 1 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  Ifyou wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you-consider

this to be necessary
{Your request will be considered by the Inspector, however, attendance at the Examination in

Publicis by invitation only).

(Cbn tinue on a separate sheet if submitiing a hard éopy,!

Rapresentatmn Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

Signed I- Dated | {9/67/2012
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LDP

PLANNING

Land and Development Practice
CHARTERED TOWN PLANNERS & SURVEYORS

Our ref: 9962/AK/MM/EM/Q702 - 19" July 2012

Selby District Council

The Policy and Strategy Team
Givic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

North Yorkshire

YO8 9FT

Dear Sir/Madam

AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY
- PUBLICATICN OF THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (FRAMEWORK)
- IMPLICATIONS FOR SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL’S CORE STRATEGY (CS)

1.0 Introduction

1.1 LDP originally wrote to Selby Council regarding their proposed Affordable Housing
policy within their CS in the last round of public consultation in May 2012. However,
from examining the information set out by the Council in their current round of public
consultation it seems that our submission has been overlooked.

1.2 It is understood that the Inspector will consider all consultee comments prior to
issuing his decision and may make recommended alterations to the CS to make it
sound. However, LDP Planning is aware that it is not the only planning cansultancy
to raise its concerns regarding the council’s approach tc affordable housing.
Therefore, it is considered thé council should have to consider all opinions and make
a balanced assessment and potentially reword the policy now if the whole of the GS
is to be found sound in September’s EIP.

1.3 This letter sets out LDP Planning's considerations on whether policy CP5 within the
CS meels the test of soundness and complies with the rquirements of delivering
sustainable development in accordance with policies in the National Planning Policy
Framework. The over arching principle running through the Framwork is that

LDP Planring is a bmding name of GSL Flanning and Surveys LLP which is a Limiled Liability Parinership, raglslered In England and Weles
{Registersd number 0365157}
1 Horsefair, Welherby, Leeds LS22 6JG. Tel: 01937 583833; Fax: 01937 580358; Webslle: www.ldpplanning.co.uk; emafl: planning@Idpplanning.co.uk
Allst of members' names is svailable for inspeciion at the regisiered addrass: 1 Horsefalr, Welherby, Leads LS22 6J3
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14

20

2.1

2.2

‘sustainable development is about positive growth - making economic, environmental
and social progress for ihis and future generations.’ It is accepted that policies within
the SDCS do not need to mirror the Framework, as both applicants and decision
makers should read both decuments in conjunction. However, all policies in the CS

need to engage with the main principles in the Framework.

The following sections set out why it is considered policy CP5 (Affordable Housing)'
wiihin the CS potentially conflicts with the Framework. '

CP5 Affordable Housing

The principal of delivering affordable housing across the District does meet the
requirements of the Framework, in terms of the need to provide choice and create
sustainable balanced communities. There is however a requirement for LPAs to
develop a policy that is both desirable and realistic (Para. 154 of the Framework). The
Council's target rate of 40/60% affordable housing provision from market housing sites
is an aspiration and is not realistic given data available in the Gouncil’s Economic
Viability Assessment (“EVA". The EVA concluded that in the current market
conditions, at the date of the study, a target rate for affordable housing provision of
just 10% was attainable. Consideration of average house prices in Selby District
shows some fluctuation over the intervening period. Therefore, it is apparent that 10%
affordable housing remains the viable and deliverable target in policy terms. The EVA
does consider 40% affordable housing provision viable if the housing market reverted
to the 'height of the market’ conditions prevailing in 2007. However, there is nothing to

suggest that the market will be returning to its height soon.

By setting a high target at this stage would run counter to the sustainable development
objectives of the Framework. The Council needs to readdress the policy requirements
to reflect the need to supply housing to meet the needs of the District over the plan
period, take account of market signals such as land prices and housing affordability,
and cater for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this .
demand. In the absence of an alternative target that is demonstrably viable and
deliverable, the provision of 10% affordable housing should be sought in policy CP5
which would provide both decision maker and applicant the ‘high degree of certainty

" and predictability’ required by the Framework. It is therefore concluded that the

strategic guidance within policy CP5 c¢f the SDCS is misleading and further details is
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required at this stage and should not be left to the development of an Affordable
Housing SPD.

set out in the accompanying Pioneer Assessment, which was commiésionédby L_inden
Homes (North), The Pioneer Assessment incorporates a thorough aséessment of the
evidence base ufilised by Selby District Council to justify Policy CF'5. and finds
considerable deficiencies with it and highlights that the council has relied upon
unreasonable assumptions. The Pioneer Assessment should be considered by the
counci! and the Inspector as evidence that confirms the unsoundness of this policy.

2.4 Policy GP5 also identifies the council's expectations for affordable housing delivery on
sites that accommodate less than 10 dwellings. The councll recognises that it would
not be viable for the provision on site of even a single affordable unit. The council
therefore seeks 10 secure a commuted sum payment of 10%. It is not however clear
from the policy or the draft Affordable Housing SPD how this commuted sum payment
should be calculated or how it can be justified. This element of the policy is therefore
uncertain and would leave a developer unsure as whai is. required in terms of a
contribution. This approach is considered contrary to the requirements of paragraph
173 of the Framework. Furthermore, the Framework makes it clear that the sca'e of
bbligations and policy burdens should be contained within the Local Plan and not set
out in supplementary planning documents.

3.0 Conclusion

3.4 - The Framework requires the three elements, social, economic and environmental, to
be considered when creating sustainable setitemenis, it 's concluded that alterations to
the CS need to be underiaken to ensure that its strategic policies meet ibe
requirements of the Framework. It is therefore concluded that the CS should be found
unsound in light of the Framework requirements.

3.2 It is requested that the council conslder the evidence presented in this letter and the
accompanying report, which is presented to the council to ensure the aifordable
housing policy is viable and found sound. I is in the interest of both the council and
private individuals that the CS is accurate and can be relied upon to provided guidance
on the shape of schemes aver the planned period.
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Yours faithfully,
LDP PLANNING

Melissa Madge
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF), was published on the 27% of March
2012, The NPPF places ‘significant weight' on ‘the need to support economic growth
through the planning system”’ and seeks to ‘boost significantly’ hausing supply.? Each
Local Authority is expected to produce a Local Plan for the area, to be reviewed in whole or
in part to enable flexibility in the face of changing circumstances. Supplementary Planning ’
Bocuments should not be used ‘to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on '
development'.® .

1.2 The NPPF replaces Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Housing' ("PPS3™), along with numerous
other national guidance documents. Policies within NPPF represent material considerations
with immediate effect,* and ‘must’ be taken into account when preparing Plans.”

1.3 The NPFF is subject to fransitional arrangements whereby for a period of 12 months Local
Authorities with a Local Plan adopted in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 will be able to continue to apply policies which do not exhibit more than
a limited degree of conflict with the NPPF.® In this regard it must be noted that although the
Selby District Local Plan (*SDLP") was adopted on 8th February 2005, policy H4 {affordable

housing) was not saved beyond 7™ February 2008 as no direction to extend it was received
from the Secretary of State,

1.4 In other cases, (or after the expiry of the 12 month period), the weight to be attached to
policies will depend  upon the ‘degree of consistency’ with the NPPF.” Similarly, weight
‘may’ be placed by decision takers upon emerging Plan policies, depending upon the stage
of preparation, the extent of ‘unresolved objections’ o policies, and the 'degree of
consistency’ with the NPPF.®

1.5  Where submitted representations of significant importance query the soundness of the
proposed Flan-and remain unresolved, these will significantly reduce the weight that can be

given to the relevant emerging policies regardless of how advanced the preparation of the
DPD.

' Paragraph 19, page 8, NFPF

2 Paragraph 47, page 12, NPPF

® Paragraph 153, page 37, NPPF

* Annex 1, paragraph 212, page 48, NPPF
® Annex 1, paragraph 212, page 48, NPPF
® Annex 1, Paragraph 214, page 48, NPPF
7 Annex 1, Paragraph 215, page 48, NPPF
* Paragraph 216, page 48, NPPF

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
Page 3 of 36



1.6

1.7

1.8

The Selby Core Strategy (“CS”) was submitted for examination on 5" May 2011. The
initial  hearings took place between 20% and 30" September 2011 although the
examination was suspended to allow the Council time to address three topics as set out in

the inspectors ruling:
(i The strafegic approach fo Green Beit releases;

(i} The scale of housing 'and employment development proposed for Tadcaster

and the implications fof the Green Belf;
(i) " The overall scale of housing development proposed over the plan period.
Hearings were reconvened in respect of these matters for 18" and 19™ of April 2012.

Following publication of the NPPF the inspector wrote to participants in the examination

~ process on 4™ April 2012 inviting further representations on the implications of the

Framework for the published CS. This was restricted to those matters due to be addressed
at the reconvened hearings. On 10" April 2012 the inspector invited further representations
by 11" May 2012 on the implications of the Framework for the published CS in respect of
all matters other than those scheduled to be addressed at the reconvened hearings. The
ability to submit representations was not restricted to those parties that had previously
participated in the examination process and was open to any party who had concerns
regarding the soundness or {fegal compliance) of the published CS having regard fo the
contents of the NPPF. |

Policy CP5 of the published CS (as amended) is concerned with the provision of affordable

housing:

A The Council will seek to achieve a 40/60% affordable/general market
housing rafio within overall housing delivery.

B. In pursuit of this aim, the Council will negotiate for on-site provision of
affordable housing up fo a maximum of 40% of the total new dwelfings on alf
market housing sites or ét above the threshold of 10 dwellings (or sites of
0.3ha) or more. _ '
Commuted Sums will not normally be accepled on these sites unless there
are clear benefits fo the community/or delivering a balanced housing market
by re-locating all or part of the affordable housing contribution.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 "~ E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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C. On sites below the threshold, a commuted sum will be sought fo provide
affordable housing within the Disfrict. The largef contribution will be

equivalent to the provision of 10% affordable unils

D. The tenure split and the type of housing being sought will be based on the
Council’s latest evidence on local need.

E. An appropriate agreement will be secured at the time of granting planning
permission fo sectire the fong-term fulure of affordable housing. In the case
of larger schemes, the affordable housing will be reviewed prior tc the
commencement of each phase.

The actual amount of affordable housing, or commuted sum payment fo be

provided is a maffer for negotiation af the time of a planning application, having

regard fo any abnormal costs, economic viability and other requirements
associated with the development. Further guidance will be provided through an

Affordable Housing SPD. |

The following section will cansider the degree to which this propesed policy complies with
the NPPF.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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2.0 REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING POLICY CP5

2.1 Policy CP5 is not to in compliance with the NPPF on the following grounds:

Core Planning Principles

1) Paragraph 17, 1* bullet point — (Plans) ....should provide a practical framework
wilhin which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree
of predictability and certainty (emphasis added).

Part B of the policy states the Councils intention to negotiate for a level of
affordable housing provision on-site that is known to be unviable and hence
undeliverable. The final paragraph effectively states that the amount of
affordable housing to be provided is an unknown guantity that will be
determined via a process of negotiation involving each and every planning
application for residential development above the threshold.

[t is not considered feasible that such a process wou!d aliow decisions to be
made with the ‘high degree of predictabiiity and certainty required’. The decision
maker would in effect be reliant upon the opinions of advisors to the viability
process rather than a consideration of the application before them in the context

of adopted policy targets.

The Council's Economic Viability Assessment® (*EVA") concluded that in the
current market conditions pertaining at the date of the study a target rate of
affordable housing provision of just 10% was aftainable. Consideration of
average house prices in Selby District’® show some fluctuation over the
intervening petiod, but as of Q3 2011 they 1% lower than as of the date of the
base date of the study. Therefore it is apparent that 10% affordable housing
remains the viable and deliverable target in policy terms.

The EVA did suggest that 40% affordakle housing provision would be viable if
the housing market reverted to the ‘height of the market' conditions prevailing in
2007. However there is nothing to suggest that a reoccurrence of such

® Affordable Housing Economic Viability Assessment — DTZ (2008)
1°ALG Live Table 581

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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conditions is either feasible or desirable as an outcorne. To do so would run

counter to the sustainable development objectives of the NPPF that seeks fo

generations, take account of market signals such as land prices and housing

affordability, and cater for housing demand and the scale of housing supply
necessary to meet this demand. Therefore it would be counter intuitive to
propose an affordable housing target that would only be achievable if the
Council had failed to deliver against the objectives of the NPPF.

In the absence of an alternative target that is demonstrably viable and
deliverable, the provision of 10% affordable housing should be sought in policy
CP5 which would provide both decision maker and applicant the ‘high degree of
certainty and predictability’ required by the NPPF.

Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes

2) Paragraph 47, 1% bullet point — LPA’s should: Use their evidence base fo
ensure that their Local Plan meels the full objeclively assessed needs for

market and affordable housing in the housing markel area... (emphasis added).

It is not considered that the Selby Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009
(“SHMAQ9") comprises an objective assessment of affordable housing need as
required by the NPPF. Objectivity is defined in the Oxford Dictionary as ‘dealing
with outward things or exhibiting facts not uncoloured by feelings or opinions;
not subjective’.

The authors of the SHMAQ9 however appear to apply a number of subjective
judgements to their interpretation of the household survey data in a manner
that does not accord with GLG methodology™”. In consequence this serves to
inflate considerably the assessed requirement for additional affordable housing
within Selby Districi.

A detailed analysis of the findings of the SHMAQS is provided in the following
section of this submission. It concludes that having regard to the available
evidence base, and applying a methodelogy consistent with CLG guidance that

" Strategic Housing Market Assessment Practice Guidance Versicn 2 — August 2007.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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an appropriate ratio of market to afferdable housing' to be sought by part A of
policy CP5 would be 15/85% rather than 40/60%.This clearly offers a much
closer correlation with the amount of affordable housing provision which the

EVA suggests it is viable to provide by way of developer contributions.

3) Paragraph 50, 2™ bullet point — LPA's should: identify the size, type, tenure and

range of housing that is required in particular focations, reflecting local demand;
(emphasis added).

The supporting text to policy CP5 at paragraph 5.95 of the CS proposes that
based on evidence in the SHMADS the Council will seek an overall target of 30-
50% intermediate affordable housing and 50-70% affordable rented housing.
Part D of policy CP5 suggests that the tenure split and the type of housing
being sought will be based on the Council’s ‘latest evidence' on local need. To
avcid any potential conflict and to ensure compliance with the NPPF the policy
text should identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required

in particular locations, reflecting local demand.

4) Paragraph 50, 3" hullet point — LPA's should: Where they have identified that
affordable housing is needed, set policies for meeting this need on
site.......Such policies should be sufficiently flexible to take account of charging

markef conditions over time (emphasis added).

There is clearly a tension with the NPPF befween ensuring that plans provide a
framework in which decisions can be made with a high degree of predictability
.and certainty, provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react,
and at the same time be flexible enough to take into account changing market

conditians.

Clearly a policy cannot be so flexible that a decision maker is reliant upon the
opinions of advisors to the viability process in order to determine the outcome of
every single planning application for residential development over and above
the threshold.

" Based on the proposed annual average dweliing target of 450.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@picneerps.co.uk
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It must therefore be intended that the flexibility required for changing market
conditions to be taken into account must be incorporated into the drafting of the

policy itself. It would
~ e

specify those factors that would be taken into account in establishing whether a
review of the currently prevailing affordable housing target was warranted.
ther LPA’s have established differential affordable housing targets predicated
on different economic and housing market scenarios that may occur during the
lifetime of their Local Plan.

it is therefore considered that policy CP5 does not comply with the NPPF in this
regard.

Plan Making — Local Plans

5) Paragraph 154 - Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic...... Only
poficies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a
devefopment proposal should be included in the plan.

As outlined above the target rate of 40% affordable housing provision from
market housing sites in part B policy CP5 is aspirational but certainly not
realistic as the EVA indicates that only 10% is likely to be achievable in current
market conditions.

In a similar vein to comments regarding paragraph 17 policy CP5 does not
provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a
development proposal as they would in effect be reliant upon the opinions of
advisors fo the viability process rather than a censideration of the application
before them in the context of adopted policy targets

6) Paragraph 157 — 2" bullet point — Crucially Local Plans should: he drawn up
over an appropriate time scale, preferably a 15 year fime horizon, fake account
of longer ferm requirements, and be kept up fo dafe (emphasis added).

The requirement that plans to be kept up to date interlinks with other objectives
of the NPPF that they should be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid changes,
and take account of changing market conditions over time. This implies an

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 B030 - E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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ability to rapidly review parts of plans that require updating, or for plan policies
to specify the criteria which would herald a revision of adopted targets in

response to external stimuli.

In respect of Part B policy CP5 the 40% affordable housing target proposed is
unachievable and in the absence of any evidence to the contrary a10% target
would be warranted based dn the findings of the EVA. It would however be
feasible for the scope of the policy to specify those factors that would be taken
into account in establishing whether a review of the target was warranted. Other
LPA's have established differential affordable housing targets predicated on
different economic and housing market scenarios during the time horizon of

- their Local Plan,

Plan Making — Using a proporionate evidence base — Housing

7) Paragraph 159 - Local Planning Auihorities should have a clear understanding

of housing needs In their area. They should:
s Prepare a Strafegic Housing Market Assessment o assess their full

housing needs.....

Annex 3 to the NPPF schedules those documents replaced by the framework.
Unless specified any previously issued guidance is considered to be extant
This includes guidance in respeci of undertaking a Strategic Housing Market
- Assessment (2™ Version) issued by CLG in August 2007.

It is iherefore apparent that any reference to the preparation of a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment by inference requires that such an assessment

must be undertaken in accordance with extant guidance.

As identified previously, and as covered in detail within the following section of
this submission the authors of the SHMAQ9 appear to apply a number of
subjective judgements to their interpretation of the household survey data in a
manner that does not accord with CLG methodology™. In conseguence this
serves to inflate considerably the assessed reguirement for additional
affordable housing within Selby District.

1 Strateglc Housing Market Assessment Practice Guidance Version 2 — August 2007,
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The SHMAQS can not therefore be relied upon to provide a clear understanding
of housing needs within Selby District

Ptan Making — Using a proportionate evidence base - Ensuring viability and
deliverability

8) Paragraph 173 - To ensure viability the costs of any requirements likely fo be
applfied to development such as requirements for affordable housing, standards,
infrastructure coniribufions or other requirements should, when taking account

a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be
deliverable.

|
of the normal cost of devefopment and mitigation, provide compelitive retumns to
In determining that a level of 10% affordable housing provision was attainable
the EVA incorporated assumptions on the level of return required by both
tandowners and developers to ensure that was brought forward for
development. These assumptions were broadly accepted by stakeholder
representatives of the development industry.

In requiring each and every application to be subject to viability negotiation the
determination of what constitutes a competitive return for a willing landowner
and a willing developer is effectively subject to re-examination but without the
independent scrutiny afforded by the plan making process.

Our clients inform us that in the development management process advice to
the Council is provided by the District Valuer Service (‘DVS") and that the DVS
does not adhere to either the methodology or assumptions used in the EVA to
which broad agreement was obtained by stakeholders.

A target for the provision of affordable housing in policy CP5 which provide the
competitive returns to a willing landowner and a willing developer as required by
the NPPF would be 10% as identified by the EVA as the amount that was
considered viable to provide in current market conditions.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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9) Paragraph 177 — It /s equally imporfant o ensure that there is a reasonable

prospect that planned infrastructure is deliverable in a timely fashion. To
facilitate this, it is important that local planning authontles understand distnct-
wide development costs at the time the Local Plans are drawn up. For this
reason infrastructure and development policies should be pfanned at the same
time in the Local Plan. Any affordable housing or local standards requirements

that_may be applied to development should be assessed at the plan-making
stage where possible_and kept under review.

Tbe EVA undertaken in 2009 incorporated an assumpiion that other $106
contributions (in addition) to affordable housing would be £2,000 per dwelling.
Mcdelling on this basis comprised the baseline position from which further
sensitivity analysis was carried out. When the S106 contribution was increased
to £5,000 per dwelling less than half the sites included in the modelling were
able to deliver the 10% affordable housing provision considered viable at the

baseline posiion.

CS policy CP8 (Access to Services, Community Facilities and Infrastructure)
proposes that the requirement to provide the infrastructure and community
facilites needed in connection with new development will be set out in future
Supplemental Planning Documents. it is evident therefore that affordable
housing and local standards requirements will not be assessed together at the
plan-making stage. Furthermore, paragraph 153 of the NPPF states that:

‘Supplementary planning documents should be used where they can help
applicants make successtul applications or aid infrastructure delivery, and
should not be used fo add unnecessarily fo the financial burdens on

development’.

It is clear therefore that the financial burdens of local standards requirements
should be addressed through the plan-making process and not delegated to a
supplementary planning document that is not subject to independent scrutiny.

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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ASSESSMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED

Order using powers taken in the Localism Act. The Government has indicated its clear

intention to revoke the regional strategies outside of London, subject to the outcome of
environmental assessments that are currently being undertaken. Therefore Selby District
Council have had io have regard to policy within the regional strategy (The Yorkshire and
Humber Plan published May 2008) when preparing the Care Strategy.

In addition, the NPPF states that where it would be appropriate to do so when preparing or
amending Local Plans regional strategy policies can be reflected in l.ocal Plans via a
process of partial review having regard to the particular issues involved. LPA's may also
continue to draw on evidence that informed the preparation of Local Plan policies when
they are;

“...supplemented as needed by up-to-date, robust local evidence.”
{Paragraph 219 — NPFF)

The regional approach towards affordable housing provision is provided within Policy H4,
which states:

“A — The Region needs to increase its provision of affordable housing. Plans,
strategies, programmes and investment decisions should ensure the provision of
affordable housing to address the needs of locaf communities.
B - LDF's should set targets for the amount of affordable housing to be provided.
Provisional estimates of the proporfion of new housing that may need to be
affordable are as follows:

Over40% in North Yorkshire Districts and the East Riding of Yorkshire

s 30-40% in Kirklees, Leeds, Wakefield, and Sheffield

« Up to 30% in other parts of South and West Yorkshire, Hull, North

Lincolnshire and North East Lincolnshire.”

(RS Policy H4 — emphasis added)

However, these proportions do not represent a target to be applied directly at local authority
level, and supporting text sets out that:

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
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“As Is recognised in the Regional Housing Strategy there are differences across the
region in terms of affordability (see figure 12.3). Part B of policy H4 reflects these
differences and sets out interim. indicative estimates of the proportion of new

housing that may need fo be affordable. The figures are sef out for districts, but it is
fikely that there will be considerable variely in what is required within districts. The
figures will need fo be reviewed in the light of findings from emerging strategic

housing market assessments.”

(paragraph 12.3.2, page 170 — emphasis added)

The RS clarifies that the proportions are indicative estimates only, and any targets
established within Development Plan Documents will need to be justified having regard to
the local authority's evidence base.™ In addition it must be noted that the assessments of
affordable housing need that underpinned the indicative targets in policy H4 pre-dated the
issue of guidance on the preparation of Strategic Housing Market Assessments and in
consequence may not be considered to represent the objective assessment required by the
NPPF. Therefore the robustness of the SHMAQ9 is of paramount importance in determining
the amount of affordable housing required within Selby District and the basis of any policy

seeking provision from market housing sites.
Selby Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009 ("SHMAQS")

in November 2008 Selby District Council commissioned consuftants Arc4 to carry out an
assessment of local housing needs and the housing market within their administrative area
and to replace the 2005 Housing Market Assessment. The resuling SHMAOS9 was
published in June 20089.

The fcllowing sections of this Statement will examine the methodological approach faken by
the SHMAG9, identify its findings, and censider how these should inform any targets for the
provision of affordable housing. Extant guidance on how a SHMA should be undertaken is
the CLG publication of August 2007 ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessments: A Guide to
Good Practice — Version 2° (SHMAPG2).

Regard is also had to the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment published
in November 2011 (“NYSHMA11") produced by GVA and commissioned by the North

" paragraph 3.1.19, and Policy 14
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Yorkshire Strategic Housing Partnership in March 2010. The partnership comprises the
authorities of Craven, Hambleton, Harrogate, Richmondshire, Ryedale, Scarborough, Selby

old

35

3.6

3.7

survey element that was used as the primary data source to identify affordable housing
needs elsewhere in the county. Comparison of the SHMADS with the methodology used in
the NYSHMA11 will be made where the SHMAQ9 is in conflict and the NYSHMA11 is
considered to be compliant with SHMAPG?2,

When considering the findings of the SHMAOQS in respect of Selby District it is important to
have reference to the wider regicnal issues in relation to housing affordability and demand.
Selby District lies within the Yorkshire and the Humber region and house prices in the
district, whilst higher than the regional average, remain less expensive than the national
average.”” The SHMAQ9 suggests that there is a wide variation between entry level (lower
quartile) prices across Selby District, with prices ranging from between £42,500 and
£127,500 for an apartment, and between £84,000 and £142,475 for a terraced house
depending on the sub-area they are located in (based on 2008 house price data). In
respect of private rents, Dataspring data suggests that in 2007 the average rent in the
private rented sector was £97.32 per week.

In respect of average earings in Selby District, the 2009 Annual Survey of Hours and
Eamings ("ASHE") identified that the mean gross full-time annual wage in Selby District
was £32,307, compared to £28,422 in the Yorkshire and Humber region generally and
£31,900 across the United Kingdom overall.’® Between 2002 and 2009 ASHE data
indicates that in Selby District full time gross mean annual incomes had risen by about 26%
and median gross annual full time incomes had risén by 30% (this equated to an
approximate year on year increase to 2009 of 4%). The SHMAO9 refers to survey data from
CNS Regional Trends which suggested that households in Selby District had a mean
annual gross income of £24,700, although this varied between £16,900 and £32,500 across
the sub-areas set out by the SHMA09." The SHMAQ9 did not comment on the significant
increase in average full time eamings within Selby District suggested by ASHE data.

It is likely that, given this pattern of incomes and market prices, there will be a significant
propertion of households whe will be able to resclve their needs either in-situ or within the

open market. There would also be a further proporticn of households for whom

** Live table 531
** Table 8,7a (by local autherity place of residence)
7 Table B10, page 86
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intermediate affordable housing, as defined by Annex 2 of the NPPF could provide an
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appropriate solution. This Statement will conclude thai it is likely that some of the
conclusions drawn by the authors of the SHMAO9 in relation to the data contained within
the assessment are unsound and cannot be said to comprise a robust or credible source on
which Selby District should rely when creating new policy or assessing affordable housing

proposals in relation to proportion, tenure, dwelling type, or size.

SHMAD9 Survey Data Reliability

in appendix D the authors of the SHMAOS base the conclusions reached in respect of
affordable housing need on an interpretation of survey data collected as a result of a postal
questionnaire. The SHMAQG9 states that 26,533 postal surveys were distributed and of
these 4,132 surveys were refurned. This equates to a response rate of only 16%."® Annex
C to the SHMAPG2 considers the use of postal surveys and identifies that these types of
survey are likely to have a response rate of between 20% and 40% (which can lead to

problems with ‘non-response bias’) and that:

“A postal survey will be biased against people who do not read English well and
typically will receive fewer responses from the private-rented sector and areas with
high deprivation. It is important that steps are faken fo include these groups.”

{paragraph 7, page 22)

Paragraph A.7 of the SHMAOS concludes thaf as the scale of the response is large and the
data can be weighted to counteract response bias that the survey elemeni of the
assessment is ‘sufficiently statistically robust to undertake detailed analysis and unde.rpin
core outputs of the study down to sub-area and parish levef. However, this conclusion is
not wholly in accordance with Annex C to ihe SHMAPG2 which states that:

“Partnerships should aim for as high a response rafe as possib!e; Thirty per cent
should be considered as fthe absolute minimum response rate. Fifty per cent would

be a good targef. and in many areas, with the methods suggested above, it shoufd
be achievable.”
(paragraph 15, page 23 — emphasis added)

'® Paragraph A.8, page 75
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Thus, the SHMAQS survey response rate is below that required by the SHMAPG2 and
therefore it is questionable that data is likely to provide a robust or credible foundation upon
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3.1

3.12

3.13

housing. Additionally, Annex C to the SHMAPG2 refers to other issues which result in a

need to approach the survey data with caution:

“The range of quastions that can he asked In a postal survey is smaller than an

interview survey and there is no_opportunity fo clarify or follow-up on interesting

points,_There can be problems in assessing affordability since income guestions

need to be kept simple to maintain response rates. This means that it is not ysuaily
possible to establish income by family member.”

{paragraph 10, page 22 — emphasis added)

It is not evident that the SHMAOQ9 included any follow up housshold interviews to the postal
survey to enable validation of the responses given or moare reliable information in respect of
household incomes to be gleaned.

In addition fo the possible issues in relation to the overall response rate, it should be noted
that it may not be robust to analyse SHMAQ9 data down to sub area level. The SHMAOS
sets out household numbears and sample sizes at sub area level within Table A1. It should
be noted that none of the sub areas achieved a response rate of 30% - the absolute
minimum suggested by the SHMAPGZ Annex C if non-response bias is to be avoided.

It is therefore appropriate to conclude that, given fhe SHMAPGZ Annex C advice, the
number of responses received is not enough in these instances to enable even a basic
analysis of the survey data at sub-area level. It is therefore of concern that at Appendix D
Table D1 sets out tables detailing "housing needs by sub-area’. It is questionable that the
requirements identified at this level are sound.

Housing Need

The SHMAOS concludes that there is a net need for an additional 378 affordable dwellings
in Selby District. This is increased to indicate a gross annual requirement for 409 additional
affordable dwellings once an adiustment has been made to take infto account supply and
demand variations within the District. This presupposes that the sub-area geography used
in the SHMAQS represents self coniained housing markets and that househclids in need of
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affordable housing would not consider a mcve between different sub-areas in order to

resoive their housing needs.

The application of affordability tests to households on a sub-area basis serves to inflate
housing need as it fails to consider the local housing market in a holistic manner and
introduces artificial geographic -boundaries that do not reflect the operation of housing
markets. In Selby Town it is considered that supply of private rented accommodation
exceeds demand, whereas in surrounding more rural sub-‘areas demand exceeds supply,
and there is expected to be pressure on the available stock. Given the proximity of some
surrounding seftlements to Selby Town it seems reasonable to assume that many
households would ba willing to move such a short distance in order to relieve their housing
needs if these cannot be accommodated in their immediate local area.

This relationship is more pronounced in terms of the supply of terraced houses and flats,
both of which would be particularly suited to meeting the needs of newly forming
households. The supply of both is considered to exceed market demand in Selby Town,
whereas in some of the surrounding housing market sub areas there is considered to be
pressure on the availéb[e stock, particularly in respect of terraced houses. The
methodology used in the SHMAO9 therefore creates an artificial housing market boundary
that precludes consideration of households in outlying areas of the District from being able
{0 resolve their needs in Selby Town. There is nothing within SHMAPG2 that supports the
use of sub-area geography as opposed to the estimation of affordable housing

requirements at the Disfrict level.

When considering the findings of the SHMAO9 it should be noted that there are a number of
methodological flaws in the approach taken to calculate the level of affordable housing
need. As a result the overall level of additional affordable housing that it suggests is
required on an annhual basis represents an inflation of the actual level of need. Despite
stating that the assessment is in accordance with SHMAPG2, the SHMAQS does not
adhere to the methodology and structure set out within this document at all stages of ifs
assessment. The foliowing section of this Statement will analyse the SHMAQS by
considering the components of Chapter 5 of the SHMAPG2 and how the evidence should

" be brought together to determine the likely requirement for additional affordable housing.
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Stage 1: Current Need

this is what the SHMAQ9 seeks to do. In accordance with SHMAPG2 currént need is
calculated by summing step 1.1 (Homeless households and those in temporary
accommodation) to step 1.2 (overcrowding and concealed households) and step 1.3 (Other
groups).The SHMAQ9 suggests that the survey data indicates that there are 1,041
househelds currently in housing need. However the SHMAPG2 highlights that dafa from
local surveys can be difficult to interpret and recommends that a ‘range’ of backlog
estimates should be considered:

“...with the data sources that are most robust providing a minimum level astimate.”
(page 43)

It is not evident that the SHMAQ9 has validated the data in anyway through follow up
interviews or reference to other data sources.

3.18 SHMPAG2 suggests that for Step 1.1 (Homeless households and those in temporary
accommaodation) data is used from homeless agencies in respect of priority households in

temporary accommeodation. The SHMAQ9 calculates an annual current need from 39

homeless households estimated from survey data which indicated that 194 households had
previously been homeless or in temporary accommoedation in the past 5 years. It is however
noted in the SHMAOS that on average 89 households™ were classified by the Council as
homeless and in priority need over the preceding three years. What the SHMAOQ9 fails to do
is to indicate the number of households that were currently (i.e. at the time of the
assessment) homeless or in temporary accommodation in accordance with SHMAPG2. A
SHMA represents a "snapshot’ of housing need and consequently the figure used should
relate to the backlog of homeless households at that date. The P1E return for Selby
indicates that on 31/03/2009 there were a total of 20 homeless households in temporary
accommodation. The NYSHMA11 adopted a similar approach (albeit using a different base
date) and as such is considered in compliance with SHMAPG2. An amended figure of 20

households will therefore be used in the re-assessment of housing needs in Selby District.

' paragraph D.7, page 137
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3.19 Step 1.2 (Overcrowding and concealed households). Using survey data the SHMAO9

estimates there to be 74 households who are overcrowded according to the ‘bedroom

standard’ modal.

3.20 Step 1.3 (Other groups). Based on survey data the SHMAOD estimates that there to be
2,554 households in Selby District who were in housing needs for other reasons, including
the property' is too expensive, difficult to maintain, household containing person with
mability impairment/special need, lacking amenities, disrepair and harassment. The figure
was derived from the responses provided by households who stated that a move was
necessary in order to resolve their needs i.e. they could not be resolved in-situ. In the
absence of follow up interviews or reference fo other data sources it is not possible to
ascertain whether the requirement to move represents a reasonable response to these
households self-assessed housing needs. SHMAPG2 recommends use of secondary data

. sources in the form of the local Housing Register, Local Authority and RSL transfer lists etc
in order to ascertain the numbers of ‘Other groups’ that should be included within the

assessment.

3.21 The SHMAOS then seeks to apply an afiordability test to the 2,628 households identified in
steps 1.2 and 1.3. In this regard it must be presumed that no homeless households were
considered able to resoive their housing needs on the open market. An affordability
threshold was derived taking into account household income, equity and savings and
applying this against the calculated lower quartile house price for each of the 10 artificially
created housing sub-areas. Despite the wide variation in prices across these sub-areas, the
potential that a household might move to a less expensive area in order to resolve its
housing needs was not factored into the equation.

3.22 Furthermore, devising an affordability threshold based on three distinct variables (income,
equity and savings) is highly dependent upon the reliability of the data collected. In respect
of ‘equity’ it is difficult to envisage how households would be expected to have this
information readily to hand at the time of the survey. Similarly ‘savings’ may be construed
as representing actual cash balances in bank accounts rather than the value of investments
held through other instruments. Consequently the entire affordability testing process lacks
transparency and the reliability of the figures derived on this basis must therefore be
considered questionable. The SHMADY estimates that 39.9% of the 2,628 houscholds who
need to move are unable to afford an open market solution {1041 in total). In the absence
of transparent data tabulations that would aillow a more robust figure to be calculated, a
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total of 1,041 households from steps 1.2 and 1.3 are used in this re-assessment of housing
needs in Selby District.

3.23

3.24

3.25

Thé SHMAOS then applies an annual quota of 20% to the 1,041 households in order to

convert this current need into an annual flow for modelling purposes. However, such an
approach does not comply with SHMAPG2 which requires the available affordable housing
supply to be netted off the estirmated cutrent need hefore the application of an annual quota
based on the number of years that will be taken to address the backlog of need. This
should be undertaken at stage 4 of the assessment. This discrepancy was noted by the
authors of the NYSHMA11%°, The SHMAD9 adds the estimated number of homeless
households fo the calculated quota which has the effect of creating an annual flow of
homeless households as part of the assessment of current needs. The households should
properly be accounted for as part of the estimate of future need within stage 2.

Stage 2: Future Need

In line with SHMAPG2 future need is estimated by multiplying the annual rate of new
household formation (step 2.1) by the proportion of new households unable to buy or rent in
the market (step 2.2). The resulting figure is then added to an estimate of the number of
existing househclds who may fall into need annually (step 2.3) The resultant figure (step
2.4) represents an annual estimate of future housing needs arising.

SHMPAGZ suggests that for Step 2.1 {annual new household formation) use is made of the
census, Survey of English Housing, or other official household projections that represent an
accepted methodology for the basis of calculations in this regard. Through the survey the
SHMAOQ9 identified 3,972 individuals® who stated they wanted to form a new household
within the next year. This figure far exceeds histeric rates of new household formation and
therefore it can be concluded that the survey fails to determine between a respondents
desire to move and their intention to take firm steps to do so within the next 12 months.
Again this matter is exacerbated by the survey methodology and the absence of any follow
up interviews. For example, the survey does not appear to ascertain whether the
respondent intends to set up a new household within Selby District, which is far from a
foregone conclusion given the overlap with adjoining housing markets and net outflow of
commuters to Leeds and York.

* paragraph 7.7, page 66 — NYSHMAT1
2 Paragraph D.20, page 141
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In addition, the 2008 based sub national population projections for Selby District (2008 —
2026) estimate the annual average additicn of households resulting from natural change
(i.e. excluding in-migration) to be 190. Clearly any assessment of new household formation
derived from survey methodology needs to be triangulated against official data sources as
required by SHMAPG2.

The SHMAD9 then considers past trends in new household formation based on survey data
that suggests that in the previous 5 years 1,266 households formed in Selby District (253
each year) confaining 1,450 adulis® equating to 1.14 adults per household, and thereby
indicating a very high proportion of new single person households. Paragraph D21 then
erroneously suggests this is derived by dividing 1,450 by 253. In paragraph 22 it is then
suggested that applying this same ratio of adults per household to the 3,972 individuals
who wanted to from a new household weould generate 1,734 households. However 3,972 /
1,734 would equate to an average household size of 2.29 persons not 1.14. The use of this
figure is remarkably close to the average household size of 2.32 used by ONS as the

baseline for their household projectioné.

The SHMADS uses an annual estimated rate of household formation of 347 based on an
apportionment of 1,734 households over a five year pericd. However, based upon the
average household size suggested by the survey, (1.14 persons) the appropriate rate of
household formation would be 697 households per annum. This discrepancy in the
application of assumed household size in the rate of househcld formation is not explained,
albeit it the authors may have considered that their survey findings did not appear to
friangutate in respect of other estimates of new houseshold size. This discrepancy has
implications in respect of the application of the affordability assessment that follows in step-
2.2. '

At step 2.2 (Proportion of new households unable to buy or rent in the market} the SHMAQ09
applies an affordability test based on the income and savings cf households expected to
form. As was demonstrated in step 2.1 however there were serious discr_epaﬁcies regarding
the assumed household size (which will have a bearing on income)} and the time period
over which these households were expected to form (5 years). It is difficult to estimate the
incomes of future newly forming households unless potential household members are
interviewed specifically. Even then, fieldwork may become rapidly out of date as these are
mainly young people whose circumstances change quickly. In particular account needs to

% Parageaph D.21, page 141
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be taken of any contribution o the fuiure househeld's income from partners not currently

resident with the individual respondent.

3.30

3.31

The SHMAD9 appea}é to base its affordability test on current incomes of predominarnﬂ!}
single person heuseholds with only vague intentions about forming a new household.
Consequently it suggests that 87.5% could not afford to rent or buy in the open market®
which equates to 304 newly farming households per annum in need of affordable housing.
However, it is considered unlikely that any housing market could function if the vast majority
of newly forming househclds were unable to exercise choice in the manner suggested. The
NYSHMA11 comments as follows in this regard:

“The 2009 SHMA found that in Selby 87.5% of households expected fo form over
the next & years would not be able to afford fo rent or buy in the open markef. This
propottion is very high when compared against the proportions identified in the 2011

SHMA research and set out in section 8 of the main report.”
(Paragraph 7.12 — Appendix 8, NYSHMA11, page 68 — emphasis added)

in this regard it must be noted that the estimated proportion of households expected to form
over the next & years across the other 7 authorities in North Yorkshire who would be unahle
to rent or buy on the open market was 47%%*. It is therefore surprising that affordability
issues are considered to be so acute in Selby District given the evidence in the NYSHMA11

that housing costs are at the lower end of the spectrum in comparison with the other
authorities in North Yorkshire,

The NYSHMA11also commented on the methodology employed in the SHMAD9 1o
calculate new household formation:

“Step 2.1 A different methodological approach was adopted fo calculate new
household formation. Whilst the 2011 North Yorkshire calculation used evidenced
levels of household formation rates over recent years from the survey and projected
these forwards the 2009 SHMA uses a combination of historical rates and
aspirations of households to form the estimated number of newly forming
households, derived from the 2008 household survey.”

Paragraph D.25, page 141
* Paragraph 8.5¢, page 215
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It is evident that this methodological contortion has served te inflate the supposed tevel of
housing need amongst newly forming households as income data in respect of households
who expect fo form over the next 5 years has been applied to the actual rate of household

formaticn over the preceding 5 years.

In consideration of the capacity of the private rented sector in Selby District the SHMAQS at
pafagraph B.37 states that based on survey data a total of 3,194 households have moved
into the private rented accommodation within the past five years. The data suggests that
16.7% of these comprised newly forming households®. Therefore over a five year period
preceding the survey a fotal of 533 households formed, and moved into the private rented
sector, equating to an average of 107 households per annum. Clearly these households
did manage to form and therefore the findings are somewhat at odds with the suggestion in
the SHMAQQ that only 43 newly forming households annually would be able to afford to buy

or rent at market prices.

Similarly in Table D8 in consideration of the annual supply of affordable housing in Selby
District the SHMAQ9 reports that based on RSL and LA [ettings data, the average annual
number of lettings made over a three year period to newly forming households was 49 and
69 respectively. Therefore on average 118 social housing lettings were made annually to

newly forming households.

The 118 newly forming households who moved straight into social rented accommodation
presumably did so based on an assessment of their housing needs and inability to afford
market housing solutions. Therefore it is suggested that a minimum of 34.7% of all newly
forming households require affordable housing as demonstrated by their move into social

rented accormmodation.

[t is likely that some of the newly forming households that moved into the private rented
sector would be dependent upon housing benefit payments to meet all or part of their rental
costs. Unfortunately it is not possible to determine this from the SHMAO9. If all newly
forming households moving into the private rented sector were dependent on housing
benefit to mest their rent, then this number of households (107} when added to these who
moved directly into social rented accom.modation (118) would equal 225 household per

annum, or 64.8% of all newly forming households.

% Pajagraph B.37, page 95
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The proportion of newly forming households unable to afford to rent or buy on the open
market therefore lies in the range 34.7% to 64.8% of all newly forming households. The

3.37

3.38

3.39

closely with the 47% of newly forming househclds assessed in the NYSHMA11. For the
purposes of this re-assessment it is therefore assumed that 47% of all newly forming
households (163 per annhum} are unable to rent or but on the open market.

At step 2.3 (Existing households falling into need) SHMAPGZ recommends use of the
housing register and LA/RSL data to identify those households who, whilst previously
adequately ‘housed, fell into housing need, and for the resultant figure to represent an
annual flow of existing households requiring affordable housing to be incorporated into the
modelling process. Parinerships are advised to examine recent trends, including
households who have entered the housing register and been housed within the year, as
well as households housed outside of the register such as priority homeless household
applicants. 1t must be noted that step 1.1 was amended to remove the annual flow of future

homeless households from the assessment of current housing need.

Annex C to SHMPAG2 cautions that whilst surveys may also capture useful information
about existing households falling into need:

“There are unlikely fo be very large numbers of these types of households captured
by a survey and so findings should be treated as indicative”.
(Pzragraph 48, Annex C, SHMPAGZ)

The guidance sets out a framework that uses secondary data wherever feasible and
appropriate.

Despite this caution within guidance the SHMAOS uses survey data to suggest that over the
past five years 429 households moved into social rented housing from another tenure
because they fell into need, equating to 86 households annually. Elsewhere in the SHMAQY
however data is available in accordance with the recommendation of SHMAPG2. Table D8
records that based on RSL and LA lettings data the average annual number of lettings
made over a three year period to exisiing households who moved inte social renting from
another tenure was 50 and 81 respectively. Therefore on average 111 social housing
letiings were made annually to existing households who fell into need. In the interests of
consistency with step 2.2, this figure wili be used in the reassessment of housing needs
within Selby District.
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Stage 3: Affordable Housing Supply

Step 3.1 requires an estimate of the number of affordable dwellings vacated by current
occupiers that are fit for use by other households in need. This represents households
identified as curmrently in need as recorded as part of the backlog In Stage 1. Logically, if a
household in need is able to move to an alternative property in order to resclve this need
then they in tum will free up a property that can be used to satisfy another households
unmet housing requirement. SHMAPG2 caﬁtions that it is important to establish the net
levels of housing need as otherwise the movement of these households within affordable
housing will have a nil effect in terms of housing need. It is evident that a targeted
development of new build housing provision would be particularly effective both in resolving
identified needs and in maximising a beneficial chain of household moves throughout the
affordable housing stock. -

Paragraph D.30 of the SHMAQS suggesis that 349 households are currently occupiers of
affordable housing in need, but erroneously refers to table D.6 as providing justification for
this. The figure of 347 households as referred to in D.6 relates to the annual estimate of
new household formation as recorded at Step 2.1. In table D.7 assessment is made of the
households in need moving within the affordable housing dwelling stock in order to
determine whether this has any impact on available supply. The SHMAGS concludes there
is zero net overall impact from these households moving and consequently no dweliings
are factored info the affordable housing supply.

However such an approach is not consistent with either the requirements of SHMAPG2 or
the methodology adopted by the NYSHMA11 which correctly states that:

"This step discounts the number of households already living in affordable housing
from the calculation of the backiog of need, as the movement of such households
from one affordable home fo another (to meel their needs) will have a nil effect on
the fotal affordable homes needed (i.e. the affordable home vacated will be released
fo accommodate another household).”

(Paragraph 8.57 — NYSHMA11)

Therefore it is entirely consistent with SHMAPG2 to include a figure of 349 affordable
dwellings currently occupied by households in need within the calculation of affordable
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housing supply and consequently this is the number used in this re-assessment for step
3.

3.43

3.44

3.45

346

3.47

Step 3.2 requires consideration of the amount of surplus stock that could be brought back
into use to provide affordable housing. SHMAPG2 suggests that a void rate of less than 3%
does net indicate available surplus stock. Using HSSA data the SHMAQS records 37 vacant
LA and RSL properties which equates to a rate of approximately 1% of the available stock,
On this basis the assertion in the SHMAOQS that there-are no surplus properties would
appear to be reasonable.

Step 3.3 is concerned with the committed supply of new affordable units and the impact
these will have on ameliorating current housing needs. Paragraph [.33 states that based
on recent trends, the model assumes a new build rate of 50 affordable dwellings per
annum. An examination of Table D1 with the SHMAOQ9 however reveals that these figures
were in fact omitted from the needs assessment model and so have served fo increase the
backlog of unmet need by 250 dwellings. Furthermore, analysis of the Annual Monitoring
Reports for Selby District in the period since the SHMAD9 was commissioned {2008 —
2010} indicate that a total of 193 affordable dwellings have been completed, thereby
exceeding the estimated annual average. In the re-assessment that follows a committed
affordable housing supply of 250 dwellings has been assumed.

At step 3.4 no affordable housing units are assumed to be taken out of management.

Step 3.5 represents the total affordable housing stock available which is calculated by
summing steps 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 and then deducting step 3.4. The assumptions (and it
would appear omissions) made by the SHNMAO09 conclude that the total affordable housing
stock available is zero. However, as has been demonstrated by paragraphs 3.42 and 3.44 it
would seem reasonable to assume an affordable housing supply comprising 349 dwellings
currently occupied by households in need, and a further committed development
programme of 250 dwellings for modelling purposes. Therefore a figure is 599 dwellings is
used in the re-assessment at step 3.5.

Steb 3.6 is concerned with the annual supply of sccial re-lets {net) which represents the
contribution toward addressing affordable housing need made by the current supply of
affordable housing. The SHMAQ9 usses a figure of 246 Jetiings per annum which is drawn
from an analysis of CORE letting data for both the LA and RSL's in Selby District. It is not
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transparent hew the figure of 246 has been derived. Table D8 records the annual average
lettings of LA and RSL stock, excluding those households that moved within the social
rented stock, as well as those who moved in from outside of the district. Whilst SHMAPG2
recommends use-of the average rate of lettings over a three year period, as LA CORE data
was not collected until 2007/08 it seems reasonable to base the estimated supply for the
two years for which both LA and RSL lettings data was available (2006/07 and 2007/08).
Over this period the annual average rate of lettings to newly forming and existing
households in Selby District was 255. | |

Over the same period a total 74 lettings of social rented accommodation were made to
households who originated outside the district, an average of 37 per annum. The SHMAQ9
does not make clear why this supply was excluded from the assessment, and clearly these
were dwellings that could have been made available to local households in need instead.
For the purposes of the needs re-assessment these are added to the supply of 255
dwellings thereby indicating a potential annual supply of affordable housing of 292

dwellings.

Step 3.7 is concerned with the annual supply of intermediate affordable housing for re-let
or resale at sub-market levels, SHMAPG2 suggests this information should be available
from LA, RSL and other providers’ lettings/void systems. Table D.10 in the SHMAQ9
records an annual average of 13 re-sales or re-lets per annum over the three year periced
2005/06 — 2007/08. The source of this data is not quantified; however for the purpose of the
re-assessment this ﬁgﬁre has been retained in the modelling as it is not possible to derive

any alternative estimate.

Stage 4: The Housing Requirements of Households in Need

The SHMADS refers to a detailed analysis of the individual requirements by househelds in
need by property size (no. bedrooms) and designation (general needs and older) having
been carried out. Whilst this information is incorporated into the SHMAOS it follows the
estimation of annual housing need at stage 5, and is therefore considered an output of,

rather than an input into the final assessment findings.

SHMAPG2 contains three additional steps, Step 4.1 (choices within the affordable housing
stock), Step 4.2 {Requirement for affordable dweliings of different sizes), and Step 4.3 (The
private rented sector). This last step is overlocked completely by the authors of the SHMA,
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all of the resultant need identified at stage 5 is considered necessary to be met via the

provision of additional affordable housing development.

352 SHMAPG2 acknowledges that information about the private rented sector is hard to obtain, |
but urges parinerships to better understand how this sector is used to accommodate need. l
It acknowledges that some households in need may choose to live in the private rented
sector (possibly with the use of housing benefit), or housing that would be classed as
~ unsuitable, even though they are eligible for affordable housing. The SHMAQ9 completely
overlooks this stage of the assessment process and assumes instead that all of the

resultant need identified at stage 5 can only be resolved through the development of
additional affordable housing.

Stage 5: Estimate of Net Annual Housing Need

Needs Assessment Table Re-modelling

3.53 Figure 1 below re-models the needs assessment table of the SHMAO2 based on the
conclusions reached within the preceding paragraphs of Section 4 of this Statement.
Where it has been possible to re-calculate cerfain stages of the SHMAOZ the resulting
numerical findings have been incorporated in Figure 1 below — replacements and
comments in respect of the SHMAQDY stages are highlighted in italics and underlined text.

Figure 1 — CLG Needs Assessment Summary
(adapted from Table D.1 of the SHMAQS)
STAGE 1: CURRENT NEED

Step: Base
1.1 Homeless Households and those in temporary accommodation: 20
Note: Number of homeless households and those in lemporary accommodation as of 31/03/09.
1.2 plus Overcrowding and concealed households: 74
1.3 plus Other Groups 2554

Nota: Whilst the re-assessment daes not alter this figure the Sfatement has highlighted that the
SHMAQQ conclusion for this sfep is likely to represent an inflated level of backiog need from other
fenures; unforfunately it is not possible to accuralely re-assess this step.

1.4 Total current housing need {gross) equals; 2,628
Number who cannot afford to rent / purchase in the open Market
(2,628 x 39.9%) equals: 1,048
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Plus homeless households {20) equals: _ 1,084

STAGE 2: FUTURE NEED

2.1 New household formaticn {gross per year) ‘ 347
Note: Whilst the re-assessment does not alter this figure the Stafement has hfghhghted that the
survey findings in this regard do not appear fo be based on a sound methodological approach.

2.2 Number of new households requiring affordable housing: 163
Note: Step 2.1 x 47% {Average for NYSHMA1T)

2.3 Existing households falling into need: 111
Note: Average number of existing households moving into social rented housing

2.4 Total newly arising need (gross per year): 27a

STAGE 3: AFFORDAELE HOUSING SUPPLY

3.1 Affordable dwellings occupied by households in need: 349
Note: Whilst the re-assessmerif does not aifer this figure the Stafement has highlighted that the
“survey findings in this regard do not appear to be based on a sound methodological approach.

3.2 Surplus Stock: 0

3.3 Commiited supply of new affordable units: 250
3.4 Units to be taken out of management: . 0
3.5 Total affordable housing stock available (3.1 + 3.2 + 3.3 — 34} 599
3.6 Annual supply of social re-lets (net): 202
3.7 Annual supply of intermediate affordable housing: 13

3.8 Annual supply of affordable housing (3.6 + 3.7): 305

STAGE 4: THE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS OF HOUSEHOLDS IN NEED

Nofe: The SHMAQ9 completely overiooks this stage of the assessment process and assumes
instead that all of the resultant need identified at stage 5 can only he resolved through the
development of additional affordable housing.

STAGE 5: ESTIMATE OF ANNUAL HOUSNG NEED

5.1 NET SHORTFALL/SURPLUS OF AFFORDABLE UNITS

Nofe: The first step is to calculate the fotal nef current need by subiracting total available stock
{Step 3.5) from total current gross hiousing need (step 1.4) assuming a one to one refationship
between households and dwellings.

1.4 (1084) minus 3.5 (599) equals 485
Second, the net figure derived should be converfed into an annual flow using assumptions about

the number of years that will be taken fc address the backlog. SHMPAGZ suggests that there may
be particutar merit in linking quotas {o the remaining time periotls of adopted housing poficies in

T: 0844 979 8000 F: 0844 979 8030 . E: info@pioneerps.co.uk
Page 30 of 36



Iawtlng & Seleimam B fensulient

focal plans. It also cautions that a time period of less than 5 years (20%) should be avoided, Whilst
a longer period may be justiffed an assumption of 5 years has been assumed in line with the
SHMADS.

3.54

3.59

485 x 20% = 97

Finally, the nef annual housing need is caiculated by first, summing the annual quoia to the annual
arising housing need figure (calculaled at step 2.4) and second, subtracting the future annual
supply of affordable housing (step 3.8) from this tolal.

Annuial quota (97) + 2.4 (274) minus 305 aquals 66

Overall annual shorifall of affordable housing: 66

This revised shortfall /s significantly lower than the SHMAO9 suggested net shortfall of 378 unils per
annum (409 when adjusted: though ihe application of a_sub-area supply / demend adjustment’ by
the SHMAQS to the BNAM is not in accordance with the SHMAPG?2 or the GPG 2000 and fs not
appropraie). '

Whilst ihis re-assessment of the numerical findings of the SHMAQS is indicative and based in some
circumstances on the application of affemative assumptions, it does highlight the potential for the

SHMAOD9 to have considerably inflated the annual level of need for addifional affordable dwellings.

This re-analysis has attempied fo re-apply methodology which aligns with thaf set out in SHMAPG2

in an attempt to iflustrafe the shorfcomings of the conclusions drawn by the authors of the SHMAOS.,

The re-assessment by this Statement of the SHMADS needs assessment table whilst by no
means definitive, seeks to provide a reasonable approximation of affordable housing need
in the Selby District in accordance with the recommended methodologies comprised within
SHMAPG2. It highlights that cenclusions in relation to the proportion of affordable housing
to be sought upon housing develepments within the area should not be drawn with sole
reference to the SHMAO9 findings, parlicularly in light of the reassessment by this
Statement {Figure 1) indicating that the annual afferdable housing shortfall within the Selby
District area is actually likely to be significantly less than that suggested by the SHMAO9.

In district wide terms the revised needs assessment annual affordable housing shortfall of
66 dwellings set out in Figure 1 above can be comparad to the annual dwelling target of
450 dwellings per annum to suggest an affordable housing requirement equivalent to 15%
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of all dwelling completions. It is evident however that not all of these should be expected to
be provided by way of developer contributions alone, especially where there may be issues
in respect of development viability and competing demands for other planning obligations.

3.56 In the circumstances therefore it would seem entirely appropriate for part B of policy CP5 to
seek a target rate of affordable housing provision from developer contributions on market
housing sites of 10% as this would correl.ate with the amount of provision considered viable
by the EVA. In the expectation of continuing development of affordable housing from other
sources, including HCA funded programmes and the Councils own strategies and
investment there would appear to be the potential for a broad ratio of 15% affordable to
845% market housing to achieved over the lifetime of the Local Plan.

Re-assessment of Housing Need in Sherburn in Elmet (2011)

3.57 That the authors of the SHMAGY should be aware of the prescribed methodology within
SHMAPG2 with regard to the application of both primary and secondary data in the
modelling of housing needs was confirmed in réspect of 2 re-assessment of affordable
housing need in Sherburn in Elmet in connection with a planning application submitted in
2011 (2011/0893/E]A).

3.58 The purpose of the report was to provide an up to date analysis of housing need in the
settliement and review the extent to which affordable housing was required on an annual
basis over the five year period 2011 — 2016, Whilst a number of inputs info the housing
needs model were amended, what is of fundamental importance in connection with the re-
assessment of housing need across the disfrict is that for the first time the authors correctly
applied the methodology prescribed in SHMAPG2.

3.59 At step 3.1 (Affordable dwellings occupied by households in need) an allowance of 28
dwellings was incorporated reflecting those households currently residing within affordable
housing who need fo move to resolve that need. At step 3.6 (Annual supply of social re-
lets) the average number of new LA and RSL letiings over the period 2008/09 to 2010/11
was used {41 lettings) but the number of households originating from outside the district (8)

were still removed from the calculation of supply.

3.60 No allowance was made at step 3.3 (committed supply of new affcrdable units) as the
objective of the exercise was to determine the outstanding requirement for additional
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affordable housing. However, if any allowance had been made for affordable dwellings
currently under construction then if is evident that the overall level of assessed need would

3.61

3.62

.
have beenreduced further: — —— =

Unlike the SHMAQ9, the re-analysis of affordable housing need in Sherburn in Elmet
correctly applies each step in the modelling process in accordance with SHMAPGZ in that
current need is deducted from available supply before calculation of an annual qucta, and
that this is then added to annual arsing need before deducting available annual supply.

As a result of the re-analysis undertaken, the annual assessed shortfall of affordable
housing in Sherburn In Elmet was reduced from 43 dwellings to 15. On this basis the
authors of the report suggested that the appropriate affordable housing target for the
settlement should be reduced to 15.1% which is clearly in very close accordance with the

conclusion of the district wide reassessment of affordable housing need undertaken in this

section.
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CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY

This representation has sought to consider the extent to which Policy CP5 of the published
Selby Core Strategy complies with the National Planning Policy Framework and is
submitted in response to the inspectors note dated 10™ April 2012 inviting representations
regarding the soundness or (legal compliance) of the published CS having regard to the
contents of the NPPF.

Policy CP5 does not comply with paragraphs 17, 47, 50, 154, 157, 189, 173 and 177 of the
NFPF. It does not provide a praciical framework within which planning decisions can be
made with a high degree of predictability and certainty. It does not provide a clear
indication of a how a decision maker should react to a development proposal. 1t is not
based on an objective assessment of the need for market and affordable housing and does
not identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular
locations reflecting local demand. It does not provide competitive returns to willing
landowners and developers that will ensure development is deliverable and the pelicy
target has been established without full consideration of the costs associated with

infrastructure provision and other intended local standards.

Detailed consideration has been given to the extent te which the Selby SHMAO9 represents
an objective assessment of affordable housing need as required by the NPPF and whether
the methodology adopted complies with CLG guidance on the preparation of a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMAPG2) which has not been replaced by the NPPF and

remains extant.

The SHMAQS does not follow CLG guidance and as a consequence serves to considerably
over-estimate the net additional affordable housing required in the district annually. It
concludes that the annual shortfall in affordable housing provision is equivalent to 84% of

the proposed dwelling numbers for the district.

A reassessment 6f affordéble housing need in the district has been undertaken having
regard to the application of the required methodology in SHMAPG2 and seeking to
triangulate the outputs derived both with secondary data sources and the findings of the
Nerth Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment. When adjustment is made 1o the
housing needs model to reflect CLG methodology the outstanding level of housing need
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identified is reduced significantly. Based on the reassessment undertaken it is suggssted
that the annual shortfall in affordable housing provision ks equivalent to 15% of the
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An Econromic Viability Assessment was undertaken to inform the amount of affordable
housing that could be supported by Way of developer contributions from market housing
sites under policy CP5. The assessment concluded that 10% affordable housing provision
was viable based on the market conditions prevailing at the date of the study. Current
market conditions remain broadly consistent with those exhibited at the date of the study.

The EVA suggested that the proposed farget of 40% under CP5 would only be
achievable if housing market conditions reverted to those experienced at the 'height of the
market’ in 2007. There is nothing to suggest that a reoccurrence of such conditions is
either feasible or desirable as an outcome. To do so would run counter to the sustainable
development objectives of the NPPF that seeks to provide the supply of housing required to
meet the needs of present and future generations, take account of market signals such as
land prices and housing affordability, and cater for housing demand and the scale of
housing supply necessary to meet this demand. Therefore it would be counter intuitive to
propose an affordable housing target that would only be achievable if the Council had failed
to deliver against the objectives of the NPPF.

Therefore part A of policy CP5 should be amended to reflect a revised objective to
secure a general 15/85% ratio of affordable to market housing across the lifetime of
the local plan. Part B of policy CP5 should be amended to reflect the findings of the
EVA that indicate the only 10% affordable housing provision is viable by way of developer
contributions on new market housing sites. In the expectation of continuing development
of aifordable housing from other sources, including HCA funded programmes and the
Councils own strategies and investment there would appear to be the potentizl for the
broad ratio of 15% affordable to 85% market housing in amended part A of policy CP5 fo
achieved over the lifetime of the Local Plan with this level of developer contribution.

The NPPF is a material consideration In the determination of planning applications. Cnily
Local Plans adopted since 2004 and in accordance with the provisions of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act may be afforded full weight, and then only up untit 26" March
2013. In other cases, (or after the expiry of the 12 month period), the weight to be attached
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to policies will depend upon their ‘degree of consistency’ with the NPPF.*® Similarly, weight
‘may’ be placed by decision takers upon emerging Plan policies, depending upon the stage
of preparation, the exient of ‘unresolved objections’ to policies, and their ‘degree of

consistency’ to policies in NPPF *’

410 The Selby Local Plan was not adopted in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory -
Purchase Act 2004 and in any event policy H4 {affordable housing) was not saved beyond
7" February 2008 as no direction to extend it was received from the Secretary of State.
Given the conflict of policy CP5 with several paragraphs of the NPPF it should be afforded
extremely limited weight in the determination of planning applications until such outstanding
objections have been resolved through the plan making process.

® annex 1, Paragraph 215, page 48, NPPF
# Paragraph 216, page 48, NPPF
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16% Jyly 2012
BY POST & EMAIL
Deat Sir / Madam,

Selby District Local Development Framework: Further Proposed Changes ta the Submission
Draft.Core Strategy

Further to the: publication of the further Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core
Strategy for consultation, I am pleased to provide comments on behalf of Peel Environmental
Ltd. Peel Envirorimiental Ltd is currently working with UK Coal on a proposed renewahle energy
project within the Selby District. We note that the proposed changes out for consultation have
a number of implications for such projects within the district and we would like to make the
follawing comments regarding Policy CP14: Low-Carbon and Renewable Energy.

Proposed Change_ 6.85 (PC6.85)

Policy CP14 regarding Low-Carbon and Renewable Energy now- states the following which
incorporates proposed change 6.85;

“The Council will support new sources of renewable energy and low-carbon engrgy generation
and supporting infrastructure provided that development proposals foll within any identified

suftable areas for renewable and fow carbon erergy sources which may be designated in future
Local Plar documients or Neighbourhood Plans .. J*

Peel Environmental Ltd does not consider that this pelicy as aménded s sound as it is not
compliant with National Planning Policy and is not positively prepared. We cansider that 1t
does not provide for circumstances whereby low-carbon and renewable energy schemes are
proposed in areas which are not designated for such proposals. As such, Peel Environmental
Ltd considers that the policy as amended is overly restiictive on low-carbon and renewahble
energy proposals, which would be contrary to Natignal Planning Palicy contained within the
recently published National Planning Palicy Framework (NPPF). In particular, paragraph 98 of
the NPPF specifically accounts for proposals outside of designated areas and this is not
reflected within the proposed change as set out in the Selby Core Stratagy. Peel Environmental
Ltd considers that in order to make the policy compliant, it needs fo be amended to reflect a
criteria-based approach.which can be utilised for such schemes which are proposed in areas
outside of those designated within the plan. If a criteria-based approach is not included within
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the proposed policy then this coild. be seen to overly restrict propasals for low-tarban and
renewable energy generation and would rot be corripliant with national policy.

We propose that the policy be amended a5 follows: {with-the proposed amendment undérlined
and hlghllghted In beld);

“The Council wilf support new sources of renewdble energy and iow-carbon energy genergtior
and suppartmg infrastructure provided that developiment proposals fall within. any identified
suitable treds for renewable and low carbon energy sources which may be designated in fuiure
Locaf Plun documents or Nerghbnurhaod Plans. Outside of these areas proposals: will need to
: ' ) iteri in_identifying suitable.

Proposed Change 6.86 (PC6,86)

Palicy CP14 regarding Low-Carbon and Reénewable Energy is also amended through proposed
change 6.86, which states the followrng,

“Itf aréas dffected by Green Belt, applicants miist demionstrate very special circumstonces if
projects are to proceed and proposals much meet the requiremeryts of Policy CPXX apd national
Green Belt policies” :

Pegl Environmental Lid considers that this proposed change is ngt tiuly reflective of natianal
planning policy and as such we dg not consider that-the policy is sound as it is currently
draftéd. We consider-thiat the proposed change is again ‘overly restrictive on low-carbon and
renewable energy propdsals and as §uch is hot positively prepared..

Paragraph 91 of the NPPF states the following;

“When located in the Green Bett, elements of many renéewable. enérgy projects will comprise
inappropriate development, In such’ coses: developers will need: to demonstiote very special
Cifcumstancés if projects are to proceed, Sich very special citcurstances may Include the wider
enwrunmenta.' benefits associated with increased production of eniergy from renewable
Sources.™

We propose that the policy: be amended as follows (with the pragosed amendment underlined
and hightighted in bold);

“In areas offected By Green Belt, elg ents_of man
compromise indppropriate development and in such cases opplicants must demonstrate very
special circumnstances if projects are to proceed and propesals much meet the redirements of
Policy CPXX and natmnat Green Belt pohc:es

In additlon, Peel Environmental Ltd considers that additional text could be mcdrporated tnto-
the supporting text for the policy to reflact the guidance in the NPPF whicli states: that “very

_Eer.rm' circumstances _may mclude the wider environmental beénefiis gssociated with

increased roduction of energy from reniewable sources.”

I trust the above commerits will be considered as part of the plan process, however if you have
any queries regarding the above, please'do not hesitate to cortact me.



Rachael Copping MRTPL , —

Development Planner

Direct Dial; 0161 629 8436
Email: rcopping@peel.co.uk
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19 July 2012
Dear Sirs

CORE STRATEGY NPPF COMPLIANCE

These representations are made jointly on behalf of Daniel Gath Homes and Yorvik Homes (hereafter
referrad to. as ‘both housebullders”) followmg previous consultation on the NPPF and: the compliance
with the Cote Strategy. Representations were previously made to the Councll regarding the
restrictions of Policy CP1A for windfall development limiting all new development to brownfield sites
within defined development limits.

Evidence was prewousiy provided to the Council to demonstrate that insufficlent land exists which
meets - this criteria and therefore Policy CPIA restricts windfall development under its current
provisions. A copy of the previous representations made to the Council detalling this are included
with this letter for your attention and the points rafsed within are consideted relevanl: far
consideration,

The: blanket restriction of the development of gardens in secondary settlements:

As. a resuit of the representations made to the Council, Policy CP1A has not been amended, however
they have partially addressed the garden issue in the suppoiting text confirming at paragraph 4.47
that garden land can be developed within DSVs. This acknowledgement i§ supported by both
housebuilders, however it is considered that reference within Policy CP1A would be more
appropriate.

Notwithstanding the inclusion of garden development within DSVs the same paragraply also-confirms |
that 'Residential development in Secondary Villages will be more restrictive so that development on
garden land will be resisted’.

In this respect I reiterate my previcus comments: [n this matter. Paragraph 53 of the NPPF confirms
that, “Lacal Planning Authorities should consider the case for setting out policies. to resist
'inapproprlate (our emphasis) deVelopment of residential gardens, for example where developmerit
would cause harm to the local area’.

Paragraph 53 therefore provides that any policies which are proposed shiould dnly seek to resist
‘inappropriate” development of residential gardens, not a dismissal of all garden sites, Includlng
development of those which may be appropriate. This clearly demonstrates that the aims of
paragraph 53 are not to restrict all developmernit of residential gardens, only where it may he
inappropriate. The example given in paragraph 53 is where this would cause harm to the local area,
thereby implying that justification should be given for any restfictive policy and that the policy.
shouid not be genetic and only apply to areas where necessary:
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With regards the current policy as set out in Policy-CP1A a restriction to all greenfield development
in-secondary settlements (includig gardens) is based on an Ideology of providing for no garden.
development in smaller settlements; it is not based:on ensuring that: only inappropriate development:
is restricted and ‘indeed no evidence is provided to demonstrate that garden development in
secandary settlements would be lnapproprlate The variety of 'secondary settlements is so diverse in
layout, design, historical Interest and size that it is hot possible to geperically state that developing
gardens in all of these settlements would he inappropriate. It Is therefore: considered that the policy
should not re.stnct all garden development but only that which is inapproptiate. :

The limitations of restricting all deyelopmignt. within hlstorical tightly drawn developmant
limits.

Furthermore the policy retains the proposal to require all new development.to be within: the defjned
development limits, however there is no indication that development limits will be amended. In
order to be effective as identified in paragraph 182 of the NPPF the Core Strategy windfall policy
must provide more flexibility to enable the defivery of sites as planned. The current development
limits as diawn are very tight afound the existing settlements and provide no opportunities for
developmeént within them. The requirement to protect the. Intfinsic value of the countryside Is
noted, however this is not rélevant to all pieces of land not currently located within development
Ilmlts, many- of which offer no value to-the countryside.

Many sites on the edge of settlements are équally as sustainable as sites located within the
development limit (Indeed in some cases a site on theé edde of the development limit may be located
closer ta fadilities than a sité located within-a development limit) and many of them make little or no
¢contribution to the character of the countryside.

Itis therefore maintained that the policy should: allow: for development adjacent to the development
limits of settlements.

Conclusion

in erder to ensure that the Core Strategy is compliant with the NPPRF it is: considered that Polfey
CP1A should: be reworded as follows,.

a) In order to ensure that speculative (windfall} housmg cantributes to sustainable development
and the continued evolution of viable ccmmun]tles, the follewr_ng types ‘of residential
development will be acceptable: in principle; within -or-adjacent: t& DEVelopment Limits. in
different settlement types, as:follows:

In Selby, Sherburn in Elmet, Tadcaster and Designated Serviee Villages = conversions; replacement-
dwellings, redevetopment of previcusly developed land and appropriate . scale, devglopment o,
greenfield land (including conversion/redevelopritent of farmsteads and:developmient gardeis).

In Secendary
land, redevel
small linear
farmsteads:
¥aurs sincerely

jés — éanversions, teplacement dws(ling: slopment of previously developed

it of greenfield ¢h g, infilling of
in otherwise built up rasidential; rontages; and conversmnired elopment of

STUART NATKUS
Associate

Cc-  Matthew Gath - Yorvik Homes
Daniel Gath = Daniel Gath Homes
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11 May 2012
Dear Sirs

CORE STRATEGY NPPF COMPLIANCE )

These representations are made jbmtly on behalf of Daniel Gath Homes and Yorvik Homes (liereaftes
referred to as ‘Both Housebuilders?), Both Housebuilders are local with a proven track record of
delivering high quality homes within Selby District over the {ast 15 years.

Both Housebuilders develop sites of upto approximately two acres within existing settlements as
windfall developments, with the scale of allocated sités belng such that they only enable
development by major housebullders.

As a result of the draconian policies contained within the Selby District Local Plan (SDLP) (now
considered out-of-date) and the Implementation of its policies since the amendment to. the definition
of Previously Developed Land, the opportunities for development for Both Housebuilders have been
extremely limited, with applications regularly belng refused based an the princlple of development
{predomlnantly the development of greenfield sites).

Background

In erder to demonstrate this in. more detail it Is- nécessary to highlight the Council’s housing policy
contained within the SDLP and specifically within policy H2A. Pollcy H2A establishes the principle of
residential development and limits new housing to Previously Developed Land within existing
development [imits. Historically windfall developments in the district have arisen from the
redevelopment of gardens, areas of open space and redevelopment of farmsteads, with limited
previously developed sites being available across the district. Following the amendment to the
definition of Previously Déveloped Land in PPS3, the Council determined that Policy H2A therefore
prohibited development of gardens {contrary to the guidance in PPS3},

The result of this approach has resulted in Both Housebuilders being severely limited in providing
new propesties which, In the past, have made an important contribution to the housing stock in
Selby and choice and variety in the market place.

Indeed this approach has resulted in a significant shortfall in housing which can be delivered in
forthcomting years. The table below highlights the impact that this approach has had upon the
determination- of planning_ applicafons in the district and provndes an insight into the lack of
deliverable sites to be delivered in the future. -

Cartlestabi FS 25577
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- [Z010 :windfall | 2011 windfall
: o e ‘ovals:- . ‘|:approvals. .
Selby l 3 '
Sherburn-in-Elmet 4 2
Tadcaster 2 ' 8
PSV's - 132 33
 Other locations 87 ) 36
Total 252 83

Source: www.publicaccess.selby.gov.uk/publicaccess

Triciuded within the 2010 approvals were. two sites which provided 77 dwellings as amended layouts
to. previous approvals, therefore not adding to the housing steck. Similarly these figures include
bain conversions-and agricultural workers’ dwellings, rather than new market housing.

The figures for the approval of windfall housing in 2011 show that this approach only provided 46
new dwellings to settlements identified within the Core Strategy for future growth, '

This approach is continued in the draft Core Strategy, whereby palicy CP1A again seeks to restrict
windfall development to that within development limits and on brownfield site with limited
development on greenfleld sites in thé Designated Service Villages (specifically referenced as
relating to farmsteads not gardens). In secondary villages a blanket restriction to the development
of greenfield sites is provided other than those involving conversion/redevelopment of farmsteads,
therefore restricting néw houslng on all other greenfield sites.

With regards to the Core Strategy and compliance with the NPPF, Both Housebuilders have concerns
over the restrictions included in Policy CP1A as drafted and Its non-compliance with the NPPF. The -
conceriis regarding this policy and the NPPF relate to three elements. These are as follows:

- The blanket restriction of devélopment of gardens and greenfleld sites; and _
- The limitations provided by-tightly drawn development limits and the lack of avajlable
sites.

The Bianket Restriction of Development of Gardens and Greenfield Sites

The Core Strateqy currently restricts all garden development. within secondary settlements and
implies (by Its lack of reference) that development of gardens in Designated Servicé Villages is
inappropriate. The implications of this on delivery are evident to see as it continues tHe. current
policy approach of the SDLP, which in turn will therefore continue - the current low levels of delivery.
Notwithstanding these concerns, this approach is completely contrary ta the guidance in the NFPF.

Paragraph 53 of the NPPF co_nﬂ‘rms that, ‘Loca/ Planning Authoritias should consider the case for
setting out poficies ‘to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example where
development wotild cause harm to the local area’.

This paragraph does not provide a mandatory requirement to restrict all development of gardens
and confirms. that Councils should. only *consider’ setting out policies, not requife Councils to set out
policies as standard. This is a vital part of Paragraph 53 as it provides clear guidance that the
redevelopment of gardens Is not restricted by national guidance and that restriction should not be a
mandatory- approach. Similariy, the second part of paragraph 53 provides that any policles which
are considered should only seek to resist ‘inappropriate’ development.of residential gardens. Again,
the distinction drawn highlights that the aims of this paragraph is not to. restrict all development of

Al Barton Wiltmare staicnery is produced usmg recycled or [SC paper snd vegetable all based ks
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resldential gardens, only where it may be inappropriate. The example given in Paragraph 53 is
where this would cause harm to the local area, thereby implying that justification should be given
for any restrictive policy and that the policy should not be generic to all settlements and only appiy
to those where necessary.

With regards to the current policy, as set out in Policy CP1A, a restviction of d

greenfield sites is proposed and no reference to inappropriate development made, Furthermore, the
approach taken applies to all settlements. No assessment is made as to which settlements the
development of gardens would have a detrimental impact upon and those in W‘hICh development
would have no impact upon.

No assessment has been made by the Council as to which settlements would render such a
restriction suitable, thereby no evidence is available to demonstrate that the current approach
restricting development in all settlements is made upon an assessment of any harm which could be
caused, Consequently the policy, as written, is flawed and does not comply with the NPPF.

The Limitations Provided by Tightly Drawn Development Limits and the Lack of available
Sites

The Council’s evidence base utilised for assessing future housing sites includes the SHLAA, which
highlights the lack of sites which meet the requirements of Policy CP1A available within the district.
Aithough many of these sites are suitable, sustainable and fully compliant with the NPPF, they do
not comply with the Council’s policy as drafted. Having assessed the SHLAA, it is not corisidered
that Policy CP1A, as drafted, enables the delivery of windfall sites as proposed.

In order to be effectlve, as identified in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF, the Core Strategy windfall
policy must provide more flexibility to enable the delivery of sites as planned. The currerit
development limits as drawn are very tight around the existing settlements and provide no
opportunities for development within them. The requirement ta protect the intrinsic value of the
countryside is noted, however this is not relevant to all pieces of [and not currently located within
development limits.

Many sites on the edge of setlements are equally as sustainable as sites located within the
development limit (indeed in some cases a site on the edge of the development limit may be closer
to facilities than a site located within a development limit) and many of them make little or no
contribution to the character of the countryside. The proposed Policy should reflect this and where
appropriate allow development on the edge of settiements.

Conclusion

In order to ensure that the Core Strategy (s compliant with the NPFF it is considered that Policy
CP1A should be reworded as follows (changes in bold):

a) In order to ensure that speculative (windfall) housing contributes to sustainable
development and the continued evolution of vlable communities, the following types of
residential development will be acceptable in principle, within or adjacent to
Development Liniits in different settlement bypes, as follows:

In Selby, Sherburn-in-Elmet, Tadcaster and Designated Service Villages — conversions,
replacement dwellings, redevelopment of Previously Developed Land and appropriate
scale development on greenfield land (including conversion/redevelopment  of
farmsteads and development of gardens).

In Secondary Villages - conversions, replacement dwellings, redevelopment of
Previously Developed Land, redeveloprnent of greenfield sites which would not
harm the character of the area,.infilling of smali linear gaps in otherwise built up
residential frontages, and conversion/redevelopment of farmsteads.
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1 trust these comments will be taken into account and welcome the opportumty to comment further
on arny future amendments. _

Yours faithfully

STUART NATKUS
Associate
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Dear Sirs

CGNSULTATION ON THE SELBY CORE STRATEGY AND COMPLIANCE WITH THE NPPF

These representations are made on behalf of TEJ properties to the Selby Core Strategy and its
compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF). TEJl Propertles have land interests
at Church Fenton Airbase {CFA). CFA is currently designated as a secondary village in the Selby
District Local Plan (SDLP), a designation continued into the Core Strategy. These representations
propose that this designation, and the methodology utilised to formulate the designations, are
outdated given the contents of the NPPF. In turn, it Is therefere considered that CFA is designated
as a Designated Service Village {DSV) either in isolation or as one of a cluster of settlements.

Cemments were submitted to the Council in this regard to this matter on 11 May, a copy of which is
included as part of these representations for consideration. In summary this considered that the
sustainability tests included within the NPPF could be attributed to CFA to demonsttate its suitability
as a DSV. This asserticn was based on the sites current allocation for employment and Paragraph
22 of the NPPF which confirms that:

‘Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should
be treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative
need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities.’

Primarily the representations focussed on Paragraph 55 of the NPPF which makes provision for such
developments in rural locations, canfirming that:

‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be lacated
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example,
where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may
support services in a nearby village.’

‘Again this approach in the NPPF acknowledges that development in rural areas need not be
considered unsustainable due to its location and level of services immediately within the settlement
itself. 1In this respect the development at CFA clearly complies with Paragraph 55, whereby the
development of this site will aid in maintaining the vitality and viability of local shops and servicas in
neighbouring settlements whilst also providing opportunities to provide new facilities to support the
neighbouring settlements,
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Both Ulleskelf and Church Fenton are located in very close proximity to CFA and are accessible on
foat, by bicycle and public transport, thereafter providing train services to the wider area. Access to
the site requires people to pass through either settlement and CFA as a DSV with redevelopment
would provide incieased residents whom would assist In securing and enhiancing the vitality and
viability of these neighbotiring settlements (Church Fenton within a mile radius and Ulleskelf within
1.25 miles radius of-the site} in accordance with Paragraph 55 of the NPPF.

Conclusion

The Couricil’s assessment of CFA as a secondary settlement was made. in advance of the NPPF and
as such utillses an assessment which is no longer considered to be [n aceordance with the most up-
‘to-date national guidance. For the reason outllined in the above submission it is considered that an
assessment should be made against the criteria included within the NPPF and. weight given to the
paragraphs listed above and in the attached letter previously sent to Selby DC in detetmining the
sustainability of settlements and their suitability. Consequently it Is considered that CFA should be
redesignated as a DSV.

I trust these comments will be taken into account in.the Councils considerations regarding
corpliance with the NPPF and reserve the right to comment on any future amendments to the Core

strategy in this respect.

Yours faithfully

Stuart Natkus
Associate Planner

Enc. Letter to Selby DC dated 11 May 2012
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Dear Sirs

CONSULTATION ON THE SELBY CORE STRATEGY AND COMPLIANCE WITH THE NPPF

These representations are made on behalf of TE1 properties to the Selby Core Strategy and s
compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). TEJ Properties have larid interests
at Church Fenton Airbase (CFA). CFA is currently designated as a secondary village in the Selby
District Local Plan (SDLP), a designatlon continued into the Core Strategy.. These representations
propose that this designation, and the methodology utilised to formulate the designations, are
outdated given the contents of the NPPF. In turn, it is therefore considered that CFA is deslignated
as a Designated Service Viflage (DSV) elther in isolation or as one of a cluster of settlements.

In order to designate settlements as DSVs the Council produced Background Paper Number 5, which
assessed the Sustainability of rural settlements. This assessment has been superseded by the NPPF
and its revised guidance on sustainability and the development of sites within rural areas. It Is
therefore considered that the NPPF does provide further tests to Background Paper five which are
up-to-date and require settlements to be assessed against them for the Core strategy to be
considered sound,

CFA Is currently allocated for employment uses and/or a residential college in the SDLP, an
allocation which targeted a specific end user which was not forthcoming. Recently the palicy has
been accepted by the Council as being outdated and residential development allowed on part of the
airbase for nine dwellings. The site has been vacant for a number of years and has a number of
existing buildings which, without an allocation and/or redevelopment, will continue to fall into
disrepair, in turn having a detrimental impact upon the area and neighbouring residents,

Sites such as CFA with an existing allocation are recognised in Paragraph 22 of the NPPF which
confirms that:

‘Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should
be treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative
need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities.’

The proposed development Is clearly supported by this text, whereby the existing allocation has no
reasonable prospect of being delivered. It therefore should not be an impediment to development
of the site and weight should be given to this paragraph in determining the future identification of
the settlement as a DSV and the ahility to develop the site.
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Promoting Sustainable Transport

Background Paper 5 utilised sustainahle transport modes and distances to employment and local
facilities to determine the sustainablility of settlements within the District. The approach used was
uniform to all settlements assessed despite the varying geographic and demographic profiles of
different settlements in the district.

Paragraph 29 of the NPPF acknowledges that:

‘The transport system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport
modes, giving people a real choice about how they travel. However, the
government recognises that different policies and measures will be réquired
in different communities and opportunities to maximise sustainable transport
solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.”

This therefore recognises that not all setilements are identical and not all sites are located in the
centre of towns and cities yet that does not mean they cannot be sustainable. In accordance with
this paragraph an assessment needs to be made of each individual settlement rather than utilising a
generic. approach to assess settlements which offer differing sustainability attributes and does not
take into account thelr respective individualities.

CFA is located within close proximity to a variety of publlc transport facilities and has a footpath
providing direét access to Church Fenton for both pedestrian and cyclist facilities to enable access to

lacal services.

The site has a bus stops located outside the entrance to the airbase which provides future residents
with dedicated school buses to both Kirk Fenton Primary Schoo! in Church Fenton and Tadcaster
. Grammar Schocl. Furthermore, this bus stop is utilised by the 492/493 service offering public
transport links. to -both Ulleskelf and Church Fenton and beyond to Sherburn-in-Elmet, Tadcaster and

Pontefract.

From both Church Fenton and Ulleskelf trains are available directly to Leeds and York, which in turn
provide access to the wider rail network.

As listed above there are existing sustainable transport options available to present and future
rasidents. As a rural area the frequency Is expected to be lower, as acknowledged in paragraph 29
of the NPPF. This however cannot make a scheme unsustainable, Future development of the sife
can enhance sustainable transport options through contributions. These could include bus shelters,
improvements to the footpaths/lighting leading to Church Fenton and/or cycle parking at Ulleskelf
and Church Fenton train stations to enhance and encourage cycle use.

This approach is advocated further in Paragraph 34 which confirms that development which:

*Generate significant movements are located where the need to travel will be
minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.

- However this needs to take account of policies set out elsewhere in this
framework, particularly in rural areas.’

Details of the sites location, public transport facilitles and the facilities and services provided in the
area are demonstrated on the attached plan.

CEA in Relation to Other Settlements

This aforementioned plan also shows the [ocation of the site between Ulleskelf and Church Fenton,
two proposed Designated Service Villages in the Core Strategy. Background Paper 5 makes no
assessment of a cluster of sites being designated or the inter-relationship of settlements.
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With regards to the location of the site between two settlements, Paragraph 55 of the NPPF makes
provision for such developments in rural locations, confirming that:

*To promote sustalnable development in rural areas, housing should be located
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example,
where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may

Again this approach in the NPPF acknowledges that development in rural areas need not be
consldered unsustainable due to its location and level of services immediately within the settlement
itself. In this respect the development at CFA clearly complies with Paragraph 55, whereby the
development of this site will aid in maintaining the vitality and viability of local shops and services in
neighhouring settlements whilst also providing opportunities to provide new facilities to support the
neighbouring settlements.

Both Ulleskelf and Church Fenton are located in very close proximity to CFA and are accessible on
foot, by bicycle and public transport, thereafter providing traln services to the wider area. Access to
the site requires people to pass through either settlement and CFA as a DSV with redevelopment
would provide increased residents whom would assist in securing and enhancing the vitality and
viability of these neighbouring settlements (Church Fenton within a mile radius and Ulleskelf within
1.25 miles radius cf the site) in accordance with Paragraph 55 of the NPPF,

In respect of this fundamental change it is considered that the Council previous assessment is
considered not io comply with the NPPF and that CFA should be reconsidered in light of this and as
such designated as a DSV either in isolation or as part of the neigfibouring settlements,

Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment

Paragraph 111 of the NPPF supports the Core Principles by confirming that ‘Planning poficies and
decisions should encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously
developed (brownfield fand), provided that it is not of high environmenial value,’

In this respect, the availability of brownfield land and the sustainability that redevelopment of CFA
could provide should be taken into consideration, particularly given the limited availability to
previously developed sites as identified in the SHLAA,

Conclusion

The Council’s assessment of CFA as a secondary settlement was made in advance of the-NPPF and
as such utilises an assessment which is ne longer considered to be in accordance with the most up-
to-date national guidance. For the reason outlined in the above submission it is considered that an
assessment should be made against the criteria Included within the NPPF and weight given to the
paragraphs listed above in determining the sustainability of settlements and their suitability.
Consequently it is considered that CFA should he redesignated as a DSV,

I trust these comments will be taken into account In the Councils considerations regarding
compliance with the NPPF and reserve the right to comment on any future amendments to the Core
strategy in this respect,

Yburs faithfull

" Stuart Natkus
Associate Planner

Enc sustainability plan
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ryan king

From: Michael Edgar [michael. edgar@dipconsultants.co.uk] 5

Sent: 18 July 2012 16:36 .

To: |if i

Ce: ~ Roland Bolton (forward) i
~Subject: Selby Core Strategy Proposed 6th Changes Modififcation Representations

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Attachments: YK1879-further_submission_v6. pdf
Dear Sir / Madam,

Please see attached the representations made by DLP Planning Ltd in response to the sixth set of
proposed changes on the Core Strategy.

It remains DLP’s case that the Core Strategy remains unsound as is not positively prepared, justified by
evidence or consistent with the advice in the NPPF particutarly in relation to housing requirements and
cross-boundary participation.

PLP would also wish to be in presence at the next hearing session into the Core Strategy Examination
addressing these matters.

If you require any further information in addition to the attached document please do not hesitate to
contact my Director, Roland Bolton, or in his absence me.

Many thanks.

Michael Edgar
Associate Director
DLP Planning Ltd

11 Paradise Square
Sheffield
S12DE

0114 2289190
fOoll14 2721947
email:michael.edgar@dlpconsultants.co.uk

www. dipconsultants.co.uk
DLP {Planning) Ltd is a limited company registersd in England and Wales
Registered number: 2604863 Registered office: 4 Abbey Court, Priory Business Park, Bedford MK44 3WH

Please note that the DLP Group of companies may menitor email fraffic data and also the content of emails for the purposes of

security.

This email is confidentlal and may contain privileged information. It is intended enly for use of the intended recipient. If you received
it by mistake, please notify the author by replying to this email or telephone (0114 2289190). If you are not the intended recipient,
you must not print, copy, amend, distribute or disclose it to anyone else or rely on the contents of this email, and you should
DELETE it from your system. We make every effort to keep our network free from viruses, but you shauld check this email and any

attachments for viruses, as we can take no responsibliity for any virus which may be transferred by this email. Thank you.

é Save Paper - Do you really need to print this e-mail?
Try not to leave old messages attached unless they are relevant.

23/07/2012
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'Submfssr’ons to the 87 Set of Proposed Changes o the Core Sirategy & Council’s Position

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Siaterment

Introduction

The purpase of this paper is to address the issues raised by the 6" set of
Proposed Changes to the Selby Core Strategy and the accompanying
Council’s Position Statement, DLP do not consider the Plan to be sound on
that it is neither the positively prepared, justified by evidence of consistent
with national policy. This written response sets out the differences between
the Council and DLP on the issues of the overall level of housing requirement
and the required approach to be in conformity with the Framewark. DLP wish
to attend the Examination to give oral evidence and respond to emerging
information and how it is being used to inform the Core Sirategy.

DLP’s case as set out in our original representations remains the same
although this paper seeks to update this approach by reference to the 2010
based population projections.

The Council's case as now stated in the Position Statement, Section 3 in
particular, is in effect a complete change in their justification for the level of
housing proposed in the Core Strategy and so it is necessary to comment on
this paper in full,

The production of a Statement of Common Ground was limited by the Counclil
not wishing to agree any facts, included those published by the Government
for any other authority area besides Selby. This lies at the heart of the
difference in approach. DLP consider that for Seiby the influence of the travel
to work areas of Leeds and York stretch across the District and that decisions
regarding the levéls of housing supply must be taken in this context.

This means an understanding of the common evidence base between these
three authorities and decisions being made that clearly take into account
decisions and policies being followed in other parts of the housing market
areas.

DLP are of the view that if was in recognition of these issues that the
Framework includes both the policy duty to co-operate between LPA’s, and
the requirement 1o seek alternative sites for development when it cannot be
accommodated with Local Authority boundaries.
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2 The Household Projections

Government Household projections
2.1 A summary of the Government issued household growth projections is set out

below.
- Table1  Table 1. Summary of Household Growth Projections
Data source Forecast average annual Date range of
household growth projections
2004-based CLG '
Household Projections 450
2006-based CLG _
Household Projections 500 2006 to 2026
2008-based CLG i
Household Projections 550

Assumptions on Migration and Natural Change in the Sub National Population
Projections

22  There are differences in migration and natural change assumptions between
the various ON3 Sub National Population Projections, as set out in the
following Table 2.

Table 2 Differences in Natural Increase and Net Inward Migration
Assumptions for Sub National Population Projections with
Base Years of 2004, 2008 and 2010.

Projections Average Average Date range of
annual natural | annual net projections
increase inward

migration

2004-based Sub National

Fopulation Projections 660 2004-2026

2008-based Sub Naticnal

Population Projections 180 730 2008-26

2010-based Sub National

Population Projections 230 670 2010-26

Migraﬁon

23  Table 3 below shows rates of past net inlernal migration to / from Selby
District {this includes domestic and international migration).

Table 3 Table 3: Net Annual Internal Migration To / From Selby
Disirict (Source: Home Office Migration Statistics, May
2012 Quarterly Release)

Year Net annual internal migration to / from Selby Dlstrict

Mid 2003-2004 300

Mid 2004-2005 500

Mid 2005-2006 . 700

Mid 2006-2007 1000

Mid 2007-2008 1000

Mid 2008-2009 300

Mid 2009-2010 500
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Statement

DLP can agres these figures on the undersianding thai they are from a
different source of information to that used by DLP in the next section. DLP
have used the data in the CLG live tables “Revised Table 2a Moves within
Engtand and Wales Registered during the year ending June 2008”. This is a
square matrix showing origin and destination Local Authority and provides the
level of detail necessary for DLP to undertake the analysis on the impact of
future policies on migration flows. The Councll have been unable to agree
these figures used by DLP. In DLP’s opinion the difference is likely to be
explained by the fact that above figures are mid-year while the Moves within
England” figures are end of year.
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The Position of the Council

3.1 The Council's position is that the objectively assessed housing requirement
needs to take lnto account pollcy paragraph 3.7 of the Council's Posmon

Framework clearly reqwres an oblectlve assessment of need fol[owed by a

separate and evidenced assessment of the impact of provision (paragraph
14).

3.2  Paragraph 152 of the Framework sets out a clear methodology which
separates out consideration of impact of meeting the objective assessment of
the required housing need (a social element of sustainable development as
defined by paragraph 7 of the Framework) from consideration of its likely
impact. There are three tests that must be applied before an authority is
deemed to not be able to meet its housing requirement. These are:

a. Consideration of alternative sites including ones outside of the area.
b. Consideration of mitigation
c. Consideration of compensation : !

3.3  The Council have clearly not followed this process. The housing reguirement
has been discounted without the impact of the higher level being
appropriately tested as required by the Framework.

3.4  The Gouncils original case as presented in the Arup Report was that the 2004
based household projections represented the most reliable evidence base
because the migration levels contained within that projection represented a
better long term trend than that included in the 2006 based household
projections, the 2008 based household projection and the 2010 based
popuiation projections. The Councils consultants still maintain that the 2004
projections are robust and DLP would agree that they were robust at the time
of publication, but would argue that they have been superseded by
projections which have been improved both in terms of methodology and
accuracy.

3.5  The Council’s position has now completely changed, and it seeks to rely on
the 2010 population projections and a level of migration that is below all of the
recent population and hausehold forecasts.

3.6  The justification of the lower level of migration is "the economy”. It is unclear

why the economy will have the prolonged impact on migration that the
Council is claiming.

3.7  Although the Council state that there Is disagreement in terms of househald
size between parlies (paragraph 3.6 of the Position Statement) the Council
have offered no aiternative to the household formation rates in the 2008
projections. The Council have offered no evidence of why an alternative
household size should be used or how it should be modelled.

3.8 Reviewing the Council’s case in terms of its support for the 450 dwellings a
year, this appears to be entirely based upon altering the expected level of
migration and making no change to household size.

3.9 The main element of migration for Selby is domestic movements, not
international.
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Statement

3.10 The DLP research included in the original submissions highlighted that the

3.11

largest movements into and out of Selby are from York, Leeds and East

In terms of what would prevent the future levels of migration the following are
possible causes and DLP’s response to them:

a. The Government population projections for these areas are incorrect.

These are nationally produced and are the best available. The
projections are subject to consultation and the Council have made no
reference to these projections being objected to at the time. At no time
have the Council or their consultants suggested that there are
fundamental issues with these projections.

. That household formation will slow down as people cannot afford to

creale new households and so pressure for migration will decrease.
The CLG household projections 2008 have already been reduced by
300,000 to take into account the impact of affordability. This is a 6.4%
reduction in the projected increase oi 4,672,000 households 2006 1o
2026 (Town & Country Planning Tomorrow Series Paper 11 “New and
novel household projections for England with a 2008 base — summary
and review). DLP do not consider it appropriate to apply a further
reduction in household formation-on top of that already applied without
demonstrating a significant evidential basis to support such an
approach.

Selby's economy will perform comparatively poorly so fewer migrants
will be attracted to the district than say to Leeds and York. In this case
the Council are not arguing against the population projections or the
household projections but simply that those people and households
forecast to live in Selby will choose to live somewhere else. DLP
evidence is that “somewhere else” is most likely to be York, Leeds and
East Riding. The implication that the in migration figure for Selby is too
high means that the out migration figure for Leeds and York is also too
high as Selby is suggesting that these Citles will retain more of their
poputation. DLP would suggest it was precisely in order to address
these cross boundary issues at any stage of the plan process that the
Government included paragraphs 178 to 181 of the Framework.

3.12 DLP’s conclusion on the Councils position is actually simple:

a. - The Council cannot demonstrate objectivity in determining the housing

requirement — their position now is simply one that adjusts the net
migration assumplion in order to result in a requirement of 450
dwellings.

. The choice of a net migration figure is not supported by paragraph 159

of the Framework which requires LPA’s to “take account of migration”
unless the circumstances in paragraph 152 and 178 to 181 apply.

The neither the higher SHMA requirement of 596 or the 2010 Sub
National Population based requirement of approximately 550
dwellings a year have been tested as required by paragraph 152 of
the Framework to demonstrate that an aftemative strategy would not
be more appropriate, or that any claimed adverse impact could not be
mitigated or compensated.
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The implications of reducing the net migration info Selby have not
been identified and agreed with neighbouring authorities as required
by paragraph 179 of the Framewark.

The suggestion that under provision of housing in Selby wil! decrease

-~

either the number commuters or the commuling distances is not
supported by any evidence. Such an outcome is only possible if the
Council can demonstrate that additional homes will be made available
in York and Leeds to accommodate the required levels of workers to
meet their future employment needs. The Council have failed to
produce evidence that these cities will be providing dwellings in
addition to the latest household projections. Comparing the published
planned levels of housing provision against the Government
projections suggest that this is not the case.

The Council have produced no evidence on the future
jobs/femployment balance in Leeds and York to support the contention
that the levels of housing being promoted will have the claimed
positive impact on commuting patterns. The failure to establish that
the needs of the population will be met closer fo these cites is aciually
more likely to lead to increased rather than decreased travel
distances. There has been a long history of constraint of supply both
within these locations and the surrounding rural districts — this joint
approach of undersupply has increased commuting distances into and
beyond Selby.

Lastly the Council argue that the potential reduction in commuting
should be given greater weight than meeting the projected
requirements of the population.

i. Such a balance seems contrary to Gore Principle of the
Framework set out in paragraph 17 that every effort should be
made 1o objectively identify and then meet housing needs.

ii. The Framework does allow this argument to be made but
paragraph 14 requires the Council to identify what level of
increased commuting would occur, and demonstrate that the
impacts of this increased commuting would have a significant
effect that would outweigh the benefits of meeting the country's
housing needs. It has simply not provided the evidence to
support this position. DLP have invited the Council to provide
evidence on this matter by encouraging them to ook at existing
and future levels of jobs and workers in Leeds and York but the
Council have refused to consider implications of their policies
beyond the district's boundaries.
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The position of DLP planning

The DLP approach

The position of DLP wag derived from what we caonsidered was the proper
interpretation of PPS3, the draft NPPF and is now fully compliant with the
approach set out in the Framework. This approach may be summarised as
follows:

a. LPA's should meet objectively assessed needs unless the adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonsirably outweigh the
benefits when assessed against the Framework either as a whole or a
particular policy within the Framework (paragraph 14)

b. LPA's should boost significanily the supply of housing (paragraph 47)

c. Housing demand and need should be objectively assessed and met in
full (paragraph 47)

d. Assessment of demand and needs should:

i. include working with neighbouring authorities where market
areas cross boundaries

ii. meet household and population projections taking account of
migration and demographic change

i, ensure supply necessary to meet demand (paragraph 159)

e. [If demand is not to be met then the Council need to demonstrate that
they have considered:

i. alternative locations
ii. mitigation
fi. compensation (paragraph 152)

Significantly increase the supply of housing.

The supply of housing over the last decade has varied as is illustraied by
reference to the SHMA and the CLG Live tables on completions. Both
highlight the gradual increase in the level of supply in the period to 2007/08.

The question before the Inspector is whether the proposed level of 450
dwellings for the plan period represents a “significant increase in supply of
housing”.

[t is important for the Inspector to consider exactly what the Government is
seeking to achieve by requiring a “significant” increase in supply. The
Framework could have simply stated that there was a need to increase supply
or substantially boost supply but it does not it requires a significant increase in
the supply. The choice of words is important in this context which deals with
the statistics of future dwelling provision compared with previous rates of
dwelling provision. In this context “significant” does have a particular meaning.
A “significant” change In statistical terms means that the difference between
the resulting policy and the previously observed value is too large to be
atiributed to chance.

It is a simple test to establish if the proposed levels of housing represent a
“significant” increase in supply. To undertake this analysis one can use the
standard deviation as this is a statistic which tells you how tightly all the

8
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various examples are clustered around the mean in a set of data — in this
case past completion rates.

4.6  One standard deviation above or below the mean accounis for somewhere
around 68 percent of the recorded completions. Two standard deviations i
awdy Trom (e mean accounis fof roughly 95 parcent of past and expécied !
future completions. Three standard deviations accounts for about 99 percent .
of past and expected future completions. | ;

N . Lo

4.7 In order for a result to be significant it should normally be at least two P
standard deviations from the mean. ' i

4.8 The table below sets out this calculation. DLP have used both the net
completions recorded in the SHLAA but have also undertaken the ealculation
on for longer period far which the CLG live tables have been used.

Table 4 The calculation of a significant increase in the supply of
dwellings

Figure 4. 2: Net

Housing Table 253 Housebuilding:

Completions, permanent dwellings started and

2003/4 — 200910, completed, by tenure and district,
Net Housing Completions Selby 2009410
1998/99 220 ‘
1999/00 270 :
2000/01 _ 310
2001/02 200 |
2002/03 170 i
2003/04 226 200 i
2005/08 633 430
2006/07 873 820
2007/08 583 540
2008/09 229 230
2008/10 270 260
mean 468 342.5
Standard Deviation 246 183
Significant at 88% (one
standard devlation from mean) 714 525
Significant at 95% (iwo
standard deviaiion from mean) 960 708

4.9 It is clear from ihe above assessment that the level of housing being
proposed by the Council cannot be described in any terms as being a
significant increase in the supply of dwellings. To this extent the Core
Strategy cannot be considered 1o be 'n conformity with the Framework.

An objective assessment of housing demand: The officia! 2008 based
Household Projections

4.10 The latest household projections are the 2008 based projections released in 4
2010.

4.11  The results of these projections for this district and the surrounding districts

are set out in table 5 below,
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4.12 The 2008 projections have been amended before release to take into account
reduced levels of international in migration and depressed household
representative rates. The latter reduces the number of househclds by 300, 000
households nationally for the projection period.

4.13 The comparison of these most up to date household projections to the extent
RSS are shown in iable 6 .

Table 5 Extract from CLG - Table 406: 2008 based Household
projections by district, England, 1991- 2033

Households 2001 2006 2008 2013 2018 2023 2028

.000
East Riding of 131 14 144 154 165 176 187
Yorkshire UA
York UA 77 a1 84 91 97 104 110
North 238 248 252 266 281 297 314
Yorkshire
Craven 23 24 24 26 27 29 31
Hambleton ] 36 37 38 40 41 43
Harrogate 53 g6 | 87 71 75 80 84
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Richmondshire
Ryedale 21 22 23 24 25 26 28
Scarborough 47 48 49 51 53 55 58
Selby a1 32 33 36 39 41 44
West 855 900 ‘918 281 1,049 1,113 1,174
Yorkshire :
Bradford 181 189 192 205 220 234 248
Calderdale 81 84 86 91 96 102 107
Kirklees 159 164 167 175 185 195 204
Leeds 302 325 334 365 394 421 447
Wakefield 132 138 138 146 154 161 168

10
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Table 6 Extract from CLG Table 406: Househcld projections by
district, England, 1991- 2033 compared to RSS dwelling
requirement.

4.14

4145

4.16

417

418

Total dwelling | annual dwelling | RSS Difference
change 2011 change2M1to . beiween CLG-
10 2026 2026 and RSS
East Riding of 31,312 2,087 1,150 -937
Yorkshire UA
York UA 18,746 1,250 850 -400
North Yorkshire 43,466 2,858 3,170 272
Craven 4,738 316 250 -68
Hambleton 4,326 288 280 -8
Harrogate 12,568 838 320 -448
Richmondshira 2,884 192 200 8
Ryedale 3,298 220 200 -20
Scarborough 6,180 412 560 148
Selby 7,622 508 440 -68
West Yorkshire 187,048 12,470 10,870 -1,500
{Met County)
Bradford 40,584 2,733 2,700 -33
Calderdale 15,450 1,030 670 -360
Kirklees 27,604 1,840 1,700 -140
Leeds 81,164 5,411 4,300 -1,111
Wakefield 21,218 1,415 1,600 185

Although a summary of the Government projections, the Council have been
unable to agree these figures and no explanation has been provided as to
why. This, DLP believe, demonstrates that the CounciFs approach is not an
objective one.

DLP are of the opinion that the difference between the 2008 household
projections and the 2004 based requirementis in the wider region means that
the assumption on levels of net in migration to Selby are underestimated.

In terms of patterns of migration, DLP established in their original submissions
that Leeds and York are the most important settiements, and the table above
suggests an increasing level of under provision in these two cities unless
there is an agreement for these citfes to increase the numbers of dwellings to
be provided locally above that in the RSS. To date both cities have published
reports arguing for lower levels of provision than the RSS.

The population projections

The 2008 Sub National Population Projections

The 2008 based household projections above are the national implications of
the 2008 SNPP.

The recently published SHMA however has revisited these 2008 based SNPP
and used these to model the housing requirement for North Yorkshire. The
SHMA describes the SNPP 2008 as the “Core Scenario” and this suggests an
annual dwelting requirement of 596 (SHMA figure 7.14), This is reduced to an
annual rate of 547 taking into account vacant stock (SMHA figure 7.15). The
BHMA describes the trend based scenario as “representing the most robust
approach in calculating potential future demand™ although it goes onto state

i
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that the last few years have shown the impact of external factors (SMHA
paragraph 7.165).

The SHMA also models a natural change scenario (190 dwellings a year) and
an Employment led scenario (403 dwellings a year) both of which use the
2008 SNPP as a base. The SHMA does not use either of these scenarios in
the later part of their analysis on housing need but uses the figure of 547
dwellings a year which assumes a successful policy on reducing vacancy.

DLP would conclude that the “objectively” assessed dwelling requitement in
the SHMA is 596 dwellings a year.

This is the figure against which the Inspector can consider the impact of
policies including the policy to reduce vacancy.
The 2610 Sub National Population Profections

The most recent population projections are the 2010 based Sub National
Population Projections. :

The summary of these projections are given in Table 7 below:

Table 7 Selby: Summary of SNPP 2010 for the period 2011 to 2026

Selby Persons

Total migrants 10,800
Total international migrants 1,700
Average migration 720
Total population at start 83,200
Total population at end of period 97,900
Total population change 2011 to 2026 ' 14,700

Table 8 below sets out the differences between the population projections that
were used to inform the RSS (the 2004 based), those which are the basis for
the 2008 household projections and the most recent release.

Table 8 Selby: Comparison of SNPP of 2004, 2008 and 2010 for the
period 2011 {0 2026

Selby Persons
Projection year 2004 2008 2010
Total migrants : 10,200 12,100 10,800
Total international migrants 859 1,600 1,700
Ave migration 680 807 720
Total population at stark 82,300 83,100 83,200
Total population at end of period 83,200 98,200 87,900
Total population change 2011 to 2026 10,900 15,100 14,700
Difference from 2004 projection due to
change in migration 0 1,900 600
Difference from 2004 projection not
due 0 migration ’ 0 2,300 3,200 |

The difference between the total population at 2026 between the 2008 SNPP

. and the more recent 2010 SNPP is 300 persons.

12
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4.26  Although a summary of the Government projections, the Council have been
unable e agree these figures and no explanation has been provided as to
why,

4.27 Originally the Counil argued that the 2004 projections were the most robust

because (e migration Tares contained Within thell Were more representative.
of the future pattern of migration. The above table derhonstraies that the
levels of migration used in the 2004 and 2010 projections are very close, and
as such the Gouncil have now changed their position and are arguing that the
2004, 2008 and 2010 population projection have all used a level of migration
that is foo high and that a reduced level of migration shoild:be used.

4.28 The Council's analysis. does not take into aceount the impact of the knowf
policies being pursued by York and Leéeds despite having ihe same consultant
advising on this. matter.

4.29 The approach DLP have taken is that the NPPF requires an objsctive
consideration of migration. Despite the original statemerits of the Council's
consultant the migration levels in the: 2004 and 2010 househald population
projections are not significantly. different and as such there is a strong case fo
use the resutting level of housing,

4.30 The evidence in Table 6 and calculated irt detail in DLP's. Matter 3 submission
is that the consequences of the more up io dale assessmant of housing
dernand and. need in the surroundlng areas aré most likely to have the impaet
of ingreasing rather than decreasmg net mlgratmn

4.31 DLP aigo note that while the migration is lower in the 2010 based projections
the final population is very similar to the 2008 projections. Thig would strongly
suggest that the 2008 household projéctions. may also be given soma waight
in determining the overall leve! of housing.

Summary regarding rnigration

432 The past lgvels of net national migration are séf out in the ¢hart below. These
record moves within the United ngdom and do not take info account losses
or gains from international migration.

4.33 This shows the twa peaks of net in. migration of 900 persons oceurred in. 1990
and again in 2007 and 2008,

434 The lowest level of out migration. oceurred in 2008 and the. lowést level of in
migration occurred in 2009. Both in and out migration levels have started 1o
increase since these lows.

4.35 This chart does ot include net international migration' and’it is this which is
the difference between the chart and the figures in the agreed statement.
They are also end of year rather than mid-year. Both sets of flgures are
correct in our view being published by the goverfiment.

4.36 This chart is different to that in the SoCG which s based upon mid-year
figures rather than end of year. The Council have provided no explanation as
to why mid-year figures are preferred and why it was insisted that the mid-
year figures were included as opposed fo these, Both are from the same
Government source.

437 The chart below shows the migration assumptions for the three SNPP. of
2004, 2008 and 2010,

13
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This chart alse includes the posmon of the Coundll that ret migration will
decrease to an average of 500 persons peryear. This is lower than the SNPP
assumptions,.

The chart also illustrates the. potentlal impact of what fhey consider is the
kriown level of planned undersupply in Leeds and York as set out in detail in
DLP's: submlssmn on Matter 3 [August 2011).

The:chart’ below simply’ lustrates the published data but includes the DLP
and Council proposed levels of migration whigh could nét be agreed with the
Councn No reason has been given for not agreeing these facts,

Chart showing migraiion assumptions for-Selby
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The average- level of migration into Selby for each of the projestions. during
the plan period iz set out below in table 6. Again the Council could not agree
to the table below or the chart abave but no reasons were given.

Table®  Summiary of migration assumptions on the SNPP:
nefmigraflon. | Average migration
SNPP 2004 ' - 670
SNPP2008 | 752
SNPP-2010 . : 648
ARUP: [ 500
DLP ' _gp4 |

Assumptions on household size
Household projections as produced by the CLG dnd the Chelmer model do
not use average household siza to generate agsessments of housing need.

The average household size for the whole of North Yorkshire at 2026 will be
2.18 according Tothe 2008 household projections.

14
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4.44 The average household size as generated by the model used in the SHMA

(appendix 8 fig 6.5) was 2.41 in 2008 which is forecast to reduce to 2.26 in
2026.

Table 10 Extract from Table 404 of the 2008 Household projections by

4.45

4.46

4.47

4.48

4.49

4.50

“household type and region, England, 2001-2033 for Yorkshire

and the Humber:

All households (as

defined in the Private household Average household size
Year | census) (‘000,s) population ('000,s) {persons/ househald)
1991 1987 4859 2.45
2001 2069 4892 2.36
2002 2086 4918 2.36
2003 2100 4944 2.35
2004 2119 4982 2.35
2005 2143 5025 2.35
2006 2164 5060 2.34
2007 2184 5094 2.33
2008 2203 5130 2.33
2013 2339 5349 2.29
2018 2485 5569 2.24
2023 2623 5787 2.21
2028 27565 5995 2.18
2033 2879 6179 2.15

The Council have been unable to agree the above extract from the
Government publication.

Assumptions on Vacancy

The DLP work and the North Yorkshire SHMA have been based on a vacancy
level in the total stock of housing of 3%. The Council have not been able ta
agree an appropriate level of vacancy.

Economic forecasts

The SHMA suggest that there an increase of jobs in the district in the period
of 1,100 with almost half (500 new jobs) being created in the first year
2011/12 (SHMA appendix B figure 3).

The Council have referred to unpublished figures from the Regional Economic
Model. DLP have requested the details of this model but this has been
refused. We have made alternative enquires amengst other consultants who
have in the past used the model or work with it and as a result of these
enquires DLP would strongly cbject to any weight being given to the output of
this model as there are serious questions as 1o its appropriateness and its
current operation.

DLP consider that economic projections which extend the current recession
aver the whole of the plan period to be unrealistically pessimistic. Such an
approach is in direct conflict with paragraph 7 of the Framework to building a
strong responsive and competitive economy.

Impact on commuting patterns

The Council claim in their Position Statement that the justification for a lower .

level of housing provision is to reduce commuting (paragraph 3.8) and places

15
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this objective higher than meeting the nation’s housing needs. DLP would
dispute that this Is the correct balance; nevertheless it is important for the
Inspector to note that the Council have not produced any evidence as to what
the impact of providing the higher level of housing would be in terms of impact
on commuting.

Table 11 below sets out the increase in the working age population from the
2010 based projections. In calculating the additions to the labour force the
gconomic activity rate from the SHMA has been used.

Table 11 Change in working age population and future workers as a
result of the 2010 base SNPP

Additional
warkers
change in (SHMA
working 744%

AGE : age appendix 8
GROUP 2010 2026 | change population | figure 3 10)
0-4 5000 5300 300

5-9 4600 5800 1200

10-14 5000 6200 1260

15-19 5400 5500 100 100 74
20-24 4200 3600 -600 -600 -446
25-28 3800 4300 400 400 298
30-34 4300 5500 1200 1200 893
35-39 5800 6700 800 900 670
40-44 6600 6500 -100 -100 -74
45-4% 7100 5800 -1200 -1200 -893
50-54 6100 6200 100 100 74
55-569 5500 7100 1600‘ 1600 1150
60-64 5900 7200 1300 1300 a67
65-6% 4360 6100 1800

70-74 3300 4800 1600

75-79 2600 4800 2200

B0-B4 1800 3200 1400

85-89 110G 1800 800

90+ 600 1300 700

All ages 83200 97900 14700 3700 2753

This information demonstrates that 'meeting the 2010 based SNPP will not
lead to a large increase in the workforce and for seme age groups noiably the
20 to 24 and the 40 to 49 there will be a decrease in the number of workers.

The pessimistic employment projections in the SHMA suggest an increase
over the plan period of 1,100 {Figure 3. 11: Forecast New Job Creation,
Selby, 2011 to 2026). This would suggest that meeting the 2010 based
projections could potentially result in some 1,653 additional commuters
traveling outside of the districts boundary.

Table B of Background Paper 1 (January 2007) sets out that of the 38,814
workers who lived in Selby that travelled to work some 18,946 crossed the

16
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district boundary to work. It should be noted that at this time there were only
31,365 people working in Selby (residents plus in commuters).

The overall increase in journeys out of the district based upon this evidence
will be under 9%. The largest additional flow (on a pro rata basis) would be an

4.57

4.58

4.59

4.60

4.61

462

4.63

4.64

additional 554 movements into Leeds in addition to the 5,350 recarded in
2001,

It is DLP’s view that even if this was to be the impact of meeting the 2010
based housing requirement then it is not possible to conclude that this change
is significant and that its effect demonstrably outweighs the benefits oi
providing the required level of dwellings.

If we are incorrect in the assessment of the significance of this impact, then
paragraph 152 requires three tests to be passed before a lower housing
requirement can be set.

Afternalive locations

It has been DLP's stated position that increasing the level of provision in
Sherburn in Elmet would increase the sustainability of the Core Strategy. In
terms the potential increase of some 554 additicnal job related movemenis to
Leeds this still seems to be a very appropriate strategy. This is because the
settlement is well served by public transport to Leeds, and as such
development here will provide a real choice of modes of tfransport in
accordance with paragraph 29 of the Framework. Being: closer to Leeds the
settlement will reduce the travel distance and hence minimige the length of
journey to work in accordance with paragraph 36 of the Framework.

DLP understands that the earlier proposed strategic site to the west of Selby
now has a developer involved. That developer is in the process of resolving
the access issues that were identified in the SHLAA relating fo the site. In this
respect the question marks over the deliverability of that land are being
resolved and such growth should be encouraged as it would provide suitable
for housing for workers in Selby in particular.

Qther alternative locations for housing would be either in Leeds or York but
the Council have not entered any discussions with these Councils about these
cittes accommodating a higher level of provision to allow Selby to reduce ifs
migration,

Mitigation

The impact of additional number cross boundary movements could be
mitigated by placing development close to the boundary of Leeds and York
shortening the distance ftravelled or by increasing concentrations of
development at sustainable transport hubs.

By locating development in areas which themselves have a high degree of
service and employment provision (like Sherburn in Emmett} travel distance
to other facilities could reduce and a wider choice of transport modes would
be on offer.

There is of course the ability to use Travel Plans to also address the impact of
all patterns of travel generated by the development. This might include
enhanced provision of non-car modes.

Lasily the impact could be miligated by reducing the level of in commuting to
Selby from Wakefield (2,951 in commuters), Leeds (1,717}, East Riding
(1,733 in commuters) and York (1,682 in commuters). The figures for in
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commuiing are from Table B of Background Paper 1 January 2007. This
could be achieved by providing suitable housing for these workers to live and
work in Selby.

Compensation

The impact on the environment in terms of increased numbers of out
commuters could be compensated by encouragmg a higher degree of fuel
efficiency within the new developments.

18
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A review of recent decisions by the Planning Inspectorate on appeals
and development plans

Appeal Decision APP/X1165/A/11/2165846 paragraph 52 considered the

G

competing claims as to the reliabifity of each of the projections including the

5.2

83

5.4

55

2003 based projections and concludes:

Taking all of this inte account, | consider that It would be unreasonable not to
reduce the Proposed Changes version of the RS housing requirement figure
fo reflect the more recerit evidence of the 2008-based CLQ household
projecfions, but premature to atternpt to calculaie any further reduction based
on the raw gata provided by the ONS population projections. In my judgment
the CLG 2008-based household projection figures constitute the most reliable
up-fo date figures, and therefore the best evidence on which to base my
assessment of Torbay’s housing supply position. | share the appellant’s view
that it is reasonable io apply an increase of 6%, in order Io fransiate the
number of projected households info the number of dwellings required, taking
account of vacancles and occupation as second

Appeal Decision APP/X1165/A/11/2145178 paragraph 63 also considered the
competing claims as to the reliability the projections and states:

In contrast to the circumstances surrounding the future of the RSS, the DCLG
househoid projections (2008 to 2033) are both Current and of relatively recent
origin. | have no reason to doubt their reliability.

The approach taken in Central Lancaster

The Central Lancaster Core Strategy proposed to lower the level of housing
provision below that set in the RSS and the Inspector clearly indicated that
this would result in the plan being unsound. While not reported in the decision
letter the background to this is significant because tha Inspector did consider
the impact of the 2008 based projections.

In the case of Ceniral Lancaster Core Strategy paragraph 8.7 of the
consultation document refers o the household projections. The CS concluded
that because the 2008 based household projections are lower than the 2006
based projections there is justification to review the housing requirement as
set out in the RSS. However, it was the 2003 based projections which
informed the final RSS requirement. This is confirmed in paragraph 6.30 of
the RSS Panel Report (Appendix EPP1). The 2003 based projections
indicated an increase of 1,318 net additional households per annum (2004 to
2026). The latest 2008 based projections indicate that the number of
households in Central Lancashire is set to grow from 145,000 in 2008 to
168,000 in 2026. This equates to growth of 23,000 households, or 1,278 net
additional households per annurmn. This is a 4.7% reduction from the 2003
based figure which the Inspector did not consider to be a material difference
and the Inspector did not seek to reduce the housing requirement on the base
of this evidence.

The approach taken In North Somerset {prior to the Framework)

The North Somerset Core Strategy proposed to lower the level of hausing
provision below that in the draft RSS and while the Inspector accepted this
argument (paragraph 29 of decision notice) based upon the impact of the
economic recassion he only did so because in the shori term there was an
additional supply of 3,000 potential dwellings [dentified in the SHLAA
(paragraph 30) and on the understanding that improvements to the economy
would require very significant changes to the Core Strategy (paragraph 31).
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These changes would require a comprehensive review of the Core Strategy
and cooperation with neighbouring authorities.

The Inspector was very clear that this comprehensive review was required 1o
be undertaken within the next 5 years (paragraph 32).
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6 Summary of DLP planning’s position

6.1 DLP's approach to the setting of the housing requirement is that the
requirement should be objectively assessed according to the Framework.
_ Once this has been undertaken then any reduction should be based upon an

analysis of the negative impact of providing that higher level of development.
Only if this analysis identifies a significant impact which demonstrably harms
the objeciives of sustainable development, which cannot be resolved by a
change in the siralegy in terms of distribution, mitigated against or
compensated, shouid the figure be reduced. -

6.2 DLP have calculated that the 2010 SNPP for Selby to be 581 dwellings a year
{see table 12 below).

6.3  DLP argue (paragraphs 3.3.5 to 3.3.11 of their original submission on matter
3} for the higher level of in migration based upon the approach being adopted
towards housing provision in the surrounding areas compared to the most
recent (2008 based) Household Projections. The two authorities which have
strong links to the district in terms of migration are Leeds and York. The
calculated impact of the undersupply suggests thai Selby’s proportion of the
increased level of net out migration that wouid result would be 134 persons a
year (89 persons a year from Leeds and 45 persons a year from York).

6.4  The impact of the 2010 SNPP on these two locations are sef out in the tables
12 and 13 below. Table 12 uses the average household size from the relevant
SHMA while table 13 uses the average household size for the published 2008
household projections as published by the Government. Both tables suggest
that there is / will be an undersupply in both Leeds and York if the current
policy positions remain changad.

8.5 DLP are of the opinion that having established substantial migration flows
between Selby, York and Leeds the consequences of these flows must be
objectively assessed if the CS is to be found in accordance with the
Framework and hence sound.

6.6 DLP have assessed the potential impact of increasing the housing supply in
terms of increased commuting above and even using the “pessimistic” level of

employment growth in the SHMA, the impact cannct be regarded as
significant.

6.7 In addition DLP have identified how this limited adverse impact can be
reduced by small amendments to the Core Strategy as well as mitigation and
compensation measures.

6.8 The above represents an objective assessment of the districts housing needs
in full accordance with the Framework.
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7
7.1

Submissions to the 6" Set of Proposed Changes to the Core Stralegy & Councif's Posifion

Statement

Conclusion

DLP .consider that In policy terms the Core Strategy should be in full
accordance with the Framework.

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

- DLP have calculated that the 2010 SNPP for Selby to be 581 dwellings a year

{Table 12).

DLP continue to argue that the Framework requires Plans o be prepared and
approved in the full knowledge of the consequences not only for the district
but also the surrounding areas. In this case the known policy positions of York
and leeds cannot simply be ignored. The fallure of the Council to even
engage in agreeing the basic facts regarding the levels of provision and need
in these two locations mean that their simple assertions that policies
regarding housing supply between these locations are not related cannct be
given weight. There is clear evidence that the housing markets of York, Leeds
and Selby are interconnected and that the evidence produced to date to
demonstrate that there is adequate cooperation between these authorities io

ensure housing demand and need is meet in full as required of the
Framewaork.

Taking into account the impact of the undersupply in Leeds and York
suggests that Selby's proportion of increased out migration from these
locations would result in a higher dwelling requirement of approximately 600
dwellings a year.

This figure has been tested in terms of impact on commuting patterns which
the Council suggest is the reason for a lower leve| of provision. It has been
demonstrated that the impact is not significant enough to outweigh the clear
benefit of housing the nation’s population. Furthermore it has been suggested
from the beginning of the Examination that a higher level of provision in
Sherburn in Elmet could have benefits in terms of more sustainable patterns
of fravel to work by both shorfening distances and increasing choice of travel
mode. The impact of possible increased movements across the boundary of
the district for work may be both mitigated and compensated. In these
circumstances there should be no reduction from the objectively assessed
demand and need.

The approach undertaken by the Council is not in accordance with the
Framework for the following reasons:

a. The Council have not approached the plan in terms of positively
seeking to meet the development needs of the area; it has chosen to
undersupply according to their own assessment of the most recent
projections without setting out how meeting the higher level would
significantly and demorstrably out weight the benefits.

b. There is no agreed evidence base for the Housing Market Area or the
impact of policies in Leeds and York

c. The level of housing provision is based on a reduced level of migration
compared to the projections and the Council have provided no
evidence that they have sought to accommodate these migration
levels by adopiing a different policy within the plan or by negotiating
that these will be accommodated at their source locations or indeed
alternative destinations.
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Submissions to the 6" Set of Proposed Changes to the Core Strateqgy & Council’s Position
Staternent

d. The level of housing has been reduced without defining the extent of
the claimed impact in terms of in¢creased commuting or considering
mitigation or compensation measure to address this alleged impact.

7.7 In light of the above the choice for the Inspector is fo:

a. Conclude that differences are too small to matter, or that a reduction
of housing in Selby does not have to be made up elsewhere. This
would mean that the tests set out in paragraph 14 and 152 which
Councils are to undertake before decreasing supply are easily passed
and require little evidence.

b. Increase the dwelling requirement. It is accepted that this may require
further delay as consultation takes place but is the preferred option.

c. Approve, but request early review of the Core Strategy to beiter
accord with the Framework; it is difficult to see the advantage of this
approach. The North Somerset Core strategy was different in this
respect as the duty 1o cooperate that was so obviously missing. and
hence the requirement for a quick review was only in the legislation at
that time. There is now a policy requirement to cooperate throughout
the plan process as set out in the Framework and it is clear this has
not been undertaken. There is little indication that cooperation in any
meaningful sense will come forward for an early review.

d. Find the CS unsound. While this is not a preferred option it may be the
only way that the Inspector can signal the importance of applying the
whole of the Framework.
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il Yorkshive
wildlife Trust

I'lEiEl'l Qaregory, i T ST T
Selby District Council,

Civic Centre,

Doncaster Road,

Selby,

North Yorkshire

YO8 SFT.

18" July 2012

Subject: The 6™ set of Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy

Dear Helen,

Thank you for consulting the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust on the above. The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust works across the
Yorkshire and Humber region managing 92 reserves and with a membership of over 33,500. The YWT is the second
oldest of the 47 Wildlife Trusts which worlcin partnership to cover the whole of the UK. The Trust’s principal visien is
to work for a Yorkshire rich in wildlife, valued and enjoyed hy people.

appropriate to the planning intentions of the NPPF. We wish to make the following comments on these particular

|
Overall, we are of the epinion that the propeosed changes to the Drafi Core Strategy are broadly in line with, and | 3
proposed changes: i

Chapter 1 {proposed change number PC6.4) — Add text in Chapter 1 to incorporate explonation about new planning
system and Localism Act 2011.

In addition to socio-economic implications under the new planning system, it would be worthwhile to also explain
how the District Council can work with communities to achieve gains for biodiversity and the natural envirenment
under this planning system and the Localism Act 2011. In the planning section of the Trust's website there is a
document on Localism and how to incorporate biodiversity information into Neighbourbood Plans see
http://www.ywt.org.uk/sites fyorkshire, live.wt. precedenthost. co.uk/files/Planning%20Leaflets %20draft%20-
%20Neighbourhood%20plans.pdf '

Chapter 2 {proposed change number PC6.11) — Add text to beginning of Chapter 2 to explain how strategic matters
and cross boundary issues have been addressed within the Core Strategy as set out in Appendix 2.

" This is a particularly important addition to comply with the ‘duty to cooperate’ paragraphs 178-181 of the NPPF. This
duty has been primarily seen by local authorities and business leaders as achieving strategic priorities from a socio-
economic viewpeint. We believe that the duty to cooperate has also significant potential to successfully plan for
biodiversity at a landscape-scale across local autherity boundaries, as described in paragraph 117 of the NPPF. In this
regard, the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is advocating “Living Landscapes” across Yorkshire for the promotion, restoration
and re-creation of priority habitats and ecological networks. The duty to cooperate mechanism has a key role to
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| Yorkshire
2 Wildlife Trust

implement Green Infrastructure initiatives, particularly in the absence of Regional Strategies in England, and this
could be highlighted further within this section. The fact that the European designated site, the Lower Derwent
Valley is on the border of Selby District, City of York Council, and East Riding of Yorkshire Council makes this issue
even more relevant and impertant.

Chaptér 3 (proposed change number PC6.13) - Add to the end of Objective 7 “giving preference to land of lesser
environmental value”

We agree that in the promotion of the efficient use of land, preference should be given to land of lesser
environmental value. It is important to emphasise here that previously developed land may have a high biodiversity
value, despite being designated as a “Brownfield” site. Such environmental value can be often averlooked when
compared to Greenfield sites.

Chapter 3 (proposed change number PC6.15) — Add reference to “protecting natural resources including safeguarding
known locations of mineragls resources”

This is a welcome reference. Inappropriately planned development has often inhibited the future extraction
possibilities of mineral resources, particularly with the increased pressure on land use in England. Safeguarding
policy should help ensure that the planning system In Selby retains the flexibility to identify sites which have the least
impact on the environment, as outlinad in paragraphs 142-149 of the NPPF.

CP9 (propused change number PC6.72) — Insert two new paragraphs into paragraph 6.25

We support the intention within these paragraphs to maintain the viability of rural communities so as to reduce the
need to travel for economic and social services that can be accommodated in a local rural environment. 1t is
important fo recognise that different policies and measures will be required in different communities throughout
Selby, and also the opportunities to maximise sustainable rural transport solutions will vary depending on the degree
of urbanity of particular areas. This is outlined further in Section 29 (Chapter 4 Promoting sustainable transport) of
the NPPF.

CP3 (proposed change number PC6.73) — Insert new paragraphs befow paragraph 6.31

These new paragraphs state that employment development outside the Designated Service Villages will be carefully
assessed against development management, environmental and highways criteria. Regarding environmental criteria,
the benefits of the local natural environment can be worked with to encourage sustainable employment
opportunities, such as rural tourism and leisure developments. The character of the local countryside can then be of
economic benefit but also respected (NPPF — Section 28).

CP12 (proposed change number PC&.81) — Add new criterion to part A
The new criterion makes reference to ensuring developmeni proposa's respond to land characteristics to minimise

risks of erosion, subsidence and instability, and to exploit opportunities for reclamation and reinstatement of
contaminated land. This is to correspond to paragragh 120 of the NPPF. The NPPF also refers to the need to take

Love Yorkshire, Love Wildlife



3 3 heTaturat envitonment or general amenity. we —
would recommend that this addl‘tlonal paragraph discusses measures to reduce such cumulative impacts of .
numerous developments over time within certain areas of the District. P

CP14 (proposed change number PC6.83) — Amend 7.56

This discusses the appropriateness of identifying suitable areas for renewable and low carbon sources based on
furthar evidence. It would he also very useful in this paragraph or elsewhere to state the District Councils current
position an hydraulic fracturing/fracking techniques used to release natural gas, petroleum and cther substances for
extraction. There has been considerable interest in the technigue by its proponents in northern England, including in
Yorkshire. Detractors of the practice point to potentially serious environmental impacts, including contamination of
ground water and risks to air quality. We would be therefore very interested to note the present perspective of the
District Council on this potential energy source. Recent Peiroleum Exploration and Development licences have been
granted by DECC in Yorkshire see htto://og.decc.gov.uk/assets/og/data-maps/maps/landfields-fics. pdf and it may be

advisable for the authority to have policies in place before planning applications are put in to develop potential
reserves.

CP15 — (proposed change PC6.88) — Add “areas of tranqguillity, public rights of way and access,” after ‘Jocally
distinctive landscapes’ in criterion 5.

In addition, local distinctive landscapes should be seen as a significant part In the development of Green
Infrastructure networks in Selby and beyond its borders to help biodiversity adapt to climate changes and
development pressures. The Wildlife Trusts nationally with the RTPI have recently released a document on Green
Infrastruciure and biodiversity which may be very useful for the council in developing their Gl strategy so that
biodiversity is incorporated as suggested by the NPPF, the document can be downloaded from our website
http://www .ywt.org.uk/news/2012/07/10/planning-healthy-and-naturat-environment.

We hope these comments are useful to you, and please get in touch if any clarification is required.
Yours sincerely,

Sara Robin

Conservation Officer (Planning)
Yarkshire Wildlife Trusi
Telephone: 01304 659570
Email: sara.robin@ywat.org.uk
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By email and post to: programmeofficer@selby.gov.uk

3" Floor }
14 King Street .
|eeds s
LS4 2HL P
) Mr. Stuait Pashley t 0113 2044 777
Progranime Officer \ I
Selby District Council ; i
Civic Cenire P
‘Doncaster Road
Selby !
North Yorkshire
YO8 SFT
N 20970]A3[CH[ds
16" July 2012
Dear Stuart

SET_OF PROPOSED CHANGES AND

SELBY CORE STRATEGY —_CONSULTATION ON &™
ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTS _ - _ A
HARWORTH_ESTATES LTD, FORMER SELBY MINE SITES AND KELLINGLEY COLLIERY SITE

On. behalf of our cliént Harwarth Estates, we set out below our representations on the 6" Set of |
Proposed Changes to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and associated dacuments.

Context

Harworth Estates has previously submitted representations to the Selby LDF Coie Strategy and Site
Allocations DPDs in respect of the Company’s landhaldings within the Selby district as follows:

The Gascoigne Wood Interchange ("The Gascoigne Wood site”);
The Riccall Business Park (“the Riceall site”);

The Whitemoor Business Park ("the Whitemoor site™);

The Former Stillingfleet Mine ("the Stillingfleet sita™):

The Former Wistow Mine (“the Wistow site”); and

Kellingley Colliery (“the Kellingley site™).

In respect of the Care Stratégy, Writken Staterments were subniitted and the relevant EIP Hearing
Sessions attended on behalf 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 a proposed maodification to
the Policy which was subsequently supported by Harworth Estates in représentations submitted in
February 2012,

In March 2012, the Coalition Government published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
which replaced a whole suite of nationa! planning policy statements and guidance notes. The
Council consulted on the implications of the NPPF for the Core Strategy in April 2012 and Barton
Willmore submitted representaticéns-on behalf of Harworth Estates. A capy of these representations
is enclased for review by the Planning Inspector.

Comments on Council's Response to Representations on the Implications of the NPPF
We note that the Council has prepared a table summarising its responses to the representations

received in relation to the implications of the NPPF on the Core Strategy. Barton Willmore’s
representations are summarised as follows:

Curfizat ks F§2SEIT

Bartan Wiilmere LR, & imited liskility partership Repslered oifice Beansheaf Farmhouse, Bowrne Close, Caleot, Reading, Berkshice, RG317B% Regeslered 10 Ca dilf Mumber 00342692

Bristol Cambridge Cardiff Ebbsfleet Edinburgh Leeds London Manchester Reading Selihull
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"Objection to CPS in relation to the presumption of sustainable development should mean that the
mine siteés are considered within the policy for redevelopment. HE refer fo the miné sites grid
connections arid opportunity for Renewable Energy which they say Is suppoited in NPPF.”

This summary is incorrect. Barton Willmore’s, representations in fact supported Policy CP9 on the

hasis that on the whole it is considered to be consistent with the NPPF subject to a minor addition

to, the Policy to include support for well designéd buildings for economic use in rural areas. This

would bring the Policy in line with the Paragraph 28 of the NPPF which Tz unégquivacal in its

support for not enly the reuse of buildings for economic uses. which support economte growth in
- rural areas, but also the development of well designed buildings for such purposes.

The summiary alsa to fails to acknowiedge the representations put forward in relation to the need
to include an additional policy within the Core Stratedy In favdur of sustainable developrtient.

In terms of the Council's response to the representations made this simply states:

Spolicy CPS (ix) supports the re-use of the mine sites for economic activities appropriate to their
coliritryside locatfon. Consistent with NPPF.”

In fact as proposed the Policy currently only supports the re-use of buildings and infrastructure at
mine sites for economic activities appropriate to their countryside location, 1t makes nio reference
to suppart for new buildings far such activities, As such Harworth Estates maintains its position
that the Policy should be amended as follows to accord with the NPPF:-

“Syi. supporting the re-usé of buildings and infrastiicture and development of well designed’
new buildings on former mine sites and other commercial premises outside Development Limits,

with economic activities appropriate to their countryside location, including tourism, tecreation;
research, and low carbon/renewable energy generation.” '

Comments on the 6" Set of Proposed Changés

Harworth Estates js pleased to note that further to its previous representations; the Councl is now
proposing to add a new policy on thé presumption in favour of sustainable development to the
‘Core. Strategy based on the national miodel as stiggested. '

The Councif proposes to revise Pelicy CPS (scale and distribution of economic. grawth) to ‘adept a
mare positive approach to encouraging sustainable rural businesses and provide wider scope for
supporting the: rural economy in ling with the NPPF'. Harworth Estates welcomes this but retains
its position: that the policy should be amended to allow for developmient of well desigried neix
buildings- a5 set ouf above. '

Chariges are now. also proposed to Policy CP14 (low carbon and renewable energy). It is now
propased to include a provision that to be supported new sources of renewable energy and low
carboh. generation have to fall within identified suitable areas desighated in future Local Plan
documents or Neighbourhood Plans. Harworth Estates objects to this on the basis that the Councll
has misinterpreted the NPPF and the policy would riot be positively prepared and therefore
unsound. Paragraph 9§ of the NPPF states that:

"Once iuitable areas for renewable and low carbon energy fiave been indentified in plans, iocal
planiing authorities should -also expect subseqirent applications for commercial scale projects
outside these areas td demiohstrate that the proposed location meefs the criferia used in
identifying suitable areas.”

All Barton willinore stgimmary 15-producsd usine reoyelzd or FSC paper and vapeiatle ol baged wks
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Therefore it is clear that commercial scale low carbon/renewable energy generation developments
outside of identified suitable areas should be suppoited by the Council provided that it meets the
relevant siteflocation criteria, Accordingly, the Policy should be amended as follows in order to

make it saund;

"The Councif will support new sources of renewable energy and low-carbon energy generation and

 supparting infrastructure provided that development proposals fall within any identified suitable
areas for renewable and low carbon energy sourcés which may be designated in future Local Plan
- documents or Neighbourhood Plans or meets the. siteflocation criteria set out In these Plahs”

Additional text is also proposed relating to Green Belt sites which requires applicants to
demonstrate very special circumstances if projects aré to praceed. This misquotes paragraph 91 of
the NPPF which refers only to elements of many renewable ensrgy projects comprising
inappropriate development: It also fails to Identify that certaln ‘projects’ are excluded from the
definition of inappropriate development in the NPPF, including the extension or alteration of
buildings provided that they do not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of
the original buildings and limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously
developed sites (brownfiéld land), which would not have 3 greater impact on the openness of the
Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing devélopment. In its current
form the additional text is unsound on the basis that it does not accord. with the NPPF and is not
positively prepared. If the Council considers it necessary to re-quote the NPFF then the proposed
additional text should be amended as follows:

“When located in the Green Belf, elements of many renewable energy profects will comprise
inappropriate develppment. In such cases developers will need to demonstrate very special
circumstances if projects are to proceed. Such very special circumstances may include the wzder
environmental benefits associated withi increased production of energy froni renewable sourcas.”

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge this lettér 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 to contact me on the abave telephone number,

Yours sincerely

CLAIRE HARRON
Associate

Enc: Previous Representations to NPPF Consultation

Ce: Tim Love Harworth Estates Limited

Bristol Carmbridge Cardiif Ebbsfleet Edinburgh Leeds London Manchester Reading Solihull
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: 30th April 2012
Dear Stuart

SELBY LDF CORE STRATEGY — NPPF CONSULTATION
HARWORTH ESTATES LTD. FORMER SELBY MINE SITES AND KELLINGLEY COLLIERY SITE

We refer to the note from the Planning Inspector of 10 April 2012 in respect of the above, Further
to this on hehalf of our client Harworth Estates, we set cut below our representations on the
implications: of the NPPF in relation to the Council’s published Core Strategy and Harworth Estates’
previous representations.

CONTEXT

Harworth Estates has previously submitted representations. to the Selby LDF Core Strategy and Site
Ajlocations. DPDs in respect of the Company’s landholdings within the Selby district as follows;

The Gascoigne Wood Interchange ("The Gascoigne Wood site”)
The Riccall Business Park (“the Riccali site”)

The Whitemoor Business Park ("the Whitemoor site™)

Thé Former Stlllingfleet Mine (“the Stillingfleet site”)

The Former Wistow Mine (“the Wistow site*)

Kellingley Colliery (“"the Kellingley site”)

In respect of the Core Strategy, Written Staterngnts were submitted and the relevant EIP Hearing
Sessions attended on behalf 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
Fconomic Growth,” the Council published a proposed madification to the Policy which was
subsequently supporteéd by Harworth Estates in representations submitted in February 2012,

COMMENTS ON THE NPPF

Harworth Estates welcomes the: opportunity to submit representations on the implications of the
NPPF for the Selby Core Strategy and more particularly for Policy CP9 which specifically relates to
several of the Company’s sites. The Policy as currenily proposed supports the development and
revitalisation of the local economy by amengst other things;

“vii. Supporting the development of activities and re-use of existing buildings directly linked to
existing rail infrastructure at the former Gascoigne Wood surface mine;

xi. supporting the re-yse of buildings and infrastructure on former mine sites and other commercial
premises outside Deve/{apment Limits, with economic activitles appropriate fo their countryside
location, including fourism, recreation, research, and low carbon/renewsble energy gencration.”

Cenfiesm lia FS E607

OE
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The overall message of the NPPF is set out at paragraph 14 which confirms that “At the heart of
the: Natfonsl! Planning Policy Framework Is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development, which should be seen as a gofden Hiread running fbmugh both plan-making and.
decision-taking.”

&0 I i that policies | opk the above

approach 50 that is clear that develnpment whu:h is sustalnab[e can be approved wrthout delay In
this. fespect all Plais should be based. upon and refiect the presumpticn in favour of sustainable
development. :

Pursuant to the above, Harworth Estates considers that an additional policy shoilld be included
within: the Core Strategy which. sets out the clear presumptfon in favour of sustainable
development, It s noted that PINS have published a model policy as follows:;

“iWhen considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that reflects
the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework. It will always work proactively Wfth applicants jointly to find solutions which mean
that proposals can be approved wherever possible; and to secure developrment that improves the
economic, social and environmiental condftions I the area.

Planning applfcat;ons that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (&nd, where relevant, with
pofices in nefghbourhaod plans) will be appmtfed without delay, uniless material considerations
indicate otfierwise.

Where there are ne policies relevant to the application or relevant: policics are out of date af the
time of makirng: the decision then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations
indicaté othérwise — taking fnto gccount whether:

. Any adverse impacts of granting péfmjssion would 5rgmﬁcanﬂy and demonstrably. outw:a;gh
fhe benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framewerk

taken as a whole; or
. Specific policies in that Framework Indicate that development shoutd be restricted.”

In addition: to the presumptian in favour of sustainiable dévelapmerit, there are several sectiofis of
the _NPP_F that are relevant fo Harworth Estatés’ previous fepresentations: on its turrent
landholdings within the Selby district as set out below.

Core Plaiining Principles
One of the Core Principles set out at paragraph 17 of thé NPPF is that ptanning should;

“support the transition fo a Iaw carbon future in a cﬁangmg climate, taking full account of fiood
risk and codstal change, and encourage the reuse of existing resources, including conversion of
existing buildings, and encourage the wse of renewable resources (for example, by the
development of renewable energy.”

Furthier to the above, the NPPF offers clear suppoit for the reuse of buildings afnd infrastructuré
for low’ carbon/renewable efiergy generation at sites such as the former Selby mine sites which
contain valuable existing grid connections should therefore be given clear support in Local Plans.
In this regard Policy CP9 recognises the potesitial future use of such sites for the purposes of low
carbon/renewable energy generation and therefore complies with this core princi_ple of thie NPPF.

All Beren wWeltmore-slationery 8 produepsl usifg regyuitd or 1€ paper and vegetable ml based nks
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Supporting 4 prospercus rural economy

Paragraph 28 states that planning policies should support economic growth In rural areas in order
to create jobs and prosperity and support sustainable new development. In this regard Local Plarig
should;

o support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and entergrise in
rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well designed new
buildings;

s Promore the developrient and diversification of agriculiural and other fand-based rural
businesses;

«  Support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural
areas, communities and visitors, and which réspéct the character of the countryside. This
should include supporting the provision aiid expansion of tourist and visitor facilitfes in
rirral service centres...” '

In light of the above, whilst continuing to support Policy CP9, Harworth Estates does. however
object to its specific restriction to the reuse of buildings arid infrastructuie only, on the basis that
this would be contrary to the NPPF and therefora unsound. The NPPF is unequivocal in its support
for not only the reuse of buildings for economic uses which support ecorjomic growth in rural
areas, but also the develapment of well designed buildings for such purpeses. It is thetefore
requested that the following addition be made to Policy CP9 in order to ensure that it is compliant
with national plarining policy as set out in the NPPF; .

“xi. supportifig the re-use of buildings and infrastructure and develbpment of weil designed
néw buildings on former mine sites and other commercial premises oltside Development Limits,
with ecenomic activities approprigte to their cauntrys:de location, including Eourism, recreation,
research, and fow carbon/renéwable encrgy generation.”

Promoting Sustainable Transport

‘The NPPF seeks to maximise the use of sustainable transport solutions whilst at the same time
recognising that such opportunities will vary from urban to rural areas. In respect of rail transport
paragraph 31 encourages local authorities to develop strategies for the provision of viable
infrastructure required to support sustzinable development, “ncluding large scale facilities such as
rail frefght Interchanges”. 1t is therefore considered that section vii of Policy CP9 which offers
support for rail associated developmerit at the Gascoigne Wood site is consistent with the NPPF

Annex 1: Implementation
Annex 1 of the NPPF sets out how its policies should be implemented. It is noted that paragraph
216 allows Iocal planning authorities to give weight te relevant policies [n emerging plans

accoiding to:

o "The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the preparation; the
greater the weight that may be given);

s The extent to which there are unresolved objections to televant policies (the less
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and

s The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in e emerging plan fo the poficies in

this framework (the closer the policies in the emerging pfan fo the policies in the
Framewark, the greater the weight that cdn be given).”

Bristol Cambridge Cardiff Ebbsfleet Edinburgh Leeds London Manchester Reading Solihull
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former mine S|tes that, are submftted prior to the adoptlon of the Corg Strategy 5|gn|f|cam‘.' WE|ght
stiguld be given to Paligy CP9, This is on the basis that the Core Strategy; is at a very advanced
stage with the EIP havifig commenced; the only curfently unresolved objection to the Policy relates
to a minor change of the wording to reflect the NPPF as set out above and further to this the
Paolicy will be entlrely consistent with the NPPF.

Sum mary

Overall, the NPPF sets out an uriquestionable emphasis on a pro-growth agenda which should
include positive support from lacal planning authorities towards ecanomic growth in rural areas. As
such ‘the NPPF adds further weight to the case for redevelopment of the Gascoigne Wood and
formier Selby miné siteg for appropnate economic USEs,. mcludmg not only the reuse of the ex;stmg
buildings and infrastructure: but also the development of well designed new buﬂd;ngs A§- such
Harworth Estates considers that Policy CP9 of the Salby Core. Strategy is on thé whole consistent
-with the NPPF, subject to a minor addition to the Policy to include suppert for well designed
huildinigs for economic use in rural areas..

Wwe would be grateful if you could acknowledge this letter as ‘dyly made’ and keep Us informed at
all future stages of the LDF process. Tii the meantime, should you hiave any further guerjes please
do. not hesitate to contact me on the above telephohe number.

Yours sincerely

CLAIRE HARRON

Assaciate

Cc: Tim Love Harworth Estates Limited
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STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk to the Council: Mr J. D. Birch, Ivy Dene, Main Street, Deighton, YORK Y019 6HD

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council BUSINESS SUPPORT
Civic Cexnire
Doncaster Road
Selby

17 0L m

__RECEIVED

16 July 2012

Representation on Selby District Submission Cere Sirategy Consultation on Further
Proposed Changes (67 Set) June 2012

Letter No.1
Stillingfleet Parish Council has the following representation:-

Policy CP9
Proposed change PC6.74

C. Rural Economy Clause 2 refers to the re-use of buildings and infrastructure on former mine
sites.

The Proposed Change is unsound on all four of the four tests.

The original consent on Stillingfleet mine site is by NYCC for mineral purposes with a Condition

for it to be restored to a condition capable of agricultural production and all plant, buildings and
machinery shalt be removed from the site.

The Proposed Change is to add the heading under Rural Economy of, “Developments which bring

local employment opportunities or sustainable economic growth or expansion of businesses and
enterprise in rural areas.”

'The Core Strategy states on the page previous to the statement of CP9 that Stillingfleet and Wistow
mine sites are more remote and are not suitable for re-use for large scalefintensive econotic
activities. They therefore do not offer sustainable development as required by NPPF and, after the
issuing of NPPF, mine sites without a planning permission by Selby DC are no more suitable than
anywhere else in open countryside.

The necessary change to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy sound
is to delete from Clause 2 “former mine sites and other™.

Representation Submission Acknowledgement
I acknowledge that { am making a formal representation. [ understand that my name and
organisation and representation will be made publicly 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
submit the above representation for consideration.

JID Birch
Parish Clesk

Copies to Clir E Casling and Clir 1 Reynolds

Chairman —P B Elmhirst, Swallow House, The Green, Stillingfleel, YORE., YO19 65G
Vice Chairman — A Spaven, 4 Laburmum Grave, Stiftingfleet, YORK. YQ19 65L



L

STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL @

Clerk to the Council: Mr J. D. Birch, Ivy Dene, Main Street, Deighton, YORK Y19 6HD

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

YO8 SFT

16M July 2012

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

Letter No.2
Stillingflect Parish Council has the following representation:-

Policy CP16
Proposed change PC6.95

Paragraph 7.77 The Proposed Change is 1o delete “VDSs” and replace with “documents” in
the 4™ sentence.

The Proposed Change is unsound on the first, second and fourth of the four tesis.

Stillingfleet produced a Village Design Statement after several years of community effort.
The VDS was eventually adopted by Selby DC as 2 Supplementary Planming Document.

This clause should recognise the importance of the community effort and participation that
went into the creation of the Village Design Statement. None of the other documenis has
been written in that way so the distinction should be recognised.

The necessary change to make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy
sound is that the clause should read “VDSs and other documents™.

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

T acknowledge that I am making a formal representation. I understand that my name and
organisation and represeniation will be made publicly 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 submit the abave representation for consideration.

J D Birch
Parish Clerk

Cobies to Cllr E-Casling and Cllr ] Reynolds

Chairman —P B Elmhirst, Swallow House, The Green, Stillingflect, YORK. ¥01965G NN
Vice Chairman — A Spaven, 4 Laburnum Grove, Stillingflest, YORK Y019 651



STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL ©®

Clerk to the Council: Mr J. D. Birch, lvy Dene, Main Street, Deighton, YORK YO19 6HD
=

Policy and Strategy Team
Selthy District Council
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

16" July 2012

Representation on Selby Disirict Submission Core Strategy Consultation on Yurther
Proposed Changes (6™ Set) June 2012

Letter No.3
Stillingfleet Parish Commcil has the following representation:-

Policy CP16 Design Quality
Proposed change PC6.99

The Proposed Change is unsound on the first, second and fourth of the four tests.

Stillingfleet has a Village Design Staternent that has been adopted by Selby DC as a Supplementary
Design Document, but recently Selby DC granted consent for a development and part of their
decision specifically contradicted what was contained in the VDS. This suggests that it is necessary
to specifically state that Selby DC is to follow its own stated policies and guidance. Furthermore,
where z villape has both a VDS and a Conservation Area, the definition of the character of the
village contained in the VDS will often be the only clear definition of character available, and
essential, for those wishing to apply conservation policies in a consistent and more objective
manner,

In order to enhance community cohesion and promote good design quality, the necessary change to
make the Proposed Change to the Submission Draft Core Strategy sound is to the second paragraph
of CP16 after design codes insert “, VDSs” and to add to the end of this paragraph “and, in the
exceptional event that approval is granted where this is not so, cogent reasons will be provided as to
why such guidance has been disregarded or contradicted”, so that this paragraph reads,

“Where appropriate schemes should take account of design codes, VDSs and Neighbourhood Plans
1o inform good design and, in the exceptional event that approval is granied where this is not so,
cogent reasons will be provided as to why such guidance has been disregarded or contradicted.”

Represcatation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledpe that 1 am making a formal representation. 1 understand that my name and

organisation:and representation will be made publicly available (including on the Council’s
wwebsite) in omder to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process. 1 agree with this statement and

submit the above representation for consideration.

J D Birch
Parish Clerk

Copies to ClIr E Casling and Clir I Reynolds

Chairman —P B Elmhirst, Swallow House, The Green Stillingfleef, YORK. Y019 65G SN
Vice Chairman — A Spaven, 4 Labumnm Grove, Stillingflect, YORK Y019 651



STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk to the Council: Mr J. D. Birch, Ii Dcnel Main Street, Deighton, YORK YO19 6HD

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby

YO8 SFT

16" July 2012

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

Letter No.4
Stillingfleet Parish Council has the following representation:-

Policy CP16 Design Quality
Propesed Change PC6.99

The final paragraph of CP16 is unsound on the first, second and fourth of the four tesis.

The final paragraph proposed at the end of CP16 expresses a worthy hope in a weak manner,
but it does not indicate what will happen if a scheme fails to reflect the principles of
nationally recognised design benchmarks.

To make the Submission Draft Core Strategy sound (and in view of the proposed addition of
“enhancing commmumity cobesion™ to the first paragraph) it is necessary io alter the final
paragraph that has been added to CP16 as follows:

Delete “shouid seek to” and substitute “must”, so that this final paragraph reads,
“Development schemes must reflect the principles of nationslly recognised design
benchmarks to ensure that the best quality of design is achieved.”

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that I am making a formal representation. I understand that my name and
orgamsation and representation will be made publicly available (inchuding on the Couneil’s
website) in order to ensure that it is a fair and transparent process. Iagree with this statement
and submit the above representation for consideration.

JD Birch
Parish Clerk

Copies to Cllr E Casling and Clir I Reynolds

‘,,c
" b

Chairmon — P B Elmbirst, Swallow ﬂouse, The Groen, Stillinpflect, YORK YO19 65G NG
Vice Chairman — A Spaven, 4 Labumum Grove, Stillingfleet, YORK YO19 63L



STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL &)

Clerk 1o the Council: Mr J. D. Birch, Ivy Dene, Main Street, Deighton, YORK Y019 6HD

Policy and Strategy Team
Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Doncaster Road

Selby
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16® July 2012

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

Letter No.5
Stillingfleet Parish Council has the following representation:-

Policy CP9
Proposed change PC6.74

C. Rural Economy

Stillingfleet Parish Council is particularly supportive of the addition of the final paragraph,
“Development should not harm the rural character of the area, be appropriate in scale and type
to a rural location and positively contribute to the amenity of the locality.”

Represertation Sebmission Acknowledgement

I acknowledge that I am making a formal representation. [ understand that my name and
organisation and representation will be made publicly available (including on the Council’s
website) in order t0 ensure that it is a fair and transparent process. 1 agree with this statement
and submit the above representation for consideration.

I1D Birch
Parish Clerk

Copies to Clir E Casling and Clir I Reynolds

Chairman — P B Elmhirst, Swallow House, The Green, Stillingflect, YORE. YOI1965C ‘NSRS
Vice Chairman— A Spaven, 4 Labumum Grove, Stillingfleet, YORK. YO 19 65L




STILLINGFLEET PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk to the Council:- Mr J. D. Birch, Ivy Dene, Main Street, Deighton, YORK YO19 6HD

Policy and Strategy Team

Selby District Councit BUSINESS SUPPORT
Civic Centre :
Doncaster Road
Selby 18 auL 2612
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RECEIVED

171 Jaly 2012

Representation on Selby District Submission Core Strategy Consultation on Further
Preposed Changes (6™ Sef) June 2012

Letter No.6 :

Stillingfleet Parish Coungcil has become aware of a letter from North Yorkshire County Council
dated 14™ Fobruary 2012 to the Policy Team at Selby District Council regarding the submission
draft core sirategy amendments of CP9 and therefore Stillingflect Parish Council has the follomng
representation:-

Policy CP9

C. Rurz! Economy Clause 2 refers to the re-use of buildings and infrastructure on former mine
sites.

The Propesed Change is unsound on all four of the four tests.

The letter from North Yorkshire County Council dated 14® February 2012, referred to above,
asserts that “to include the re-use of buildings and infrastructure on the former mine sites at Wistow
and Stillinpfleet as acceptable forms of development in the Core Sirategy should not be adopied”
and the reasons are given in detail.

This submission by North Yorkshire County Council appears to have been ignored or discounted
and, if it is not now satisfactorily resolved at this stage, it would appear to be of interest to the
Inspector

Thc necessa:ry change to make the Prcvposed Change to the Submission Drafi Core Strategy sound
is to delete from Clause 2 “former mine sites and other™.

The Chairman of Stillingfleet Parish Council, Paul Eimhirst, is prepared to appear in person before
the Inspector to press the points raised by Stillingfleet Parish Council.

Representation Submission Acknewledgement
I acknowledge that I am making a formal represeniation. 1 undersiand tbat my name and
organisation and representation will be made publicly 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
submit the above representation for consideration.

J D Birch
Parish Clerk

Copies to Cllr E Casling and Cllr I Reynolds

Chairman— P B Elmhirst, Swallow House, The Green, Stillingflect, YORK Y019 65G  Hmiliiinem
Fice Chairmar— A Spaven, 4 Labumum Grove, Stillingfleet, YORK. YOI19 6SL
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APPLETON ROEBUCK @ ACASTER SELEY PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk to the Council: Mrs Fiona Vicary
Honeysuckle House, Marsh Lane, Bolton Percy
York YO23 7BA

Mr A McMillan
Palicy Officer
Selhy District Council

Doncaster Road

Selby

YOB 9FT

4" July 2012

Dear Andy,

RE: APPLETON ROEBUCK STATUS AS A DESIGNATED SERVICE V|LLAGE

The Appleton Roebuck and Acaster Selby Parish Council would like to reiterate their
commitment to Appleton Roebuck becoming a Designated Service Village.

In 2010 the Parish Council submitted comments on Selby District Council's Draft Core
Strategy document. Many of the comments made then are sfill relevant now and your
attention is brought to the following points:

in putting forward this proposal, the Parish Council is not seeking any significant
expansion of the village but to ensure that modest, planned growth can occur over
the timescale of the LDF to provide affordable housing, to meet local housing needs
and to at least maintain the population base of the village. ltis necessary fo do this to
sustain existing services as household size reduces.

The Parish Council accepts that in SDC's Core Strategy the majority of new
residential and employment development and services is to be directed to Selby and
thereafter to the market towns of Sherburn and Tadcaster and following that to
Service Villages but it is notable that, apart from Appleton Roebuck, there is no other
Service Village propased in the north west sector of the District.

National Palicy recognises that in rural areas service centres can comprise a group of
settlements not just a single settlement and the Parish Council suggests that in the
north west sector of the Disfrict the setlements of Acaster Selby, Bolton Percy,
Colton, Bilborough and Appleton Roebuck can properly be ireated as a group of
settlements for the purposes of promoting sustainable patterns of development. The
seftlements have close links with each other and for their continued wellbeing it is
necessary to main services by targeting new development in the most efficient way
possible.

This is supported by Section 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework states
that to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example, where
there are groups of smaller seitlements, development in one village may support
services in a village nearby.

The school in Appleton Roebuck is at the centre of the community and the centre for
primary education for the group of settiements listed above. This is amply
demonstrated by the current schoo! roll which shows that 39% of children live in the
vilages listed above or in the surrounding countryside outside Appleton Rogbuck.
The Importance of modest growth over time is also demonstrated by the fact that
20% of the children attending the village school live in houses built in Appleton
Roebuck since 2000.

The range of services and facilifies available in Appleton Roebuck village and Parish
comfortably exceeds what is available in the surrounding settlements. This suggests



APPLETON ROEBUCK & ACASTER SELBY PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk to the Council; Mrs Ficna Vicary '
Honevsuckle House, Marsh Lane, Bolton Percy
York YO23 7VBA

s that Appleton Roebuck should be regarded as a service village for the group of
settlements and the place where new development and investment should be
concentrated consistent with the scale of development in the group and the rural
location.

« Appleton Roebuck is a stable community, that is to say, there is an extremely low
turnover of population but ihere needs to be continued modest growth if the village is
to remain a sustainable community. _

s There needs to be continued modest growth within the catchment area of the school
to ensure its future. Appleton Roebuck rather than any of the other villages in the
group is the most sustainable location for such growth. '

+ The Parish Council does not consider that the long term needs of Appleton Roebuck,
the Parish and the surrounding seitlements can properly be met throughout the life of
the Local Development Framework other than by upgrading the seftlement to the
status of a Service Viflage.

Based on the above points, and in line with the NPPF, the Parish Council therefore supports
the designation of Appleton Roebuck as a Service Village under Policy CP1 of Selby District
Council's Core Strategy. This status would allow some scope for additional residential and
smaill scale employment growth to support rural sustainability.

In recent years development in Appleton Roebuck has primarily taken place in the gardens of
existing properties or where one house has been replaced with several others. A number of
isgues have arisen with this type of development, for example the current parking issues on
the highway outside Grayson Cottages. The Parish Council would prefer to move away from
this type of development in order to focus on providing the most sustainable solution for future
growth.

It is worth noting that the Parish Council has set up a working group made up of Parish
Councillers and members of the village community to identify and recornmend appropriate
development sites within or adjacent to Appleton Roebuck fo meet with the development
requirements of Selby District Councit's LDF (the target is currently ten houses over a fifteen
year period). The working group will report its findings ta the Parish Council for ratification
before submitting to Selby District Council,

[ enclose the following documents as evidence of the Parish Council’s commitment fo
Appieton Roebuck becoming a Designated Service Viflage.

« Minutes of the May 2012 Parish Council meeting. Point 8 includes the resolution to
continue to work towards becoming a Designated Service Village.

o The comments form for the Consultation Draft Core Strategy for Selby District,
February 2010.

If you have any questions or need any further information regarding the Parish Councif’s
commitment to Appleton Roebuck becoming a Designated Service Village, please let me
know.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Fiona Vicary
Parish Clerk ‘
Appleton Roebuck & Acaster Selby Parish Council

S




APPLETON ROEBUCK & ACASTER SELBY PARISH COUNCIL L
Clerk to the council: Mrs Fiona Vicary, Honeysuckle House, |

Marsh Lane, Boiton Percil York, YO23 7BA

Minutes of the proceedings of the Appleton Roebuck and Acaster Selby Parish

Council meeting held in the Parish Rooms on 2 May 2012

PRESENT |
Clir Keith Scott (Chairman for May meeting only), Clir Janet Flint ({Chaimrman electeg !

at Annual Meeting of the Council), Clir Peter Lawrence, Clir Neil McVey, Clir Jo : :
Giichrist, Clir Roger Birkley, Mrs Fiona Vicary (Clerk) ‘
\

Parishioners: 4

01 APOLOGIES

Clir Bob Tate, Clir Trevor Phillips, District Clir Richard Musgrave

02 ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES OF 4 APRIL 2012

The minutes were accepted as a true and accurate record.

03 MATTERS ARISING

Matters arising 07 — the next school govermnors meeting is in a forinight. Clir McVey P
will raise the issue of cutting the hedge at this mesting. '

06 The annual audit — a meeting needs to be arranged with the Internal Auditor.
Action Clerk.

07 To provide an update on affordable housing — Selby District Council has
confirmed that it is not in a position to convert any further properties from rental to
shared ownership. Disappointment was expressed in both the take up of the
properties and Selby District Counci’'s and Broadacres’ management of the
allocations process. It was felt that the process was slow and unclear. Action Clir
Flint to write to Selby District Council to express this disappointment.

10 To report an update from Yorkshire Water to lay a hardcore base and erect a
bollard by the pump station — Clir McVey confirmed that that the legal documentation
does not mention the upkeep of the access road. Local residents have expressed a
desire for a hardcore surface but the Parish Council would prefer something better. A
meeting will be held between the Parish Council and Yorkshire Water to discuss the
issues. Action Clir McVey.

04 DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS
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05

06

07

ClIr Scott declared a personal interest in item 16a (as a friend of the applicant) and a
prejudicial interest in item 16b (as the planning applicant). Clir McVey declared a
prejudicial interest in item 16b {as a neighbour).

FINANCE MATTERS

a) Received income from hire of Parish Rooms, total £120.

b} Received income for burial plot, £80.

c) Received first installment of precept fror Selby District Council, £4250.

d) The Parish Council resolved to approve the following payments:

e Npower Limited {(account H6950001,street lighting electricity), £223.38
». Npower Limited (account H8950002, street lighting electricity), £42.55
» Eastern Counties Fire Pratection (annual service of fire equipment in
the Parish Rooms), £111.60

Clerk’s April wages, £238.56

Additional hours worked by Clerk, £144.13.

Clerk’s April expenses, £72.47

Cleaner's April wages, £56.00

The Parish Council resolved to increase the Clerk's hours from six hours a week fo
nine hours a week. This will take effect from May 2012 and will be reviewed in three
months.

THE ANNUAL AUDIT INCLUDING THE APPROVAL OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT
DOCUMENT

The Parish Council resolved to approve the risk assessment document. This will be
reviewed as required, but at least annually.

The Parish Council resolved to maintain the total fixed assets and long term assets
figure, on the accounting statements required for audit purposes at £195,870.

CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF THE ANNUAL ACCOUNTS OF THE
PARISH COUNCIL

The Responsible Financial Officer presented the annual accounts and the accounting
statements required for audit purposes. The annual accounts were presented
unaudited as a meeting had not yet been held with the Iniemal Auditor. It was
resoived to approve the annual accounts.
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TO RESOLVE WHETHER TO CONTINUE TO WORK TOWARDS ATTAINING
DESIGNATED SERVICE VILLAGE STATUS

During the Examination in Public of Selby District Council's Core Strategy, the
Inspector stated that he remains to be convinced that Appleton Roebuck should be a
Designated Service Village.

09

10

1

12

It was resolved to continue to work towards bécoming a Des;i;cjihated Service Viililérge

and the Parish Council would ask the community if this is supported, Actign Clerk to

create a guestionnaire with support from Parish Councillors and Selby District
Council.

CONSIDERATION OF A GRANT REQUEST TO HELP WITH THE COSTS OF A
BOILER FOR ST JOHN'S CHURCH, ACASTER SELBY

It was resolved to turn down the grant request as the boiler has already been paid

for. Clir Flint will clarify the PCC’s position on funding and report back at the next
meeting. Action ClIr Flint.

CONSIDERATION OF A GRANT REQUEST TO HELP WITH THE COSTS OF A
BARRIER FOR THE VILLAGE GREEN

it was resolved to turn down the grant request.

THE RENEWAL OF NYCC’S LOCAL BUS CONTRACTS AND HOME TO SCHOOL
TRANSPORT

North Yorkshire County Council undertakes to review bus service ¢ontracis on a four
year tolling programme; the next area covered will be in the district of Selby. Current
centracts for passenger transport services and home to school transport services of
mainly 8 seats and under will terminate in April 2013 and the invitation for
replacement contracts will be sent fo operators in August 2012.

information about current passenger fransport scrvices Is available at
www.northyorks.gov.uk/businfo If any parishioners have any comments on the
current services, please contact transport@northyorks.gov.uk

THE CONSIDERATION OF AN EVENT TO CELEBRATE THE QUEEN’'S
DIAMOND JUBILEE

Clir McVey proposed an event to celebrate the Queens’ Jubilee on the 3™ June on
the village green. Ideas to commemorate the event included planting a tree or
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13

14

15

16

installing a wooden bench. These ideas will be discussed at a later meeting.
Permission was granted to use the village green.

If the Parish Council organise the event, then there is Jubilee insurance that can be
taken out free of charge form the current insurers, Aon Limited. It was resolved to
form a sub-committee to organise the event and the insurance o be taken out.
Action Clerk.

An outline of costs will be presented to the Parish Council at the next meeting.
Action Clir McVey.

AN UPDATE ON THE MANAGEMENT OF THE JAMES CAMPNEY TRUST

The management of the James Campney Trust appears to be under the control of
the vicar incumbent of Bolton Percy. It is the opinion of the church that a
rationalisation between the James Campney Trust and the Dame Mary Lindsay
Charity occurred at some point during or after 2006. A meeting will be arranged to
discuss the issues between all parties. Action Clerk.

THE RENEWAL OF THE PARISH COUNCIL'S INSURANCE POLICY

it was resolved to renew the insurance policy with Aon Limited. The premium cost,
including the addition of Officials Indemnity and Libel & Slander is £1728.72.

THE DATE FOR THE ANNUAL PARISH MEETING

It was resolved not fo hold the Annual Parish Meeting this year due to time
constraints. The main users of the Parish Rooms have already submitted their
comments for consideration during the Annual eeting of the Council.

PLANNING

a) Revision to application 2008/1088/FUL proposed bedroom over the garage at 10
Malt Kiln Lane, Appleton Roebuck, York. The Parish Gouncil resolved to return no
comments.

b) Amended plans and information regarding the demolition of existing dormer
bungalow and the erection of 8no. dwelling houses at 18 Malt Kiln Lane, Appleton
Roebuck, York. Clirs Scott and McVey left the room for the duration of the discussion
and decision. The Parish Council resolved to send the following comments: The
Parish Council's comments are that this development doesn't conform to current
policy. The development is set forward from the existing building line and there are
concerns about the single track road that leads to the access to the development and
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that the provision of a passing place doesn't wholly alleviate our concerns and

request that the North Yorkshire Highways Authority are made aware of these access
issues.

17 CORRESPONDENCE

a) Santander has confirmed that the signatories on the Parish Councii's bank
accounts have been updated.

b) Armed Forces Day — Fly a flag.
c) North Yorkshire Fire Service has no objection to the premises licence application.
d) A request from Askham Bryan College to work with community groups.

e) Recruitment of two co-opted independent members of the North Yorkshire Police
and Crime Panel.

f) Selby District AVS — sustainability training programme.
g) Details of the NALC's “People In Action™ conference.
h) The White Rose update is available elecfronically on request.

i) NYCC has sent the orders for the grass cuiting grants, Appleton Roebuck £718.90
and Acaster Selby £1368.74. Action Clerk to apply for grants.

j) Letter of resignation from the Parish Council from Clir Tate. Selby District Council

will be notified and a notice of vacancy will be put on the Appleton Roebuck
noticeboard. Action Clerk.

18 PARISHIONERS COMMENTS
The grass has not been cut in Acaster Selby. Action Clerk to contact the contractor.

Could all users of the Parish Rooms please remember when displaying pictures, to
use the notice boards and not use sticky tape on the walls.

19 DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Wednesday 6% June 2012 at 7:30pm in the Parish Rooms.

The meeting closed at 10:45 pm.
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/S E L B Y Comments Form I-E E{EVC‘ELLOWENT
Consuitation Draft Core Strategy FRAMEWORK
for Selby District Offics use
vt rorwardwith g February 2010 ID No:

Find out more and Let us Know your Views .....

Consultation on the Draft Core Strategy beglns on Thursday 18 February 2010 and comments
should be submitted by 1 April 2010.

Details of consultation events are available through the Council’s Citizenlink newspaper, the local
press, and our website www.selby.gov.uk.

Copies of the accompanying evidence base inciuding the Sustainability Appraisal Réport and
Background Papers can also be viewed on our website or at Access Selby, contact centres in
Sherbum in Elmet and Tadcaster and local libraries in the District.

You can now submit your comments directly online and we will keep you informed about future
stages of the LDF. Please go to our dedicated consultation website for the LDF at http://selby- -
consuit.limehouse.co.uk to register your details and submit comments.

Alternatively you can complete a comments form (like this one) which is available from the Core
Strategy pages of our website www.selby gov.uk and e-mail to |df@selby.gov.uk. Comments
forms are also available from the ‘consultation points’ referred to above and may be posted to the
LDF Team, Development Policy, Seiby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby
YO8 4SB. Faxed comments, using this form should be sent te (01757) 292080.

Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 1 April 2010

Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Mrs S Brambles (Clerkto | Name
the Council) .
Organisation | Appleton Roebuck & Organisation
Acaster Selby Parish
Council
Address ‘The Brambles’ Address
3 Southfield Grange
Appleton Roebuck
York
Postcode Y023 7EH Postcode
Tel Tel
Fax Fax
Emal | R el
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Please tell us on which part of the document you are commenting:

Policy CP1

Section Number / Paragraph(s} / Policy Number

Do you agree with this text/ policy? Yes/No/Partly - Notin relation to Appleton Roebuck

Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

These representations concem the implications of Policy CP1, which designates Appleton
Roebuck as a “secondary village”, for the future wellbeing of the settlement. Qur reading of the
draft document suggests there is little scope under Policy CP1A(b) for development fo be
approved during the life of the Local Development Framework which the Parish Council considers

to be vital to the sustainability of the settiement and of surrounding settlements which rely on
Appleton Roebuck for a range of services.

There is currently permission only for 16 new houses in the village 4 of which are almost ready for
occupation. The Parish Council is not aware of any sites within the Development Limits which
meet the criteria for development set out in Policy CP1A(b) other than brownifield sites currently
used for employment or community purposes which help to sustain the viability of the village.
There is no opportunity within the policy to review the Development Limits or to designate an
employment site ta serve the village (for example, by consolidating existing industrial
developments on Acaster airfield, which lies within the Parish) or to recognise the desirability of
redeveloping farmsteads within the village which remain greenfield by definition.

The Parish Council therefore objects to the current designation of Appleton Roebuck and
proposes that it should be re-designated as a Service Village under Policy CP1A(a). In putting
forward this praposal, the Parish Council is not seeking any significant expansion of the village
but to ensure that modest growth can occur over the timescale of the LDF to provide affordable
housing, to meet local housing needs and to at least maintain the population base of the village.
It is necessary to do this to sustain existing services as household size reduces.

The Parish Council accepts that under Regional Spatial Strategy policy the majority of new
residential and employment development and services is to be directed to Selby and thereafter to
the market towns of Sherburn and Tadcaster and following that to Service Villages but it is

notable that the Core Strategy currently does not identify any Service Village in the north west
sector of the District.

National Policy recognises that in rural areas service centres can comprise a group of settlements
not just a single settlement and the Parish Council suggests that in the north west sector of the
District the settlements of Acaster Selby, Bolton Percy, Colion, Bilborough and Appleton Roebuck
can properly be treated as a group of settlements for the purposes of promoting sustainable
patterns of development. The settlements have close links with each other and for their

continued wellbeing it is necessary to main services by fargeting new development in the most
efficient way possible.

The school in Appleton Roebuck is at the centre of the community and the centre for primary
education for the group of settlements listed above. This is amply demonstrated by the current
schoal roll which shows that 39% of children live in the villages listed above or in the surrounding
countryside outside Appleton Roebuck. The Importance of modest growth over time is also
demonstrated by the fact that 20% of the children attending the village school live in houses built
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in Appleton Reebuck since 2000.

Within the village and Parish are, for the size of the settlement and in comparison with the other
villages in the group, is a good range of services, employment opportunities and community
infrasiructure, for example:

Service facilities and employment opportunities

Post Office’

2 Public Houses

Petrol Filling Station/Garage/MOT Testing Centre
Vehicle Bodywork Fabrications Business

Diving School including film/TV program makers
Lawnmower maintenance workshop

Holiday caravan site

Bus repair and maintenance business

Carpet fitting and manufacturing business
Joiners/building contractors

Livery Stables

Community facilities

2 Churches

Chapel

Tennis Courts?

New detached classroom at the school available for community use
Viilage Hall/Parish Room

Community groups

Drama group

History group

Good Companions {Senior Citizen Group)
Pre-School Playgroup :

Little Apples (Playgroup for younger chiidren)
Youth Club

Parent Teacher Association

Appleton Roebuck Fund Raising Group
Tennis Club

Badminton Club?

Community Responders for Ambulance Service

The range of services and facilities available in Appleton Roebuck village and Parish comfortably
exceeds what is available in the surrounding settlements. This suggests that Appleton Roebuck
should be regarded as a service village for the group of settlements and the place where new
development and investment should be concentrated consistent with the scale of development in
the group and the rural location. :
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Public Transport

Appleton Roebuck is served by 7 buses per day (mon-sat) to/from Yark. A review of the service
with the prospect of it extending to Tadcaster is due in May of this year.

We consider that this is a satisfactory level of service at this ime. However we would like to have
our service to Tadcaster re-instated as soon as possible.

Village Store/Shop

IS CUITeEm al S0l lIE oI ApPIeto] ITTiE, TTOWEVET, T
the Parish Councﬂ has been commltted to the provision of a shop and various sites and premises o
have been considered. Premises offered by a local landowner for this purpose have not yet
become available and the Parish Council is currently considering using the Parish Room for this
purpose, as i already does for the provision of the Post Office service.

A community-based shop is proposed as the Parish Coungcil recognises the difficulty of finding
tenants or managers to run a new shop in a rural community. The Parish Council is in contact
with Stillington Parish Council (in Hambleton) where a community-run shop opened '
approximately 2 years ago and has proved extremely successful. The Parish Council hope to I
build on Stillington’s experience. i

Notes:

! The Post Office, which provides key services in rural communities, has been omitted from the |
llst of village facilities in Background Paper No.5

2 In common with many rural areas, recreational facilities in the locality are not concentrated in
one settlement. Here, football and badminton facilities are provided at Blshopthorpe and Co
Copmanthorpe and the “local” cricket field is at Bolton Percy. \

Please copy / print extra sheets and use a neW sheet for each section / policy
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Draft Core Strategy including:
o Any omissions o | '
o The Background Papers / Reports
o The Sustainability Appraisal

CS Background Paper No.5 : SustainabilityAssessment of Rural Settiements

The Sustainability Assessment is based on a now somewhat elderly but similar Assessment
prepared by the East Riding of Yorkshire Council which is ne longer used in the planning process
as a material planning consideration. It was an early attempt to assess the relative sustainability
of rural settements but it is now recognised by that Council, by Appeal Inspectors and more
widely that it has some serious shortcomings and lacks the sophistication to be used as a basis
for planning policy.

Similarly, Background Paper No. 5 draws conclusions (including the designation of Appleton
Roebuck as a secondary village) from very basic information. To be fair, the shortcomings of
Background Paper No. 5 are recognised within the document.

Far example, setilement classification by size and basic local services need to be considered not
just on a settlement by settiement basis but in relation to the level of services in groups of villages
which identify with one another. Classification by accessibility seems to the Parish Council, in
relation to Appleton Roebuck, to be flawed. In relation to classification by access to local
employment opportunities, the Parish Council considers that “access” should be assessed by
reference to a combination of distance and fransport modes, not just distance: also (as is
acknowledged in the document) local employment opporiunities including agricultural
opportunities, are difficult to quantify.

Any errors or rankings based on incomplete information in the five separate classifications
covered in the Background Paper are compounded in the summary of relative sustainability
ranking at Table 7. Specifically, the Parish Council does not accept that Appleton Roebuck’s
overall ranking (No. 4 ~ least sustainable setflement) is a true representation of its importance as
a Setvice Centre in the relatively sparsely populated north west sector of the District.

Put simply, Appleton Roebuck may not be sustainable in comparison with — say — Brayton or
Barlby but that begs the question — how are the small settiements in the north west sector of the
District to be properly serviced in the future — not from Brayton or Barlby, we suggest.

In Summary

« Thereis ne land currently available for development within the Development Limits of
Appleton Roebuck.

e The Parish Council does not want to see any local facilities lost, which would be a
consequence of the redevelopment of brownfield sites within the village.

« Appleton Roebuck is a stable community, that is to say, there is an extremely low turnover
of population but there needs fo be continued modest growth if the village is to remain a
sustainable community.

e There needs to be continued modest growth within the caichment area of the school to
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ensure its future. Appleton Roebuck rather than any of the other villages in the group is
the most sustainable tocation for such growih.

¢ The Parish Plan, approved in January 2005 after lengthy consultation in the village,
promotes development which is necessary to matntain activity in the village at least at its
present level. The Plan recognises that more affordable housing is required and that any
new market housing should be predominantly small units rather than large houses.

+ The Parish Council does not consider that the long term needs of Appleton Roebuck the

—Fanshn and the surrcul e iie of the Local

y
Development Framework other than by upgrading the settlement to the status of a Service
Village.

Please sign and date the form
Signed  Keith Scott (Chairman AR & AS PC) Date 371%March 2010

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292034 or by email to | f@selby gov.uk

Please return this form no later than 17.00hrs {Spm) on Thursday 1 April 2010
to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road,
Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 43B

Please answer a few more gquestions on the attached sheet
which will help us to improve the way we consult in the future
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Help us to help you....We will separate this sheet from the form so you-éannot be identified

Please tick ' How did you find outabout | How would you like to be kept
this consultation exercise? informed In the future?
By email direct from us v

On the Council's website

At ‘Access Selby’ or other
Council office

At local library

Local Press Notice

Local Newspaper Article

Poster

*Citizenlink’ Council newspaper
{through letter box)

Supermarket handout
Drop-in session
Other {please state) Letter from SDC dated 18/02/10
Please tick | How did you view the Core | How would you preferto .
‘Strategy document?- ‘view the documents in
' future? :
As a hard copy from us
As a hard copy at a library/council office
As a hard copy printed off the website
As a hard copy printed from CD supplied v v

On-screen on Council’'s main website

On-screen on Council's Consultation
website

On-screen from CD supplied

Only looked at summary leaflet
Other (please state)

What elsé can we do to make it easier for people to get involved with the LDF?

_Please tell us which age group you fall | Please answer the following:
into: : ‘
Under 18 3544 Do you consider yourself to have a disability? Yes / No
18-24 45-55 Are you: Male / Femnale _
25-34 Qver 55 B Thank you for your tirne and comments
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helen gregory

From: Julian BedfordF
Sent: 03 July 2012 12:

To: Idf _
Subject: Proposed Development at Appleton Roebuck
Follow Up Flag: Follow up I

__ Flagstatus: =~ Red - - -

We wish you to be aware that we are very much in favour of the proposed future development in the
village of Appleton Roebuck. We sincerely hope that these plans make go ahead.

Dr.& Mrs J.J.A. Bedford






From:  May Pricc (NN

Sent: 07 July 2012 1706
To: Idf :
Subject: Proposed change planning status of Escrick 1‘

\

| do not support the proposed change of status for Escrick. Escrick should remain a secondary village for
many reascn.

helen gregony_ N __ E— @ ‘

The village has small local businesses and housing and these are completely reliant on the road system
mainly the A19. Unfortunately the A19 carries a full complement of traffic and there are many times when
the road is so overwhelmed that all the traffic is stationary. There is not another alternative road system
that will take the fraffic into York or Selby. Other roads can be affected by flooding, and traffic from

surrounding villages, so this traffic then has to come onte the A19 making the journeys on this road
extremely slow.

There is no brown sites left in Escrick — all land suitable for building has been built on and there is only
green belt around the village,

York Council have plans for a proposed anerabic digester and glass houses on the old mine area (this is
actually in Wheldrake Parish) and the road that gives access to this area is from the A19. If this proposal
is passed then there will be even more traffic on the A19; lorries bringing in the recyclable materials and
there will also be traffic for the produce. Although the access is in the York side of the village the impact
will be felt all along the A19,

The facilities in the village, i.e., the scheols, doctors, eateries, etc., will all have to be increased fo cope '
with anhy additional dwellings and again this will result on further demands on the A19. 1

Please keep Escrick as a Secondary village
May Price

Carr Lane
Escrick |

18/07/2012 i
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helen gregory
From: Melisa Bumham [Melisa. Burnham@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 July 2012 12:17
To: (df
Subject: Selby District LDF Drafi Core Strategy- further proposed changes.
__Dear Helen, _

Thank you for consulting us on the further proposed changes to the submission Draft of the Core Strategy.
North Yorkshire County Council Highways do not have any further comments to make in relation to these
changes.

Kind Regards
Melisa Bumham

Mrs Melisa Burnham

Senior Engineer

Highways and Transportation
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall

Race Course Lane
Northallerton

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 Council.

This e-mail and any files transmitied with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient.

If you receive this in error, please do net disclose any information to anyone, notify the sender at the above
address and then destray all copies.

North Yorkshire County Council's computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure
effective operation of the system and for other lawful 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 1o 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 Infermation Regulations please forward your requesi by e-mail to the Data Management
Team {datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk) who will precess your request.

North Yorkshire County Council.
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helen gregory @
From: Phil Back [phil@philback.co.uk]

Sent: 15 July 2012 18:04

To: Idf

Subject: Core Strategy submission

Orrbehaif of the Tadeaster and-Villaees Commmanity Enegrement Forum=—blease-findattacheadai

Attachments: FINAL_SDCS_Rep_Form_June_ 2012 pdf

endorsement of your modification in relation to Policy CP3.

Phil Back

~ LY L N Y

Phil Back Associates Ltd
Research that counts
Bosion House

212-214 High Street
Boston Spa

WETHERBY

LS23 6AD

Tel 01937 848867
Mob 07957 200357
web www. phiiback.co.ul¢

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please
notify the system manager or the sender.

Mae cynnwys y neges hwn yn gyfrinachol ac wedi ei fwriadu ar gyfer

¥ person neu'r personau y cyfeiriwyd v neges atyn nhw. Os nad chi yw'r
sawl oedd i dderbyn y neges, yna gwaherddir chi rhag i ddefnyddio,

ei ddoesbarthu, anfon ymlaen, argraffu neu gopio heb dderbyn caniatdd
ysgrifenedig yr awdur.

Tha am post-dealain sea agus flosrachadh sam bith na chois
d'iomhair agus airson an neach no buidheann ainmichte a-
mhain, Mas e gun d' fhuair sibh am post-dealain seo le
mearachd, cuiribh fios dhan manaidsear-siostaim no neach-
sgriiobhaidh.

18/07/2012
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LOCAL SELB

- DEVELOPMENT -\
FRAMW.R DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forward with purposa

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

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

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

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

The September and April EIP's have already heard the duly made representations on the Submission
Draft Core Startegy which were submitted during the formal Publication stage and subsequent
consultation on the first 5 Sets of Proposed Changes. The adjournment should riot be used as an
opportunity to revisit matters which have been fully considered during the September 2011 and April
2012 hearing sessions.

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

Please compleie separate copies of Part B of this form for each of your separate representétions. it
would be helpful if you could focus an 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 fater than 5pm on Thursday 19 July 2012

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

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

The Tests of Soundness

The Independant Inspector's role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in 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 cn proportionate evidence;

Effective

- the plan should be deliverable over its pericd and based on effect[vejbint working on cross-boundary
strategic pricrities; and

Consistent with national policy

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

_ I
Contact Details (only complete once)

Flease provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)

Phil Back
Name

L, Tadcaster and Villages Community Engagement
Organisation [rorym

24 Church Crescent
Stutton
Address 0y pcasTer
1.524 98]
01937 848867
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 more than one representation, ;
attach additional copies of Part B (pages 3-4) to this part of the representation form. |
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@

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

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

policy CP3, para 4.39i

Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
‘1.7 Legally compliant Yes O Ne
1.2 Sound Yes 1 Mo

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

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

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

[ 2.4 Consistent with naticnal policy

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

The Tadcaster and Villages Community Engagement Forum (CEF) s a local partnership bringing together elected
representatives from the County, District and Town Councils alongside other partner agencies working in the area, parish
councils in the surrounding villages, and members of the local community. Its remit is to work to imprave overall quality of
Iife ih Tadcaster and ta this end it has carried out research into the opinions of local people, and of local retailers in
Tadcaster, to help use develop a responsive strategic approach that tackles local needs and priorities in a co-ordinated and
strategic way. :

Wa are interested in the proposed policy CP3 outlined in the Revised Core Strategy. We agree with Selby District Council
on the need for an increased level of housing provision in Tadcaster, not least to provide the possibility of additional
footfall for retailers struggling with a low customer base, and also because of a general shortage of available housing to
anable younger people to find homes for themselves within their own community. Tadcaster is well placed for commuting
to either Leeds or York and could ao some way to meeting local housing need even if the economy requires people to seek
employment outside the district. New housing in Tadcaster will also help to revitalise the local housing market and will
encourage existing landlords to maintain rents at a competitive level affordable within the local community.

Since it seems unlikely that existing land supply in Tadcaster will be forthcoming to allow development of new housing, or
that the number of homes currently beirg kept empty will be reduced, the CEF has discussed the other options available to
planners. Given the impertance we attach to new housing development, we take the view that the release of land
currently in the Green Belt is the least difficult option available to the Council,

The site proposed as an alternative for development is currently designated as Green Bel, and whilst we approach this
designation with some reluctance, we do not see that the Green Beltis greatly damaged by releasing this site for
development - though we do not wish to set a precedent in this respect. The Green Belt designation itself attaches to
Leeds, and the boundary has been drawn many years ago and without regard to Tadcaster's own development needs.
Bringing this site into the town envelope would not expand Tadcaster inappropriately in respect of local tepography, and
the boundary can be drawn so as ta minimise the impact of development on the amenity and vista to be cbtained
approaching the town from the west side of Smaws Hill on the A 659.

Continue overleaf
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Question 3 continued

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

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

4.1 Written Representations [ 4.2 Attend Fxamination

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 Exarnination in
Public is by invitation only).

(Continue on a separate shaet 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.

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

Signed Phil Back Dated [15thJuly 2012

Pagz 4 of4






helen gregory @ _
From: Robert 0=kand
Sent: 24 June 2012 22:36 f
To: Idf i
Subject: Change of Escrick Village staltus )

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

ElagStatus:—  Red

We find it very disturbing that in a democratic society, that a small group of avaricious individuals, most of
whom as far as we are aware, do not live in the village, can, despite almost total opposition, be the driving
force behind the change of staius of the village. They have done this for no other reason than to benefit
financially frem the change. Surely the opinion of the majority of the residents must count for scmething
and we would totally support the Parish Council in ifs efforis to have the change of status reversed.
Nathing in regard to the village has happened to explain or justify the change in the council's thinking. In
fact the A19 between York and Selby already struggles to cope with the volume of traffic and this could
only make mafters worse. Selby has clearly visible sites within the bypass would be more suitable for

housing than for proliferating business parks and industrial developments which stand empty through lack
of demand.

Sent on behalf of Jill, Graham & Rabert Oakland

18/07/2012
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helen gregory a4 .|

From:  Sophie Cockman A |

Sent: 04 July 2012 00:41

To: Idf

Subject: Objection: Selby District Council Proposal to change planning status of Escrick
Dear Sir/Madam

T am writing to object to the proposed change of planning status for Escrcik.

1 believe Escrick should remain a secondary village for the following reasons:

* The infrastructure of the village will not support any significant development

* Any siginificant development would not be in keeping with the present mix of development
* Further development of the village would increase the risk of local flooding due to increased
demands on the drainage system

Please could this email be noted as an official objection to the proposed change of planning
status to Escrick.

Regards

Sophie Cockman
(8 Derwent Court, Escrick, YO19 6]L)

18/07/2012






From:  Roger & Caroiire |

Sent: 10 July 2012 21:47 '
To: [df

Subject: Proposal to change planning status of Escrick
Dear Sirs

helen Qregory ‘

1 was born and brought up in Escrick but moved away some years ago. My husband and | :
moved back in to the village last year to enjoy a country village surrounded by green fields. ‘

While there has been some small local housing developments Escrick has maintained it's rural
village feel and is small enough for everyone to know their neighbours if they choose.

This was clearly demonstrated during the Jubilee celebrations when many villagers met on the
village green for a proms style celebration following a family games afternoon. This was an
intimate social occasion which involved the whole village.

Surrounding villages which héve seen significant building development, such as Riccall, Barlby
and Hemingbrough, have all lost their rural charm and fiiendliness.

We feel that if Escrick was changed to Level 3 status it would grow out of proportion and loose
all the qualities for which we moved back in to the village. We believe Escrick should stay a
Level 4 — ‘Secondary village’.

Please could you bring our views to the attention of those who will be in a position to vote of this
propesal.

Thank you.
Caroline and Roger Wandless
25 Skipwith Road, Escrick

18/07/2012






Please provide contact details and agent details, if appointed.

Name

Organlsation

Address

Telephone No.

Email address

Contact Details (only complete once)

Personal Details

Agents Details {if applicable)

BARRY CTBIUENLoN /’
B0B PADGETT

MICTAIR FLATM AR

%o agenk

I D PLANNING

ATLAS HousE
3 kit STREET
LEEDS

L&l 2HL

old 242 616

Rau&tm'fefdflanni@.u.uk

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

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

Please identify the Proposed Change (which can be found on the Published Schedule, CD21} to which
this representation refers or paragraph number of the NPPF Compliance Statement:

PC 6-55
Question 1: Do you consider the Proposed Change is:
1.1 Legally compliant JZ( Ves O Mo
1.2 Sound A ves O N

If you have entered No to 1.2, please continue te 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 representatior
[ 2.2 Justified
O 2.3 Effective

[C] 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
[egally compliant or sound.

We 2 (N lzgwu'j
CM\T)LI'&V\J(/ a~h  sound and welcoune
Ha Ao v} Hoa  dext mbo e
Cove. J’r«ak’j»’.

Contlnue overteaf
Page3ofg




el S

Question 3 continued 5 ‘

' (Continue 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?

% 4.1 Written Representations | 4.2 Attend Examination

4.3  If youwish 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)

Representation Submission Acknowledgement

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

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

soi [ R >[5 Jwe Lol

Pagedof 4







Selby District Council is no i
the Submission Draft Core 8
thew views I-cnown -

would be helpful it you | could focus on the 'tests
legal comphance issue. :

“01757 292229

‘:' st to Pollcy & Strategy Team, Selby District Counml CI‘VIC Centre,
" Doncaster Road, Selby YO8 SET )







rew devel npment isa key_
Core Strategy Background Paper No.6 stat
Area with streng enwmnmental and landscape const
inappropriate. An appropriate response ! ‘would ke to adopt a ‘more pos' v strategy to't
Pmposed change PC632 should therefure be removed

2 Cont ue gverleaf




de be considered by wr
cessary to participate att

pplicable). and representatior
to ensure that it is a fair and fransparent process




helen gregory

,,,,,,,,,

From: Ingrid Home Emall |
Sent: 24 June 2012 12:57 i
To: Idf |
Ce: !
Subject; Proposal to change the planning status of Escrick i
_ [+ M Follow up _ -

Flag Status: Red

Dear Sirs

Please accept this email as confirmation that both my husband and | are against the proposal to change
the planning status of Escrick village to a designated service village.

Escrick is a small historic village with a good small community feel. This is what brought us to the area just
over a year ago. We actively chose not to move to [arger villages.

“ . We feel a change in status will bring more house building and expansion which will radically alter the
- character of Escrick, to it's detriment.

Further more a reason we also chose Escrick was ta permit our son to be in the Fulford school catchment

area. Expansion of this village is likely to result in Eserick no longer being in this catchment. This will mean

we will have to move house again, accept a significant loss in the value of ocur house, in crder to put our
child's education first.

We both grew up in a small village and wanted him to have the benefits that can provide in a small
community.

Thank youl,

Mr and Mrs Jennsr
12 Dower Park, Escrick YO19 6JN

Sent from my iPhone
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[BUSINESS SUFPORT

13 JUL 201

ESCRICK PARISH COUNCIL SURVERECEIVED

Do you support the proposed change TS tus of Escnck from a Secondary Village toa
Deﬂgnated Service Village? / No (please arcle as appropnate]

Comments . W‘& M\N'QQ&
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If you require further copies of the please contact our Clerk Vicky Cumberland on 72

they can be printed from the wehsite www.escrick.org L_Q_SF'S Les Sl )r o
Please return the form to any of these addresses: &g_s_[ QQ\D{P « S

Escrick Post O‘ffice 8 The Glade 25 Wenlock Drive 5 Dower Chase/ (__4

29 The Glade 35 Sklpmth Road 13 Dower Chase lcbo (_)'6\ Y o—
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