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WISTOW PARISH COUNCIL
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Dear Mr Hesleton

RE :- Selby District Consultation Draft Core Strategy

In previous correspondence to your committee Wistow Parish Council has objected
strongly to Wistow being classified as a ‘Service Village’. The Parish Council cannot
understand the reasoning behind this classification when compared to villages like
Brayton, Riccall, Hemingbrough and Thorpe Willoughby. These villages have larger
populations, far better services of shops, transportation, etc, and are on major ‘A’
roads, compared to Wistow, which is on a ‘B’ road.

For a number of years Wistow has had no shops, garages or medical facilities. It has
a poor bus service, which has been heavily subsidised for the past few years. The
only eating-place is the local public house/post office and this is struggling to survive
in the present economic climate.

Your projection of growth for the village of 20% is totally unreasonable. You have
tailed to take into account the occasions of flooding in the village over the past 20
years. In 1982 the village was virtually cut off by floodwater for almost a week.
During that time at least 12 dwellings were affected by floodwater and large areas of
farmland was also inundated.

A flood in 2000 also affected parts of the village and led to severe drainage problems.
In this event the pumps that move sewage/surface water to the sewage separation
plant failed to cope with the increase in flow.

The problem with the sewage system also occurred in 2007 when, due to excessive
rainfall in the village, the existing sewage, water system was unable to move the
volume of effluent out of the village. The village was virtually isolated for a period of
24 hours. One property was severely flooded in Station Road.
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A significant increase in the number of properties in the village will increase the flows
of both surface and sewage into the combined system, which will undoubtedly lead to
an increase in the ﬁequency of flooding.

None of the other ‘Service Villages’ have suffered severe flooding, similar to Wistow,
€

in the past
Wistow is close enough to Selby for local services not to be developed in the village.
A local shop, which closed a number of years ago could not compete with the large
supermarkets only 3 miles away in Selby. Provision of other services (e.g. surgery,

butchers, etc) would also not be viable.

The local bus service, which runs on an hourly basis, is a reflection of the increased
use of the car. In the 1960°s 4 bus company’s competed for customers. On a typical
market day (Monday) the buses ran a 30minute service to Selby from the village!

N In terms of job opportunity there are no major businesses. The existing Wistow Mine
. closed in 2001. Wistow Parish Council, Selby District Council and North Yorkshire

County Council are contesting the application for use of the site for industrial use.
Apart from agriculture, which is heavily mechanised, no other major employer exists
in the village.

A significant number of residents of the village work far away from the community
during the working day, but enjoy the tranquillity and surroundings of the present
village structure. These residents live in Wistow to enjoy its rural peace and quiet.
Large-scale development would ruin this characteristic.
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submitted via the Consultation Core Strategy for the village of Wistow. The Parl h

Council requests a reconsideration of Wistow as a ‘Service Village’ and would
welcome an early discussion with you as to the issues concerned.

Yours sincerely

SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL
PLANNING

Cc Mr John Cattanach
31 MAR 2010 {1 APR 2010
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From: Leeming, Paul [Paul.Leeming@carterjonas.co.uk]
Sent: 31 March 2010 09:37
To: Idf
Subject: Selby LDF - Core Strategy - Consultation Draft February 2010

Attachments: Microsoft Word - 16098 240310 Grimston Park Core Strat Reps.pdf

Dear Mr Heselton

We have pleasure in submitting representations on behalf of the Grimston Park Estate which has land
interests in the northern part of the District. The submission deadline 1700 on Thursday 1 April 2010,
We would be grateful for an acknowledgement of receipt.

These representations are inherently not site specific and deal with the main components of the Core
Strategy as it sets the future spatial planning and policy direction for the District for the period to 2026
and beyond.

Overall

we
failings which should be easy to remedy.
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AN approach which encourages development towards Tadcaster is also welcomed.
We look forward to working with the Council in taking the Core Strategy towards adoption.

One major concern that we do have, following discussions with your team, is that the LDS is likely to
be revisited with the Selby AAP and Allocations DPD to be merged. We would be grateful for
clarification of any revisions (particularly delays) which may result.

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

Paul Leeming MRTP!
Associate |

For and on behalf c;f Carter Jonas LLP
T: 01423 707804
M: 07976 381195

—
\ [ﬂ ‘
Carter Jonas LLP
Regent House
13-15 Albert Street

At

Harrogate HG1 1JX

__J Please consider the environment - do you really need to print this email?

This email is confidential and intended sclely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient be advised
that you have received this email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. Although
the firm operates anti-virus programmes, it does net accept responsibility for any damage whatscever that is caused by viruses being passed. Carter
Jonas LLP is a Limited Liability corporate body which has "Members" and not "Partners". Any representative of Carter Jonas LLP described as
"Partner” is a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Partner” in a Partnership. The term Partner has been adopted, with effect
Carter Jonas LLP

Place of Registration: England and Wales

Registration Number: 0C304417

Address of Registered Office: 127 Mount Street, Mayfair, London. WAK 3NT
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to comment upon the Consultation Draft
Core Strategy document (the “Draft Core Strategy™) as published by Selby District Council
(The Council) in February 2010.

1.2  These representations are submitted on behalf of our client, The Grimston Park Estate,
with respect to their land and interests in the north west of the District, in particular around

Tadcaster and Ulleskelf.
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Issues and Options Core Strategy during December 2008 and contributed to the Council's
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, Strategic Housing Market Assessment
and Economic Viability Study during 2009 and 2010. In terms of the SHLAA on behalf of
the Estate we have lodged some six sites with the Council totailing over 20ha of land and

capable of accommodating some 600-650 dwellings.

1.4  Carter Jonas LLP is also involved in the preparation of LDF’s in the neighbouring
authorities of Leeds, Wakefield, York (plus Harrogate & Ryedale) and the East Riding of
Yorkshire and will actively participate in the development of the forthcoming Integrated
Regional Strategy. Consequently we are aware of spatial planning issues in adjoining
Districts

L= LR L] S )

. 1.5  Carter Jonas LLP is keen to work with the Council in bringlng forward the Core St rategy
and other LIJF documenis. When ad

ot
at the heart of the Council's LDF and be able to guid
the period to 2026, and beyond.

o . __ ) .
led we COnsia
€

er s
development across the District for

1.6 In preparing our response to the current consultation document it is worth briefly revisiting
comments made to the Core Strategy Further Options consultation during December
2008, as we are of the view that, whilst a number of cur comments have been considered
and taken on beard in the current document, some remain to be addressed. Those
previous representations covered the following broad areas:

The Grimston Park Estate Page 1
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® A general failure to provide a context to the production of the Core Strategy in
relation to the RSS, Community Strategy, RES, physical constraints and the socio
economics of the District;

® No clear aims or objectives were outlined to link the policy proposals;

® There was a lack of clear options underpinned and justified by an appropriate
evidence base;

- A lanlk Af ctratany tn Adaal with Craan Balt raviaw (0 annnmmadnta $firthar
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development) in the District;
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® A failure to identify an appropriate strategy of growth to support the regeneration
of Tadcaster;

. Support for Ulleskelf to be identified as a “Primary village™;
® Comment on specific urban extension options in Selby; and

® (Comments upon employment land.

1.7  In responding to the current Consultation Draft Core Strategy, we have full regard to the
Regional Spatial Strateqgy (RSS); the proposals for the progression of an Integrated
Regional Strategy, the latest guidance from the NHPAU and ather evidence including the
Council's Background Papers, the SHLAA/SHMA and viability Study, and the
Employment Land Study.

° Section 2 outlines the prevailing policy context having regard to the RSS, PPS1,

memal DIOAOA N
I'I'\JC I'FOO I'FD"l' diidrrols.

& Section 3 sets out our response to the Consultation Questions.

® Section 4 sets out our summary and conclusions.

1.9 A copy of the Council’s the respanse form is not appended to this statement.

The Grimston Park Estate Page 2
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2.0 PLANNING POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

2.1 Selby Council's LDF needs to be in broad conformity with a range of planning policy
considerations including Government Guidance and the RSS and our response to the
Consultation is informed by these. As such it is considered appropriate to briefly give a
flavour of them as these inform our representations to the Consultation Draft Core
Strategy (referred here after as the “Draft Core Strategy”).

Government Guidance

2.2 A revised PPS12 (Local Development Frameworks) was issued in June 2008. This

@

sought to simplify the consuitation stages and the tests of ‘soundness’ for the preparation
of LDF documents. Whilst the tests themselves were reduced in number from their

® provide ciear, flexible and deliverable policies;

® be underpinned and supported by a robust evidence base;

® be supported by evidence of community and stakeholder input; and

® o demonstrate coherence with other plans, strategies and spending programmes.

2.3 Overall the Core Strategy should reflect the needs and requirements specific to the
District and be flexible to changing circumstances.

2.4  PPS12 is clear that the Policies of the Core Strategy should clearly set a “place-making

. agenda" and tie to a vision. The vision should in turn be developed following; ‘analysis of
the characteristics of ihe area and its constituent paris and the key issues and challenges

facing them’. The policies and objectives of the Core Strategy should then work towards

the fulfiiment of this vision having regard to the full range of considerations and indicators.

2.5  Flexibility is considered central to the development of a robust Core Strategy capable of
adjusting to accommodate changing circumstances. In this context paragraph 4.14 states
that the Core Strategy:

‘should not need to be updated simply because there has been a change in the
housing numbers in the regional spatial strategy.

2.6 Normally sites shouid not be identified within the Core Strategy; PPS12 does recognise

The Grimston Park Estate Page 3
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that the Core Strategy can be used to identify “areas of search” or strategic locations for

u
development where they are central to the attainment of the strate

long lead in, as well as to enable the provision of key infrastructure improvements.
Favoured sites should be shown to best tie to the vision identified {para. 4.6 and 4.7).

2.7  The Core Strategy is required to be supported by evidence of what physical, social and
green infrastructure is needed to enable development (para 4.8 and 4.9). Information
should Iook at who will provide infrastructure and when it will be provided, working
towards the aspiration of aligning infrastructure provision with the delivery of the Core
Strategy.

L ]

2.8  Turning to other guidance: PPS1 Sustainable Development states that the overarching
objective of the planning system is sustainability; in social, physical, economic, energy,
environmental and aesthetic terms. Within the document these aspirations are held to be
equally applicable to urban and rurai settings and environments.

2.9 Various supplements have been published to support PPS1 including an Annex on
Climate Change.

2.10 PPG2 Green Belts sets out the purpose of including land in the Green Belt, these being:

® To check the sprawl of large built up areas;
. ® The prevent towns from merging into each other;
® To assist in safeguarding the countryside;
® To preserve the setting and character of historic towns; and

® To assist the process of urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land.

2.11  When seiting Green Beit boundaries, in accordance with guidance coniained in PPS12,
paragraph 2.8 of PPG2 is clear that the boundaries set must endure and should:

‘be carefully drawn so as not to include land which it is unnecessary to keep
permanently open. Otherwise there is a risk that encroachment on the Green
Belt may have to be allowed in order to accommodate future development. If

The Grimston Park Estate Page 4
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boundaries are drawn excessively tightly around existing built up area it may
not be possible to maintain the degree of permanence that Green Belts should
have. This would devalue the concept of the Green Belt and reduce the value
of local plans in making proper provision for necessary development in the
future’,

2.12 Reflecting the need for Green Belt boundaries to endure, paragraph 2.12 of PPG2 states
that:

‘to ensure protection of Green Belts within this longer timescale, this will in
some cases mean safeguarding land between the urban area and the Green
Beit which can be required to meet longer term development needs... In
preparing and reviewing their development plans authorities should address the
. possible need to provide safeguarded land’.

2.13 Annex B to PPG2 sets out further guidance on the process of identifying safeguarded
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matters such as transport and accessibility.

2.14 Government Guidance reiating to Housing is contained in PPS3 Housing. When
published this provided a step change in how housing delivery should be managed. It
states that housing delivery should reflect a more responsive approach to land supply so
that delivery is assured. As a consequence it is less dogmatic on housing density and the
use of brownfield land than its predecessor, requiring Local Planning Authorities to
demonstrate how they can be certain that through the planning process, the framework
will be set to deliver necessary housing in the correct locations.
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widening opportunities for home ownership; improving affordability by increasing the
supply, mix and choice of housing; and the creation and maintenance of sustainable

Mlial-13) el e
uihwan LIy

2.16 To the individual this means that:

‘everyone has the opportunity of living in a decent home, which they can afford,
in a community where they want to live.’ (Para. 9.

2.17 Employment and economic development matters are covered in the recently published
PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth (December 2009). This represents a

The Grimston Park Estate Page 5
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shift towards a more positive and holistic interpretation of economic growth which
acknowledges the role of all sectors in producing and delivering growth; a step forward
given the thinking in previous guidance. PPS4 is focused on: raising productivity,
improving accessibility, the consideration of a wider test of ‘need’, promoting social

A

ditional empioyment and linking

Y T U ) ar o o P -l

inciusion, building prosperous communities, creating

d
employment with housing provision including the delivery of investment in all locations.

2.18 Policy EC1.1 entitled 'Using Evidence to Plan Properly’ calls for joint and cooperative
working between authorities (and stakeholders) in the preparation of a robust evidence
base which should be proportionate to the importance of the issue. In preparing the tocal

@

evidence base, EC1.3 suggests that it should be informed by the regional assessments,
assessing the detailed need for land or floorspace for economic development along with
an assessment and review of existing site allocations, preferably undertaken alongside
preparation of the SHLAA.

n
—
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® Set out a clear economic vision;

® Support existing business sectors and accommodate emerging and new sectors,
allowing for a quick response to changes in economic circumstances;

® Take into account the iocation and industry specific requirements of business;

. ®  Place and co-locate developments which generate substantial transport
movements in locations which are accessible, avoid congestion and preserve local
amenity;

® Enable the delivery of sustainable transport and cther infrastructure needed to
support planned economic development, where necessary providing advice on
phasing and programming of delivery;

® Safeguard land from other uses, identifying land for a broad range of economic
development including mixed use; and

® Consider how different sites can be delivered including the use of compulsory
purchase and other planning tools.

2.20 A timetable has been produced suggesting a comprehensive review and simplification of
range of national Planning Policy Statements. During the consultation period, a new

The Grimston Park Estate Page 6
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Statement PPS5 has been published setting out guidance on Planning and the Historic

Environment, replacing PPG15 and 18.

L= LS

Regional Policy

2.21 Adopted in May 2008 the Regional Spatial Strategy: The Yorkshire and Humber Plan
(RSS8) provides the overarching framework with which the Core Strategy must be in broad

2.22 Within the document, Leeds is identified as the Regional city which should be a focus for
housing, employment, shopping, leisure, health and cultural activities and facilities in the

Region as well as acting as the hub for the City Region. Reflecting this role Policy H1
requires Selby Council to deiiver 380 homes per annum for the initial period to 2004 and
2008, followed with uplift to 440 homes per annum for the period 2008-2026.

2.23 Policy E1 seeks the creation of a successful and competitive regional economy with
Leeds at its heart and as the engine for economic growth, Across the Region annual job
growth targets have been set. For Selby District the number of jobs is expected to fall by

60 per year (i.e. 1,200 in the period to 2026). This is explained in broad terms through
Table 11.2 which looks at employment by Land Use; suggesting that Selby District will
see an increase in retail /leisure jobs (+30) along with health & education (+10) but a net
.Il [ P g | .,
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decrease as a result of iosses in Industry (-20) and other uses (-80) for example

construction and agriculture.
@ :

2.24 Policy YH7 urges a transport oriented approach for the identification and phasing of
development sites having regard to the capacity of existing transport infrastructure and
the potential for deliverable improvements. Consistent with national guidance the policy
gives first priority to the re-use of previously developed land and buildings, second to
suitable infill opportunities and third to extensions to the relevant town or urban area.
Supporting paragraph 2.56 highlights the importance of facilities such as railway stations,
park and ride sites and public transport /bus corridors which can act as nodes for
development to encourage modal shift and increase the use of public transport.

2.25 Policy YH9 specifically addresses the issue of Green Belt in the Yorkshire and Humber
Region, suggesting that their broad extent should not be changed. Part C is specific to

The Grimston Park Estate Page 7
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the York Green Belt primarily to confirm the inner boundaries. Part D is specific to the
b,

Woaest Yorkshire Grean Belt

1

longer term housing growth, with Part B suggesting that localised reviews may be
necessary to deliver the core approach.

2.26 Selby District falls to be considered under two sets of sub area policies, within the Leeds
City Region (the principal economic driver of the Region) and as part of the York Sub

Area.

Leeds City Region

2.27 Policy LCR1 is specific to the |_eeds City Region including the City and District of Leeds
and highlights the role of Leeds as the regional city in particular (LCR1 A2) to

““develop the role of Leeds as a Regional City, by accommodating significant
growth in homes and jobs and continuing to improve the city centre’s offer of
higher order shops and services”.

2.28 Reflective of this it supports role of Leeds (and Bradford) as the engine of the Regional
economy and that the benefits of growth should be spread across the region to the other
major and principal towns, including developing complementary and supporting roles for
the overlapping parts of the York Sub-Area.

2.29 In achieving the transport aims LCR1 suggests that strategic patterns of development
. shouI;d seek to maximise opporunities which favour non-car modes and reduce the
overall need to travel. Under LCR1E, the patterns of development seek to encourage
growth in the south of the City Region and manage growth across the north with a greater
emphasis upon delivering affordable housing.

2.30 A review of the RSS, the 2009 Update was started with the aim of increasing the Regional
housing requirement following the publication of advice from the National Housing and
NHPAU). The 2008 Update has bee

Government's Sub National Review with work undertaken now to be carried forward
through to the Integrated Regional Strategy {IRS).

2.31 We are aware that Leeds City Council raised concerns regarding the advice from the

The Grimston Park Estate Page 8
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NHPAU in their representations to the 2009 Update. It is worth pointing out that the
NHPALU has issued further advice in July 2009 which raises the bar further suggesting a
higher housing requirement for the Region in the period to 2026. That advice reminds us
that the current economic crisis will pass and that ambient housing requirements will
remain and need to be planned for.

2.32 An important consideration is the emergence of the Forerunner status for the Leeds City
Region (LCR) governance structure. A number of publications have been released
following the launch of the forerunner including the Housing & Regeneration Strategy &

Investment Framework (November 2009). It recognises that the LCR is facing some the

@

most significant economic challenges for a generations including, declining economic
output, rising unemployment , increasing business failure rates in particular with SME's
and stalling renaissance projects across the city region.

2.33 Inresponse the SIF sets out a vision for the LCR which seeks:

*A City Region working together promoting distinctive, aspirational and
connected places that meet the needs of a growing sustainable and
competitive economy. *

2.34 This sets out five priority aims of
® accelerating the delivery of sustainable communities housing growth and a move
. towards a low carbon economy;
|

® delivering a balanced housing supply ...reflecting economic growth and
regeneration priorities;

® extending housing choice and affordability;
® achieving innovative and efficient solutions; and

® achieving more aspirational economic outcomes.
York Sub Area

2.35 All of Selby District is contained within the York Sub Area, aithough if is noted that there

—
]
w
Q.

iscussed above).

The Grimston Park Estate Page 9
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236 York is regarded as dominating the Sub-area which has seen a population growth of

h
some 10% since 1982, with the remainder of the Sub Ars

diversifying into bioscience and IT/digital clusters.

2.37 Much of Selby (District)'s growth resulted from the coalfield and good connection to Leeds
and York for commuting. Selby (town) is identified as the principal focus of housing and
employment growth for the District, with economic diversification and increased job
opportunities to address issues resulting from the decline of the coal industry.

@

RSS Review

2.38 A process to roll forward the current RSS to 2031 and to incorporate it into a combined

“““““““ ocument is currently under nown as the 2010 Update, this document is
being prepared by the Regional Authorities with particular emphasis on strengthening the
links between the planning system and economic development. A draft version of the
document will be published in the late summer (August 2010) with a view to adoption by

late 2011.

2.39 A main emphasis of the document is the potential to raise housing targets by between 18
and 36%. It is apparent from the timetable published by the Regional body that
prepﬁration of the IRS should parallel the Core Strategy and consistent with our previous

| . . . , :
representations, Carter Jonas LLP will continue to support any uplift to the regional

. housing target.

The Grimston Park Estate Page 10
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3.0 THE CURRENT CONSULTATION

Commentary

3.1 Having read through the Consultation Draft Core Strategy and much of its supporting
evidence we feel that the Council should be commended for the preparation of a
document which is more comprehensive, coherent and thorough than its predecessor.

3.2  Generally, the document and supporting material are cleariy iaid out and well presented.
The use of colours, diagrams and illustrations is helpful as is the use of a paragraph

numbering system which assists with referencing.

@

3.3 There are parts of the Draft Core Strategy and the supporting background documents
h

¥y
errors throughout the text. Some of these are mildly confusing but none are considered
to undermine the general thrust and understanding of the document

3.4  Nevertheless we have concerns over elements of the Draft Core Strategy and suggest
ways in which it can be improved to best reflect prevailing national and regional policy
and deliver the Council’s aspirations for the District. A number of these matters have
been discussed with Officers and we are happy to enter into posilive dialogue with
Ofticers as the Core Strategy moves towards Submission and subsequent adoption.

. 3.5  Set out in the following sections are our representations in respect of the Draft Core
Strategy; reference is made to the page, paragraph and policy number where appropriate.

e sk Al S ad - Rl aalaaii }

Introductory Chapter

3.6 In line with our comments set out in Para 3.1 above, the current version of the draft Core
Strategy is considered to be a significant improvement upon the previous consultation

and the explanatory section set out in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.14 is helpful for the Core

‘1

Strategy "story so far'.

3.7 A Poilicy context is set out which indicates the various changes that may (or may not)
occur at the regional level with the Integrated Regional Strategy. In these circumstances,
The Grimston Park Estate Page 11
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it is considered that the approach laid out at paragraph 1.17 is a prudent and pragmatic
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Reference is made io the Core Siraiegy being influenced by the Council's own
Sustainable Community Strategy and that prepared by North Yorkshire County Council.
Two concerns arise from the contents of Para 1.18 in that:

® the Selby Community Strategy runs only to 2010; and

. ® there is no reference to how the various Community Strategies emerged.

3.9  Clearly, if the Core Strategy is to create the overarching planning framework for the
District to 2026, it needs to be informed by a document which extends beyond the
immediate period. It would be appropriate for the introductory chapter to set out how and
when the SDC/NYCC Community Strategy is likely to be reviewed, its period of operation
(2011 — 16 ?) and term

3.10 The second concern arises principally from our view that the Community Strategies
referred to tend not to be the subject of formal public scrutiny in preparation or operation.

3.11 Paragraph’s 1.19 and 1.20 then outline a number of key issues in relation to “managing
finite resources” and “climate change” along with promoting a healthy environment and
. lifestyle. Whilst there is on-going debate about the science and fact of “climate change”, it
is important not to lose focus on more localised concerns; for example (fluvial) flooding,
mitigation and risk management. This is particularly so as the Draft Core Strategy seeks
to focus major development into and around the Selby urban area.

3.12 More over, what seems to be missing from these overarching issues are the “place
making agenda” which is at the heart of the spatial planning process (PPS1) and as set

T T -t TaTa
11 i
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securing sustainable economic
growth (PPS$4) and the provision of affordable homes in places where people want to live
(PPS3). Clearly, it is the role of the plan making process to seek an appropriate balance

between these issues.
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Chapter 2 Key Issues and Challenges

3.13 A useful portrait of the District is set out at paragraphs 2.1 to 2.9, although we consider
that it would be useful to include a map identifying many of the features listed, including

the proximity to major centres such as Leeds and York along with the major transport

routes.
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District economy (as a whole) has developed over the previous 15 or twenty years or a
Review of the operation of the current Local Plan policies; some of which are carried

. forward in to the Core Strategy.

3.15 Paragraphs 2.10 to 2.19 reveal a desire to increase the “self-containment” of the District
and Selby in particular through a series of interrelaied aims - moderating unsustainable
travel patterns, concentrating growth into Selby, developing the economy and providing
affordable housing. These are all laudable aims, and we are of the view that the Council
is seeking to do so in a pragmatic manner. What is of concern in our view is that the
Council is seeking to put off a number of decisions te a later date particularly through the

Selby Area Action Plan, and it is not clear whether the Core Strategy in its current format

gl wioal LS LER LS

will allow this.

3.16 Dealing with the individual challenges, there appear to be no subsequent Performance

Indice{tors contained in Figure 8 assessing any reduction in car mileage or commuting
. patter:ns (Para 2.11). With the Selby Area Action Plan we understand that the Council is
in the process of reviewing the current Local Development Scheme with a view 1o
rationalising the number of documents to be produced — a possible merger of the
Allocations and Area Action Plan. This has consequent timetable delays and result in

uncertainty.

3.17 On the issue of affordable housing (para 2.15) there are innate problems with Housing
Needs Assessments which have been debated as part of the preparation of the District
Housing Needs and Market Assessment. One simple solution to deliver more affordable
housing units is simply to increase the number of houses to be built in the District,

Numbers set out in the RSS are minima targets; consequently the Council could merely
permit the construction of more dwellings in a year of which 40% could be affordable. For
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example if the Council was to permit some 1,000 dwellings per year this could secure

delivery of some 2,000 affordable units over the five vear period at 400 per year; clearly

enough to satisfy the housing needs for the period. This may appear strange but it is
clear from the Council’s housing trajectory at Figure 5 that the District has experienced

Chapter 3 Vision Aims and Objectives

3.18 One of the major concerns we raised to the previous consultation document was the lack

of any overarching Vision, or corresponding aims and objectives to frame the subsequent

. developmenti poiicies. We are pieased io see that this issue has been addressed through
the contents of Chapter 3.

3.19 Woe consider that the Vision at para 3.1 is suitably short and concise. It is appropriate that
it is time related (“by 2026").

3.20 Turning to the three aims, we consider that these are directly derived from the Vision.
3.21 8o far as the consequent objectives are concerned, we would take the view that these
should be reduced in number or merged where possible. It is not clear whether they are

in order of precedence or of equal merit.

Chapter 4 Spatial Development Strategy
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nt s y for the District is to a large extent dictated by the Regional
Spatial Stralegy which identifies Selby as the Principal town but delegates the designation
of Local Service Centres and smaller settlements to the planning authority. There is

i hierarchy

o

h material within the evidence base which justifies a cles o
the upper tier with Selby followed by Tadcaster and Sherburn performing

functions.

3.23 Below these three settlements the remainder of the District accommodates 70% of the
population. For various reasons the Council has identified the remaining settlements as
Service Villages where some growth is allowed and Secondary Villages where some
limited infiling may be allowéd within Development Limits. Beyond these Limits

The Grimston Park Estate Page 14
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development is constrained to replacement an
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re-use or 100% affordable provision

joining village limits or other development wh

“exceptional circumstances”.
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outlined from para. 4.29 through to 4.40. The are a mixture of physical, environmental
and policy considerations including, for example: PDL, flood risk, accessibility,
environmental and resources and Green Belt /Settlement Character. These all seem
relatively straightforward and logical.

. 3.25 Policy CP1 sets out the Spatial Development Strateqy and is separated into three
components: the location of future development, a sequential approach for the allocation
of land and a target for PDL completions. Dealing with these in turn:

Location of Future Development

3.26 Overall the upper tier of the hierarchy is predetermined by the RSS. To this end we agree
with the designation of Selby as the principal settlement in the District capable of
accommodating substantial development along with complementary growth of the

adjoining villages.

3.27 Tadcaster and Sherburn are supported as Local Service Centres capable of
accommodating an appropriate level of growth.
|

w
(]
[}
0]

——

elow this tier the Council has prepared its own evidence in the form of the Backgro
Paper No.6 Village Growth Potential dated February 2010. In this regard we remain
confused with regards the status of Ulleskelf; this is one of the few settlements in the
District to be served by direct rail services to Leeds and York, the two regionai centres.

3.29 Material contained in Appendix 1 of the Background Paper identifies Ulleskelf as a
secondary village. However, Ulleskelf is excluded from the list of designated Secondary
Villages in the list at Appendix 2. There is therefore some confusion to the status of
Ulleskelf in the hierarchy. In the previous Preferred Options Selby Council accepted our
argument that Ulleskelf is a sustainable location and should be identified as a Primary

Village (the equivalent to the Service Village).
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3.30 Paragraph 4.4 of the Paper suggests that Ulleskelf should be excluded as it fails the

H 7] H . - . .
PPS25 sequential test as it is “more” vulnerable to floeding. We view this as a subjective

appraisal as on this basis most of the Selby Urban Area would be excluded. To our mind
the flood risk can be minimised through appropriate mitigation and design.

3.31 To this end Ulleskelf should be identitied as a Service Village capable of accommodating
an appropriate level of development (which would be identified through the subsequent
Allocations DPD).

3.32 Remaining provisions of CP1 Part A confer a series of principles for scale of development
. inside and outside of Development Limits and in the Green Belt. Whilst we do not have a
particular problem with this approach, we are of the view that strict adherence to the
approach set out in the RSS of “no development in the countryside” is too narrow and
detrimental 1o a viable and healthy rural economy.

3.33 Part B of Policy CP1 suggests that land will be allocated for development based upon a
“sequ'ential approach” through an Area Action Plan for Selby (Urban Area) and an
Allocations DPD for the remainder of the District. We have two fundamental issues with
this part of the policy in terms of the soundness of the approach and the lack of
overarching guidelines for the subsequent preparation of any Allocations DPD.

. 3.34 Discussions with the L.LDF team during the consultation period have raised doubt on the

production of the allocations documents with a view to potential merging of the AAP and

the Allocations DPD. This may have consequent delays to the programme. OQur
understanding is that the Council will be revisiting its Local Development Scheme later in

Aard f VA lad dlen o
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implification of the number and contents of documents is consistent
with PPS12 and should be supported, to our mind this introduces an element of doubt
and uncertainty about the delivery of development across the District. It would be

appropriate for the Council to make a statement to clarify this position.

3.35 A more significant concern however, relates to the lack of an overarching framework
within Policy CP1 (or for that matter elsewhere in the Core Strategy) with regards to the

review, consideration and designation of development limits and a review of the Green
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Belt.

3.36 To be fair the supporting text at para 4.39 does provide some guidance with regards to
“maintaining the overall extent of the Green Belt” and referring to the guidance in RSS

PR o

and “localised Reviews". No specific guidance

nce however is provided in the RSS of what
such a review is and this is not explained or clarified in the Core Strateqy text to provide a
specific context for Selby District.

3.37 Comments regarding Development Limits are similar on the basis that the Core Strategy
provides no guidance on how Development Limits will be (re) defined or how the LDF will
. deal with this particular issue. There is no material within the Evidence Base which
suggests how this material will be dealt with. As a result we would query whether this
approach is “sound”.

PDL Targetls

3.38 PPS3 identifies a national target that "at least 60%” of new housing should be providged on
previously developed land. Clearly this is not achievable in mainly rural District’s such as
Selby where farmsteads and agricultural buildings do not contribute to brown field supply,
and the Council has a proposed policy elsewhere in the Core Strategy against “garden
grabbing’, to prevent the development of garden land - a principal source of “brownfield”
tand.

. 3.39 There is no similar PDL target set out in the RSS, although there is a preference towards

re-use of PDL. To this end, we are concerned with the Council seeking to secure 50% of
housing development on PDL in the period to 2017. A positive view is that Selby Council
acknowledge that more than 50% of housing coming forward in the first half of the Core

S YA R Y x
12l uyeveiupnerni.

3.40 Whilst much of the development in the District is to be focussed into the Selby Urban
Area, which contains most of the PDL supply, we would question the viability and
achievability of the 50% target, be it in the present economic circumstances or otherwise.
To achieve this target a significant proportion (almost all) of development coming forward
in the Selby Urban Area would need to be on brownfield land. This we would consider a
laudable aim, but unlikely to be achievable.
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3.41  Guidance within PPS3 seeks to ensure that planning authorities’ should ensure that a

readily available supply of land is available for the 15 year period of the
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there is a rolling 5 year supply of housing land. We would question whether the
requirement to maintain a target of 50% will compromise these basic tenets of the plan

Bmml o cm b
ied system.

342 We would suggest that the target be amended to secure a target proportion across the
Selby Urban Area — i.e. exclude the Local Service Centres and countryside, reduce the
target or remove it from the policy altogether along with reference in the justification. Qur
preference would be for the latter.

N
L
Key Diagram
3.43 Figure 3 comprises the key diagram for the Core Strategy. We have no particular
comments about the figure as presently drafted but would suggest that a contextual plan
would be suitable identifying features outside the District.
3.44 Likewise we have no comments regarding the Selby Urban Area plan at Figure 4. If the
decision is rade to merge the Selby AAP and the Allocations DPD, any reference to that
AAP should be deleted.
Chapter 5 Creating Sustainable Communities
. 345 We héve no specific comments upon the introductory paragraphs at 5.1 to 5.3.
|

Scale and Distribution of Housing

3.46 A useful contextual section is contained at 5.4 to 5.26 which explain the Council’s
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ying land for housing across the District. Through
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¢ To recognise that the RSS target of 440 dwellings per annum is a minimum.
® Notto include an allowance for windfalls in the housing supply

® Consider the use of completions {including windfalls) to monitor the housing
supply position.
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3.47 With regards to the approach to individual settlements we would take issue with the

contents of p parag nh 5.12 which states that the Council has “decided” that the most

~ ML vv N S ¥ St St

sustainable way of delivering the number of new properties is through two urban
extensions to the east and west of Selby. In our view, this approach is too prescriptive

and does not provide flexibility should circumstances change Whilst the evidence and
fro

—r
'-' 'Ci

material he SHLAA and various “Calls for Sites” is available, and the strategic
extensions study has been undertaken we remain to be convinced on the Gouncils’
“decision”. To our mind, the Council should determine the most appropriate strategy for

providing housing land through the Site Allocations DPD.

3.48 It would be worth referring to the debates into the Harrogate LDF Core Strategy which
considered a similar issue; of two strategic urban extensions (“to the east and west of
Harrogate and Knaresborough™). Whilst the Inspector supported the Council's approach
regarding the need to identify “areas of search” for two urban extensions,
recommendations were proposed to modify the Policy (CS2) to allow the consideration of

additional smaller sites. Such a change was proposed to add flexibility and certainty

addi s. Such a change was pr to lexibi nty

to
e

the Policy.
\

Contrasting approaches appear to be outlined for the two Local Service Cenires -

Tadcaster and Sherburn in EImet. The supporting text at 5.17 indicates that Tadcaster

7
i
w

has experienced limited development which, by inference, has been detrimental to the
vitality of the town. For Sherburn paragraph 5.16 seems to suggest that the opposite is

. the case where recent developments appear to have exacerbated the outward commuting
patterns. We consider that these broad issues could be explained and set out in the
spatial portrait for the District — in Chapter 1.

3.50 We welcome the Council's acknowledgement that there is a need to deliver additional
housing growth in Tadcaster to increase the vitality of the town. This acknowledgement is
broadly consistent with our views expressed to the Further Preferred Options. At that

time the Council were s

u to d,

ggesting that, due to the lack of available land, no additional
development should take place in the town. Evidence in the Call for Sites and SHLAA
clearly demonstrate that this is not the case and that there is an adequate supply of land

to accommodaie fuiure deveiopment requirements.
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3.51 Paragraph 5.24 indicates that the Council will explore options to secure an appropriate

welcomed although we refer back to our earlier comments.

o~

Policy CP2 sets out the proposed scaie and distribution of housing for the District. On the

w
o
o

face of it we consider that the proposed indicative requirement represents a pragmatic
approach. For Tadcaster the requirement to identify sufficient land for some 530
dwellings is supported, although we would suggest that this should be a minimum target
in line with guidance within the RSS.

3.53 With regard to the remaining provisions of CP2 we would suggest that Provision C is
amended to include reference to reviewing the Green Beit boundary around Tadcaster
and elsewhere in the District such as Ulleskelf. Appropriate amendments shouid be
made in respect of the references to the Allocations DPD.

3.54 Policy CP3 deals with monitoring the delivery of housing, maintaining a housing land
supply, the PDL targets and the action to be taken where there is a shortfall/oversupply

against targets,

3.55 The text justification suggests that the Annual Monitoring Report will be used as the main
tool for measuring progress and provides the trigger whereby policies may change. Para
. 5.34 suggests that annual targets will be considered for individual settlements or groups

h in

of settlements. This would a h o

4]

[v]

development across the District: however, we consider it may be too prescriptive and
overly complicated to enforce. It gives the impression that once a settlement has had its
“share”, then there wiii be an embargo on future deveiopment. Granting of pianning
permission is not a guarantee and does not indicate development will progress.

3.56 Provision A of Policy CP3 makes reference to monitoring an over- or under-provision in
relation to the indicative target. It would be helpful if this provision made reference to the

AMR and any indicative parameters wherein the action would be triggered.

3.57 In the absence of an Allocations DPD (or similar) then Policy CP3 Provision B suggests
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that in the event of a shortfall in supply then reference will be made to the pool of

unimplemented “Phase 2" altocations from Policies H2 and H2A. This would app
a flawed approach as reference to Tadcaster would suggest that there is only one such
allocated site TAD/2 Station Road. At 3.48ha the site is indicated as capable of delivering

105 dwellings.

3.58 |f Tadcaster is expected to accommodate some 530 or more dwellings over the period to
2026, this would require an annual completion rate of 33 units. This would suggest only a
three year supply from allocated sites.

L

3.59 It is not clear what the purpose of Provision C is for and what remedial action can be
taken. Given that most PDL arises from employment sites, it will be interesting to
understand how the Council will “facilitate” the creation of brownfield sites as suggested in
Para 5.39.

3.60 We are pleased to see that the Council has progressed with a Strategic Housing Market
Study for the District. Indeed, Carter Jonas attended as part of the working group
advising the Council officers. This is a major piece of the evidence base which we
critici:sed the Council for not preparing in time for earlier consultations.
3.61 A number of key findings are identified within the justification at paragraphs 5.49 to 5.53
. which are driven by both market and demographic factors; these suggest that fewer flats
are required and there is a shift towards providing larger family homes and
accommodation (especially bungalows) for the elderly. Such findings have implications
for the amount of land that may need to be identified given that flats can be provided at a

greater density than large nomes and bungalows.

3.62 Policy CP4 provides the Policy context. As drafted it is appropriate when compared with
the alternatives which are too prescriptive and may be difficult to enforce. 1t is appropriate
for house buiiders, be it private sector or an RSL, to determine the nature and type of
housing required {to create sustainable communities) rather than the Council seeking to
prescribe a mix.
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Affordable Housing
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Reference is made to the SHMA in the preparation of the affordable housing policies.
The SHMA has identified a certain requirement, recognising that affordability is an issue
across the District. However there needs to be recognition that the issue varies across
the District and the two principal drivers — availability of property and local income levels -
affect the overall position.

3.64 We have already suggested one solution to this issue for the Council to enable the
construction of up to 1,000 dwellings per annum with a 40% affordable element would

- deliver the affordable requirement over five years.
3.65 Policy CP5 provides the overarching poiicy framework for affordable housing. Provision A
alimmacta o o m ANS. ramiiramant with Drmvieinn B anmman timm Aifarant aitn oion
PUYYLID U W A U0 TOYUNTITIITIIL wWilll FIuvioivil D ouyyGolilly unicicriin oilg ole
threshold dependent upon settlement size. Overall the policy provides a flexible and
adaptive approach to affordable housing. However, we would suggest that the Council
seeks a lower threshold of affordable housing across the District.
Rural Housing Exception Sites
3.66 Policy CP6 sets out the circumstances where housing can be buiit in the rural areas for
purely affordable housing as an exception to “normal planning policy”. We are opposed
to the principles of this policy. In order to create sustainable communities it is not
appropriate to seek to restrict housing sites to affordable tenures only. Our
. | . , .
representations to the earlier Further Issues and Options suggested that there was no

Pplacel 1or such an exceptions policy and inal the ouncil should seek 10 i1dentity
appropriate sites within the smaller settiements capable of accommodating both market
and affordable housing ta ensure that a balanced housing provision is maintained.

3.867 Our view is that the inclusion of an element of market housing in such schemes would
ensure that more affordable housing is provided as it can provide some cross subsidy and
will contribute to the sustainable community agenda by promoting a mix of tenures in new
housing development. On this basis sites are more likely to come forward

3.68 It is noted that this is not considered in the Affordable Housing Options which the Council
has rejected.
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The Travelling Community
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No comments are provided at this stage to either the Policy CP7 or the justification
narrative; although we retain the right to comment in the future.

Access to Services, Community Facilities and Infrastructure

3.70 This proposed policy seeks to deal with physical, community and green infrastructure,

making reference to t
u Al B LW L

3.71 it is appropriate that Policy CP8 requires that development should provide infrastructure
. and community facilities required in connection with the deveiopment.

3.72 National guidance is clear that new development should not be required to address
existing deficiencies in the network. A review of the evidence base does not make clear
where there are weaknesses and gaps in current infrastructure provision (with the
exception of Open Space).

3.73 It would be appropriate for the Council to set out its position on the Community
Infrastructure Levy given the recent legislation which requires Council’s to adopt the CIL
process within four years.

Chapter 6 Promoting Economic Prospetity
. 3.74 This chapter sets out the general approach to the economy seeking to focus development
into the three main settlements, promoting vital and viable town and village centres and

the continued economic diversification of the wider countryside.

s R - P [ Y O aL

the policy approach reference is made to PPG4; a document dating from the

_UJ
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5

setting out
early 1990's which was deieted in December 2009. No reference is made to the various
drafts of PPS4 published during the preparation of this Core Strategy document. On the
face of it this would appear to be a significant procedural failing, potentially undermining
the soundness of the Core Strategy. This is a matter which requires clarification at the
earliest stage.

3.76 At the heart of the Core Strategy policy is a desire for greater self containment within the
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District primarily through measures to curb out commuting to York and Leeds. To some
extent this is carried over from the saved policies of the Selby Local Plan, but we would
question the merits of this approach. It is not clear whether the policy approach has been
manitored to assess its success, and consequently how relevant it is to continue such a

policy approach.

3.77 Evidentiary material particularly the 2007 Employment Study iooks at Selby District as a
whole with Selby town providing a hub role as the economic driver of the District.
Sherburn is seen as building upon its current strengths {engineering, transport storage
and distribution) in a complementary role to Selby. Tadcaster is regarded as having
potential as a high value employment location promoting knowledge based activities,
given its inherent locational advantage, proximity to the regional drivers (York and Leeds)
and position within a high value residential market, the so-called “Golden Triangle”.

3.78 Recommendations from the report suggest that there should be no loss of existing

employment allocations and that within Tadcaster the TAD/3 allocation at 9.0hectare
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the potential to be a high quality business park. It is however, considered to be
significantly constrained due to a lengthy allocation /lack of development activity, a need
o upgrade water mains and sewers and improvements to the access of the A162.
|
3.79 Additional material within the Retail, Commercial and Leisure Study of 2009 identified a
need for start up business space in Selby and Tadcaster town centres, including office
clusters and provision of business space in sustainable locations in rural areas.

3.80 Overall the studies suggest that (alongside protection of existing sites) an additional 30
hectares of employment land should be identified. This is suggested should be within the
45 ha Olympia Mills site to the east of Selby.

3.81 Policy CP9 sets out the broad strategy with nine provisions focussing activity to the east
f Selby including the main allocation safeguarding existing and allocated sites whilst

encouraging more efficient use of existing sites, and high value knowledge based activity

in Tadcaster. (Rural diversification is covered in CP10).

3.82 Overall the theme of this Policy CP9 is supported as an aspirational approach to
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economic development. However, it is not clear how any subsequent reduction in out
commuting will be measured. It is notable that the performance indicators at Fi
make reference to reduced outward migration trends by the 2021 Census, although this is
grouped with promoting recreation and leisure uses. There seems to be no direct

measurement to correiate empioyment creation with reduced out migration.

Policy CP10 Rural Diversification

3.83 Recognition is given to the broad rural nature of much of Selby District and the particular
importance of maintain and enhancing a thriving rural economy.

3.84 As with the previous section we would advocate that the employment policies be updated
to reflect the guxdance in PPS4 which has replaced PPG4 along with component parts of

3.85 On a regional level we have criticised the RSS for being a blunt hammer which fails to
recognise the potential of the rural parts of the Region and effectively seeking to stymie
any development in rural areas. It is up to the various local planning authorities to
address the requirements of RSS Policy YH7, to our mind this has been done too
inflexibly by a number of local authorities.

3.86 Policy CP10 recognises the problem of reducing the need to travel with the reliance in
many rural areas upon the private car for most journeys, alongside the need to access
. employment opportunities. Alongside the support given to rural diversification it would be

ropriate for the Core Strategy to suppaort the provision of suitable infrastructure such

Lot i

he availability of broadband to encourage such diversification.

[ ) -y TN N, o f 3 ——1 M
FOHCY LFTIT 10WN Cenires and Local Services

3.87 A number of renaissance studies have been completed which support the improvement of
all three of the District's town centres. It is appropriate Policy CP11 builds upon these
themes.

W
00
o0

Selby is identified as the main town with Sherburn and Tadcaster considered to serve

more localised services. It should be noted that Tadcaster serves a catchment beyond
the immediate District boundary serving adjoining parts of Harrogate, Leeds and York
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Districts; a more diverse catchment than indicated at Para 6.42. The broad hierarchy is

considered suitable and that the spatial vision provided through CP11 is appropriate.

3.89 An intention is stated to update the relevant development management policies in the

P | P (ateln

saved Selby Local Pian through a Development Management OPD and Aliocations DPD.

It would be helpful if the role of these documents could be clarified.

3.80 Provision B(b) should make reference to the sequential “approach”.

Chapter 7 Improving the Quality of Life

3.81  Central to the role of the spatial planning process in Selby District is the quality of life of
residents, in terms of the natural and built environment and also in promoting the health
and well being of existing communities. This particular chapter contains a toolbox of
strategic policies which promote sustainable patterns of development and principles.

3.92 Within the justification is a review of the prevailing dogma regarding “climate change” as
well as consideration of particular issues facing the District including, inter alia,

managemerit of flood risk, water quality protection and resource efficiency.

3.93 We are concerned with the introductory section of this chapter which appears to confuse
e development”. As a starting point it is necessary for
the justification to distinguish between the contents of PPS1 “Sustainable Development”
. and the contents of the PPS1 Supplement on Climate Change. Within the introductory
paragraphs there is also selective use and quotation of the Energy White Paper. For
example, it refers to “energy security” and focuses upon this, but fails to make reference
to the other three strands of reducing fuel poverty, diversity of supply and energy

efficiency.

3.94 There needs to be a clarification in the text between what are international and local
issues. Another aspect is the need to separate adaptation and mitigation; PPS1 provides
a definition for each. Paragraph 9 of the PPS Supplement also provides guidance on
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3.95 We have fundamental problems with this policy.

3.96 Clearly spatial planning has a central role in promoting sustainable patterns of
development and it is important that the Core Strategy deals with these issues. The
provisions set out in this policy provide an overarching framewaork to the principles of
sustainable development consistent with the broad matters established in PPS1.,

3.97 It is important however, that the Core Strategy sets these matters out as they reflect the

needs of the District. We would suggest that the title of the policy should refer to

@

“promoting sustainable patterns of development” and that this is included in the text.
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this policy are generic, have no local flavour and merely replicate natior
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guidance. To some extent it is not clear whether the policy should be earlier within the
text to demonstrate key principles, rather than tagged on at the end, or deleted altogether.
It repeats a number of the key locational principles (para 4.29 onwards) which are also
listed as objectives (para 3.5). A number of matters are listed and then duplicated in
subsgquent policies whereas some matters are not taken further at all.
|

3.99 In terms of the latter some reference is made to green infrastructure, although grey
infrastructure (roads, rail, utilities, drainage, and water supply) and blue infrastructure
(rivers groundwater etc) appear to be given limited coverage.
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In line with our comments (at 3.97) above it would be appropriate (it retained) for the

policy to cross refer to an efficient transport system, transport improvement, demand

managemerit along with making broader reference to utilities, the water quality framework

CP13 improving Resource Efficiency

3.101 Provisions within this policy are generally robust and suitable for a Core Strategy when
read together with Policy CP14.

3.102 A major concern with this policy is within Provision B which effectively suggests that more
than half of the total energy needs for major development and strategic sites should be
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derived from a number of sources which are principally heat generators. This policy falls

where the development does not require heat generation or carries a zero heat load, and

fails to account for the general position that only 40% of the energy requirements of
buiidings relate to heat generation. We consider that in its present form this policy is not

CP14 Renewable Energy

3.103 Within this policy we are concerned with the approach which assumes that renewable
energy generation will cause harm.

@

3.104 Careful consideration also needs to be given to Provision B and how it fits with the
recently published Permitted Development Rights for domestic micro generation and the

CP15 Protecting and Enhancing the Environment

3.105 Selby District has a number of natural and built resources of landscape, historic, natural
and wildlife/habitat value. It is right for these features to be protected and enhanced.

3.106 In moving forward with this policy it would be appropriate to consider the contents of the
recently published PPS5 on the Heritage Resource which seeks an integrated approach

. CP16 Design Quality

3.107 1t is appropriate to have a policy of this nature which seeks to promote high quality design
and to ensure that new development is appropriate to its context.

3.108 Elements of this policy appear to duplicate (or be duplicated by} policy CP12.
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Carter Jonas LLP acts on behalf of The Grimston Park Estate which is a major landowner
in the north of the District with property and development interests, principally around the
settlements of Tadcaster, Ulieskelf and Towton.

4.2  Representations were submitted to the previous incarnation of this document suggesting
that it was below par and did not satisfy the minimurn requirements set out in PPS12,
Particularly absent was a vision for the Core Strategy, and a set of corresponding aims
and objectives to set the framework for the subsequent spatial a strategy and policies.

@

4.3  This current document is a clear improvement and Councit officers are to be commended
for a well structured and thorough document. There are a number of areas where the
introductory section could be improved in particular to describing and explaining
relationships to adjoining areas through appropriate maps and narrative. Also it would be
useful for the spatial portrait to describe the different parts of the District, from a District
wide perspective.

4.4 A spatial framework in CP1 sets out an appropriate hierarchy, although we would
question the Council's consideration of Ulleskelf as a secondary village given the direct
rail access to both York and Leeds. Tadcaster is appropriately identified as a second tier

velopment which will support the
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identification of specific sites and locations for development is deferred io subsequent
t
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Development Plan Documents, although there is some uncertainty as to the future
progress of these documents with a proposed revision to the Local Development
Scheme. Selby Council should remove uncertainty and clarify this matter as quickly as
possible.

4.6  We consider that a major failing of the CP1 is that it does not provide a framework for the
review of development limits or the Green Belt

4.7  With regards to the various policies, it is welcomed that the Council has suggested that
Tadcaster should accommodate around 530 dwellings over the plan period. The
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uncertainty surrounding the subsequent DPD's raises concerns about ensuring the

gina land across the Digtrict
§INg 1and across the DISTCL.

4.8  Carter Jonas LLP is involved in the preparation of parts of the evidence base in particular
the SHLAA and the SHMA. In this regard we weicome the Council's recognition to focus
upon the provision of family homes and other accommodation, rather than concentrating
more flats in high density developments. There needs to be recognition by the Council
regarding the consequences upon the need to identify sufficient land to accommodate this

development.

]

49 Likewise we have raised concerns regarding the Council's targets for Previously
Developed l.and against a background of seeking to stop development in back gardens
and that the primary source of browntield land is from employment uses.

4.10 Policies on economic development again focus development into the three principal

regard to PPS4 which was published prior to this public consultation. In supporting
economic diversification the Core Strategy does not mention or support provision of the

411 In terms of the Quality of Life policies at Chapter 7 we have specific concerns regarding

the Council's interpretation of PPS1 and the Supplement on Climate Change. Policy

. CP12 appears largely generic merely repeating national guidance and duplicating other
policy and content within the Core Strategy. It could be deleted.

4.12 Minor clarifications and changes are suggested to the subsequent policies on resource
efficiency and renewable energy. Policies on design and the broader environment should
have regard to the newly published PPS5.

~
w
O

that these comments are viewed positively in progressing the Core Strategy towards
adoption. We are happy to provide further explanation and clarification of the matters
raised in these representations if this is necessary.
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From: Rachael Thorne [rthorne@peel.co.uk]

Sent: 31 March 2010 09:43

To: \df

Cc: Robert Watson

Subject: Selby District Consultation Draft Core Strategy - Comments

Attachments: Selby District Consultation Draft Core Strategy - Comments.doc
Dear Sir / Madam,

Please find attached completed comments form in response to the Selby District Consultation Draft Core
Strategy on behalf of Peel Environmental Ltd.

| trust the attached will be considered as part of the plan process.

Regards

Rachael Thorne E]

Graduate Planner

Pasl Holdinae (Environmental) Limited
OICINGS (=N Hsh

Peel Dome, The Trafford Centre, Manchester M17 8PL

Telephone: 0161 629 8436 Fax: 0161 629 8335
E-mall: nhome@peel.co.uk Web: www.peel.co.uk

rigado W|Ib|ucl ume UIIUIIUIIIIIUIII ur:

A consider the envifonmen t before orinting this e-mai
w3 :

Peel Heldings (Environmental) Limited: Registered in England & Wales : Company Number 5982782: Registered Office: Peel Dome, The
Trafford Centre, Manchester, M17 8PL

This message may contain confidential infarmation. If you have received this message by mistake, please inform the sendar b h\r cnnrhnrg ane-

WEEAYE MAY you agave relavedc message oy pease 12 Sence

mail reply. At the same time please delete the message and any attachments from your system wnlhout making, distributing or retalnmg any
copies. Although all our e-mails messages and any attachments upon sending are automatically virus scanned we assume no responsibility for
any loss or damage arising from the receipt and/or use.

P P o e P, gy [ o,

J.Illb C‘l[ld.ll lb L,Ull.].luclllldl, llld._y UC pllv'ucgcu d..llu lb 11 bUlC use Ul LllC -l dt“:'l recipier 11 ICLCIVCU
in error, please contact the sender and delete the e-mail & attachments.

We believe that this e-mail is virus free, and the information is accurate, but no warranty is given to
this effect, and no responsibility can be accepted.

31/03/2010
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Consultation Draft Core Strategy FRAMEWORK
DISTRICT c ouUNCIL for S?_I_b_y_pm,‘trmt Office use
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Find out more and Let us Know your Views.....

Consultation on the Draft Core Strategy begins on Thursday 18 February 2010 and comments

should be S'Ubllllued by 1 Apl-ll 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 including the Sustainability Appraisal Report and
Background Papers can also be viewed on our website or at Access Selby, contact centres in
Sherburn in EImet 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-
consult.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 Idf@selby.gov.uk. Comments
forms are also available from the ‘consultation points’ referred to above and may be posted to the
LLDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road Selby
"YO8 4SB. Faxed comments, using this form should be sent to (01757) 292090.

nts b

o
3
3

Please provi'de your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

)} Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
ame Rachael Thorne Name
Organisation | Peel Environmental Ltd | Organisation
Address Peel Dome Address
The Trafford Centre
Manchester
Postcode M17 8PL Postcode
Tel 0161 629 8436 Tel
Fax 0161 629 8335 Fax
Email rthorne@peel.co.uk Email

Page 1 of 6
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Please tell us on: which part of the document you are commenting:

Section 6 - Policy CPS9 viii

l._-. [ Y [y

Do you agree with this text / policy? Yes /No/ Partly
Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

Peel Environmental Ltd agrees with the comments made within the Selby District Consultation
Draft Core Strategy regarding the former Gascoigne Wood surface mine in Policy CP9 (viii). We
agree that support should be given to the development of activities linked to the existing rail
infrastructure at this site, in order to develop and revitalise the local economy. As such, Peel
Environmental Ltd would like to put forward to the Selby District Core Strategy that an appropriate
use of this site would be a rail served renewable energy use. Such a use would utilise the existing

il infrastructure as specified in Policy CP9 and would provide opportunities to revitalise the local
economy. This site would also be suitable for a renewable energy use due to it having a major

grid connection of 50MW. It is proposed that reference to this use be included within Policy CP9

{(vii} and cllnnnr‘hnn text of the Core Strateqy, as an appropriate actiy h: or use for this site
\'Il ’ (=1} OHP v LA AN TNl N W § N v‘l“‘-\-’v, el Al PP P Tl L% SAWLI | AT TN R I WL,

Please copy / print extra sheets and use a new sheet for each section / policy
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Please tell us on which part of the document you are commenting:

Section 6 - Paragraph 6.21

mmdiomnt Rlscoan
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Do you agree with this text/ policy? Yes/No/Partly
Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

Whilst Peel Environmental Ltd agrees that The Council should support the reuse of buildings at
the former Gascoigne Wood mine (provided this is directly linked to the use of the existing rail
infrastructure), it is suggested that this should not prevent the reuse of the site as a whoie for
employment uses.

Perhaps more appropriate wording would be; ‘The Council also supports the redevelopment of
q]e former Gascoigne Wood mine including the reuse of buildings, where appropriate, provided
his is directly linked to the use of the existing rail infrastructure that exists at the site.’

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 The Background Ffa'pers / Reports
o The Sustainability Appraisal

Please sign and date the form
Signed _R. Thorne Date _31.03.2010

If you have any questlons or need some further information please contact the z
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292034 or by email to | f@selby gov uk

Please return this form no later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 1 April 2010 - _
to the LDF Team, Development Policy; Selby District Council, Civic: Centre, Portholme Road,
Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB

Please answer a few more questions on the attached sheet
which wiii heip us to improve the way we consuit in the future
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From: JAMES DEANS
Sent: 31 March 2010 11:58
To: Idf
Subject: LDF CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION COMMENTS
Attachments: 100218_Core_Strategy#1E837D.pdf

2

100218_Core_Strat

o
R

" Please find attached, the completed comments form from Kelfield Parish
Council.

Yours sincerely,
J T Deans
Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer Kelfield Parish Council
- o
@65 Mount Park
Riccall

York
Y019 6QU

Tel:
email:
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Consultation Draft Core Strategy FRAMEWORK

—‘—

for Selby District
DISTRICT COUNCIL Feb 2010 Ofﬁce.use
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Find out more and Let us Know your Views.....

Consultation on the Draft Core Strategy begins 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 including the Sustainability Appraisal Report and

Background Pa;pers can also be viewed on our website or at Access Selby, contact centres in
Sherburn 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-

. | . . .
cnancailt limahntlica ron Lk tn ranicter vour dataile and cubhmit commante
Nl F E T AT Rr IR F AN F PN AP Wl ¢ W/ s A PN AN lvulvtvl ,U“l W LA LA T WA R IITE WA TR IWrl T
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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

fArme are alen a\:allahla fram tha ‘ranciiltatinn nninte’ rafarrad to ahnun and may hn nactad tn tha
IWI I Gl e G W VEAIICAM W 1A M %W WA I TLCALINALY PUI' 1w WiVl | A MY Al i llla" Pua‘ﬁu W Kl

LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby
YO8 4SB. Faxed comments, using this form should be sent to (01757) 292090.

Please submit your comments by Spm o

-|
4

Please proyide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name J T Deans Name
Organisation | Kelfield Parish Council Organisation
Address 65 Mount Park Address
Riccall
York
Postcode YO19 6QU Postcode
Tel S Tel
Fax Fax
SEE

Page 1 of 6



| J

Please tell us on which part of the document you are commenting:

Section Number / Paragraph(s) / Policy Number 4.27 Secondary Villages

Do you agree with this texi/ poiicy? No
Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

It is the Parish Council’s opinion that the restrictions on development within Secondary Villages is
likely to strangle progress in terms of turnover of population, influx of new blood and development

of facilities
ies.

The Council is also unsure of the meaning the District Council interprets as /oca/ needwhen it
refers to affordable housing schemes being considered favourably outside the village limits.
Does it mean demand from within the village/parish?

Could it be interpreted as demand from neighbouring villages?

Might it be extended if expedient to those in power at the time to interpret local as the Selby
District?

These are genuine questions which require well defined answers.

Kelfield Parish Council approves of the overall strategy of the document in general, but raises its
concerns regarding the above.

Page 2 of 6




Please copy / print extra sheets and use a new sheet for each section / policy
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Please tell us on which part of the document you are commenting:

|

Section Numbe;r / Paragraph(s) / Policy Number

Do you agree with this text / policy? Yes /No/ Partiy
Please add any comments below

What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

Please copy / print extra sheets and use a new sheet for each section / policy

Page 4 of 6




Please add any further comments you may have about the Draft Core Strategy including:
o Any omissions
o The Background Papers / Reports
o The Sustainability Appraisal

Please sign and date the form
Signed J T Deans
Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer
Kelfield Parish Council Date 31/3/2010

Please answer a few more questions on the attached sheet
which will help us to improve the way we consult in the future
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From: Julie White [Julie. White@dppllp.com]

Sent: 31 March 2010 11:23

To: Idf

Cc: Edward Uwechue

Subject: Core Strategy Representations

Attachments: 100218_Core_Strategy_Final_Comments_Form_DPP . pdf

Piease find attached our representation.

Kind regards,

Julie White (julie.white@dppllp.com)

[ o iy PRGN, | P

DPP

Apsley House

78 Wellington Street

Leeds
LS1 2EQ

D:0113 236 4587

M:07500 330150

T:0113 243 8399
F:0113 246 5930

www.dpplip.com

Offices at:

Bedford Belfast Cardiff Dublin Edinburgh Glasgow Leeds London Manchester Newcastle upon

Tyne

This email and any fites 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 i

!
Development Planning Partnership LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales.

No. OC326302. Registered office: West One, 63-67 Bromham Road, Bedford MK40 2FG

31/03/2010
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LOCAL
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- for Selby District .
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Find out more and Let us Know your Views.....

Consultation on the Draft Core Strategy begins 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 including the Sustainability Appraisal Report and
Background Papers can also be viewed on our website or at Access Selby, contact centres in
Sherburn 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-

consult.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 ‘consuitation points’ referred to above and may be posted to the
LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby
YO8 4SB. Faxed cornments, using this form should be sent to (01757) 292090.

3

e do not accept anonymous comments,

Please provide your contact details below.

‘ a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one

Name Name Edward Uwechue

Organisation Organisation | DPP LLP

Address Address Apsley House, 78 Wellington
Street, Leeds, West Yorkshire

Postcode Postcode LS1 2EQ

Tel Tel 0113 243 8399

Fax | Fax

Email Email Edward.uwechue@dppllp.com

Page 1 0of 9
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Please tell us on which part of the document you aré commenting:

CP11
Section Number / Paragraph(s) / Policy Number

Do you agree with this text / poiicy? Yes
Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

We support the main objectives of proposed Policy CP11. It is

nalicev will ancoalirana araonamic arowth in Qalhv and wniilld healn
PONCY Wil encolurage economic growin Ih seidy ang wouid neip

elby and wou
of the Town Centre.

Selby Town Centre should remain the main focus for convenience and comparison goods
b il s mm bl Al Drien i ] T omraom lom moalaliblomme carem smsm o vnn o bl b bl o e i oo o oo e Do o e e Lo
IGLdIIIIIg, ad Iz Ulbliel > FiniLipdl 1 Uwil. I auditiurn, we WolLuliie idl uie plUpUbUU pUIIby SEERS
the strengthen the role of Local Service Centres by encouraging a wider range of retail and
service uses, which meet the needs of the area served by the centre and that would not have a

detrimental affect on the vitality and viability of Selby.
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Please tell us on which part of the document you are commenting:

Para. 4.6 t0 4.13

Section Number / Paragraph(s) / Policy Number

Do you agree with this text / policy? Yes
Please add any comments below
What is wrong with it? How should it be changed? Does anything need adding?

We support the proposed settlement hierarchy outlined in paragraph 4.13 and supporting
paragraphs.

We consider that the main focus for retail and commercial growth is within Selby’s urban area,
whilst limited growth appropriate in scale will be allowed in other centres within the settlement
hierarchy. The proposed settlement hierarchy will help create sustainable patterns of economic

e s cb b

Yoy,
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Please copy / print extra sheets and use a new sheét 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 The Background Papers / Reports
o The Sustainability Appraisal

Paragraph 6.34 onwards makes reference to PPS6 being the main national policy consideration;
and this document will be replaced by PPS4. We note and PPS4 was formally adopted on the 2g"
December 2009. Therefore, references to PPS6 should be deleted and the appropriate
paragraphs amended to take into account policies within PPS4.

Please sigh and date the form
Signed Date

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292034 or by email to Idf@selby.gov.uk.

Please return this form no later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 1 April 2010
to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road,
Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
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From: Leeming, Paul [Paul. Leeming@carterjonas.co.uk]
Sent: 31 March 2010 12:14
To: Idf
Subject: Selby LDF - Core Strategy Consutation Draft - Represetatiosn on behalf of Mr & Mrs M

Waddington
Attachments: Microsoft Word - 17075 310310 M Waddington Selby Core Strategy Reps.pdf

Dear Mr Heselton

Please find attached representations to the draft Core Strategy on behalf of Mr & Mrs M
Waddington who have land and property interests in Barlby and Selby. | would be grateful for
acknowledgement of receipt.

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

Yours sincerely
i

Paul Leeming MRTPI
Associate

For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP
T: 01423 707804
M: 07976 381195

]

Carter Jonas LLP |
Regent House

13-15 Albert Street
Harrcgate HG1 1JX

=1
x
H Pilease consider the environment - do you really need to print this email?

This email is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient be
advised that you have received this email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly
prohibited. Although the firm operates anti-virus programmes, it does not accept responsibility for any damage whatsoever that is caused by
viruses being passed. Carter Jonas LLP Is a Limited Liability corporate body which has "Members” and not "Partners”. Any representative of
Carter Jonas LLP described as "Partner’ is a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Partner” in a Partnership. The term
Parner has been adopted, with effect from 01 May 2005, because it is an accepted way of referring to senior professionals.

Carter Jonas LLP

Place of Registration: Engiand and Wales

Registration Number: CC304417

Address of Registered Office: 127 Mount Street, Mayfair, London. W1K 3NT

31/03/2010
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Our Ref: PAL/16198 Barlby

Your Ref:

JONAS —// ’
LDF Team
Development Policy The Property People
Selby District Council
Civic Centre Regent House

13-15 Albert Street

Portholme Road Harrogate, HG1 1JX

Selby YO8 45B

Introduction
Carter Jonas LLP represents Mr & Mrs M Waddmgton wuth regard to thelr land nd property
icult
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Representations weare submitted on thelr

Strategy in December 2008. Qur key

and included:

Support for recognition of the role of Barlby as part of the principal urban area;

Concerns over the nhlllhl of Selhy to accommadate develonment in urban e

AN R L* L A iRy A R IVatiie Lo VS TS

alone;
. e Support for rounding off and infill development opportunities; and
¢ The Council should undertake a review of land affected by Iocal Iandscape designations
with a view 1o dphvprmn the most sustainable hnuc:mn sites across the District.

Land at Barlby has been submitted through the Call for Sites to the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and is the principal focus for these representations.

Representations

In responding to the Consultation Draft Core Strategy, the Council officers shoutd be commended
for producing a generally thorough Core Strategy document which is a significant improvement
upon the previous Further Issues and Options document. A lot of effort has gone into
preparation of the document and the associated evidence base.

Support is given to the overall vision for the District which is pleasantly brief, aithough we would
question the number of objectives which are outlined.

Offices throughout the UK carterjonas.co.uk

Residential | Rural | Commercial } Planning Carter jonas L2 is a limited liaoility partnership
A i regsstered n England and wales no. OC304417.

Minerals & Waste Management | Architecture & Building Consuttancy Reg office 127 Mount Street, London WK INT
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Policy CP1 sets out the overall Spatial Development Strategy for the District with Part A
recognising Selby as the principal centre in the District, with Barlby {and Osgodby) as a Service
Village where there is scope for additional residential and employment development to
complement growth in Selby (town).

Part B suggests that land will be allocated through an Area Action Plan for Selby to include
Barlby, and an Allocations DPD. Discussions with officers have thrown in to doubt this process
suggesting that the Council will be reviewing its Local Development Scheme later in the vear.
We are concerned that this may result in delays and uncertainty in bringing development sites
forward and would be grateful for clarification and certainty on this matter as a matter of course.

A sequential approach is set out which we consider to be appropriate giving first priority to
Previously Developed Land. Part C sets out an indicative target for PDL across the District. We
consider that it may be appropriate to set an indicative target for the Selby Urban Area (possibly
to be covered by the AAP), but that this is inappropriate across the wider rural District where
brownfield opportunities are scarce. It is welcomed that the Council accepts that there will be a
need to release greenfield sites to accommodate the (RSS) housing requirement.

@

There appears to be a lack of an overarching policy framework which prioritises how the Council
will deliver the RSS targets across the District (see subsequent comments upon Policy CP12).

Figure 4 demonstrates the extent of the Selby Urban Area, where most of the District's housing
and employment development will be focussed. This is considered to be an appropriate
definition of the broader Selby urban area.

Policy CP2 'sets out the scale and distribution of housing across the District suggesting that
some 57% of new dwellings should be provided in the Selby area including Barlby. It recognises
that new allocations will need to be made for some 2,864 dwellings within the urban area.

Part B suggests that the majority of this provision (1,800) will be provided on two urban

. extensions to the west and east of Selby, whilst some 1,100 will be provided on a number of
smaller sites including at Barlby. We are generally supportive of this approach, but consider that
the identification of actual numbers within the extensions may be too prescriptive.

Policy CP3 sets out a method of managing housing land supply through the housing trajectory
and controlling the release of land through the Annual Monitoring Report We consider that in
principie this is an acceptable approach but would remind the Council that the RSS targeis are
minima, and can be exceeded. We would suggest that one way of the Council meeting its

affordable housing targets is to simply permit the construction of more housing.

ast vear including a Strategic Housing ..l
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A number of reports have been completed in the la
Assessment and A Strategic Housing Market Ass ssment Carter Jonas LLP took part in the
process as part of the Council’s working group. The summary findings of the SHMA are set out
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there is no need for smaller (1 bedroom) properties or flats.

There are consequences to this in terms of the amount of land which the Council may need to
identify to accommodate larger residential properties. For instance the Olympia site extend to 45
hectares of which the Council suggests 15 ha {or so} will be available for housing. A suggested
yield of 800 dwellings implies a density of over 53 dwellings (gross) per hectare. We would
question whether this is achievable. With regards to the 1,100 dwellings to be found on smaller
sites around the Selby urban area, a general density of 30-35 dwellings per hectare would
suggest between 31 and 36 ha of land will need to be identified.

In order to achieve this, the Council will need to find a number of sites and undertake a review of
Development Limits. However, the Core Strategy does not give any clear guidance on what
matters will be taken into account for reviewing development limits.

Policy CP4 suggests housing mix on development sites will be informed by the {most recent)
SHMA and housing needs surveys. This is a flexible approach compared with the prescriptive
alternatives. An important consideration is also the commercial view of housing providers both
private sector and the RSL’'s in what is viable upon a site. The policy should be amended to
include such consideration.

Affordable housing requirements are set out in Policy CP5 wherein the Council suggests a target
of (up to) 40% across the District, with individual sites and proposals subject to viability testing.
Woe support the propoesal for a regular review of the economic viability considerations.

Policy CP8 requires that the infrastructure and community facilities and services required in
connection with new development should be provided either on site, off-site or through financial
contribution. Para 5.122 suggest that within Selby this will be addressed through a separate
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. With the uncertainty surrounding the proposed AAP it would be
appropriate for the Council to clarify this position.

‘ Measures to improve and enhance the viability and vitality of Selby as the commercial focus of
the District in CP9 and CP11 is generally supported.

Policies within Chapter 7 deal with “Quality of Life” covering resource efficiency, renewable
energy protecting and enhancing the natural and built environment and design quality in new
development. The generality of the proposed policies CP13, CP14, CP15 and CP16 is
supporied.

There are significant concerns with Policy CP12 which reflect upon a concern with the document
as a whole; there appears to be no specific policy or overarching strategy which sets out the

PR S |

principies of development and siie seleciion /aliocation for deveiopmeni.

Policy CP12 deals with “climate change’. We would suggest that this is a misnomer as the
provisions within the policy relate to the principles of sustainable development. As worded the
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policy is too generic, simply repeating national policy without specific reference to the locality and
characteristics of Selby District contrary to the guidance in PPS12. We would suggest the policy
as worded be deleted. It should be replaced by an overarching policy which sets out the primary
issues within the District.

Conclusions

Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the current version of the Core Strategy in Consultation Draft form.
It is considered to be superior to the previous version of the document and officers should be
commended for the amount of effort put in.

Broadly we are supportive of the overarching strategy which seeks to promote Selby and the
surrounding area for development. However we do have a number of concerns and consider that
the Council could improve the document and remove areas of uncertainty.

In broad terms these include:

e Clarification of the role of the Selby AAP and component documents — the Councit is
considering rationalising the documents;
Simplifying the number of objectives;
Providing an overarching spatial policy {along with amendment /deletion of Policy CP12).
Provision of guidance on the review of development limits and local landscape
designations

» |ess prescriptive housing requirements for the Selby Urban extensions.

There are a number of typographic errors which we would assume will be dealt with a s a matter
of course as the Core Strategy progresses towards adoption.

If you have any queries regarding the contents of these representations please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Yours sincerely

Paul Leeming BA(Hons) BTP MRTPI

________
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From: Matthew.Naylor@yorkshirewater.co.uk

Sent: 31 March 2010 14:02

To: idf

Subject: Core Strategy

Attachments: Selby District Core Strategy Feb2010.doc; Selby District Core Strategy Feb2010 letter. pdf

Selby District Core Selby District Core

Cheatonu E Ctratanu F
SualCgy SUTEgy ..

Dear LDF Team,
Please find attached Yorkshire Water's response to the above consultation.
If you have any questions please let me know.

Thanks,
Matt

(See attached file: Selby District Core Strategy Feb2010.doc) (See attached
file: Selby District Core Strategy Feb2010 letter.pdf)

Find out how our new character Numptee is causing all sorts of problems by putting the
wrong things down his toilet and drains - check out his videos and look at what you
can do to help keep your drains running free.

Visit http://www.yorkshirewater.com/binit

The information in this e-mail is confidential and may alsc be legally privileged. The
contents are intended for recipient only and are subject to the legal notice availakle
at http://www.keldagroup.com/email.htm Yorkshire Water Services Limited Registered

Office Western House Halifax Road Bradford BD& 2SZ Registered in England and Wales No

777777 L LeLrll F Hleo L BUD 24 REUL

2366682
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YorkshireWater

LDF Team
Development Policy
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road
Selby

YO8 4SB

31% March 2010

Dear LDF Team,

RE: Selby District Consultation Draft Core Strategy February 2010

Thank you for consulting Yorkshire Water on the above consultation document.

> 4lbo8Z ’
|

Land, Property and Planning \
Yorkshire Water

Western House \
Halifax Road

Bradford

BD6 2L.Z

T 01274 692916 |

B MANTA AONN AN

F UILi4 0DUL040 l ’
E Matthew.Naylor@yorkshirewater.co.uk

/

Please find attached our response to the various policies and options proposed. ;
§

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

Yours Sincerely,

Matthew Naylor

___________

Ragistered Office Yorkshire Water Services Limited Western House Halifax Road Bradford BD6 252

Registered in England and Wales No. 2366682 www._yorkshirewater.com
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Selby District
Consultation Draft Core Strategy

February 2010
3. Vision, Aims and Objectives
Yorkshire Water supports the vision, aims and objectives identified in this chapter. In particular we
support objectives 6 and 16

4. Spatial Development Strategy

Yorkshire Water supports the settlement hierarchy and the methodology in the Village Growth
Potential background document. The aim to direct development to previously developed land in
the more urban areas is much more likely to benefit from existing infrastructure.

Policy CP1 - Yorkshire Water supports this policy and the aim to direct development to areas with
infrastructure capacity and avoid areas with existing constraints on the local infrastructure.

§. Creating Sustainable Communities
It would be beneficial to have more details on the proposed strategic sites within the Core Strategy,
particularly given they will account for two thirds of the total housing requirement. For example,
key diagram showing the location of the two strategic sites, their proposed phasing and what is

needed to ensure the sites can take place in a sustalnable manner.

Policy CP2 — is there a further breakdown of the housing requirements for each settlement group?
For example, will the 1265 new allocations in designated service villages be split equally, or will

some wl!ages receive more? This is essential information to ensure the necessary infrastructure
can be put in place to meet the demands of new development.

Para 5.37 — we support the requirement that a site must have the necessary infrastructure to

enable delivery if it is brought fowvard from its original phase and into the five year supply.

Policy CP3 — Yorkshire Water has made provision for those sites allocated in the Local Plan in our
next five year investment programme. Therefore there will be sufficient capacity to accommodate
these sites.

Policy CP6 — Yorkshire Water supports this policy that ensures affordable rural exception sites still
have to be in accordance with normal development management criteria.

Improving the Quality of Life

Para 7.13 - The first sentence in this paragraph should be amended to read “Climate change may
put pressure on water resources”. There is a great deal of uncertainty over climate change and
this statement should reflect that fact. Please see our Water Resources Plan for further details at:
http://www. vorkshirewater.com/our-environment/water-resources/manaqing-water-resources. aspx

Policy CP12 — Yorkshire Water supports this policy, however it would benefit from some further
details. Part g encourages the use of sustainable drainage systems, an additional point to part g,
or it may be better as a separate part to this policy, would be to ensure a 30% reduction in surface
water discharges from existing brownfield sites. This is a policy supported by both the
Environment Agency and Yorkshire Water.

Policy CP13 - Yorkshire Water supports part C of this development.

Policy CP15 — Yorkshire Water supports this policy, in particular part 6 which aims to protect water
resources from pollution. This is particularly important in parts of Selby due to the presence of
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groundwater used to resource the public water supply. These are protected by the Environement
Agency’s Source Protection Zones. These are split into three zones:

Zone 1 {Inner protection zone)

Any poliution that can travel to the borehole within 50 days from any point within the zone is
classified as being inside zone 1. This applies at and below the water table. This zone also has a
minimum 50 metre protection radius around the borehole. These criteria are designed to protect
against the transmission of toxic chemicals and water-borne disease.

Zone 2 (Outer protection zone)

The outer zone covers pollution that takes up to 400 days to travel to the borehole, or 25% of the
total catchment area — whichever area is the biggest. This travel time is the minimum amount of
time that we think pollutants need to be diluted, reduced in strength or delayed by the time they

reach the borehole.
Zone 3 (Total catchment)

The total catchment is the total area needed to support removal of water from the borehole, and to
support any discharge from the borehole.
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From: Helen Ledger [Helen.Ledger@sportengiand.org)
Sent: 31 March 2010 16:27
To: Idf
Ce: Lauren Brown; Joy Flanagan
Subject: Sport England's response the draft core strategy consultation

Attachments: 31032010 Selby Draft Core Strategy consultation Sport England response.doc

Please find Sport England’s response attached.

Many thanks,

Helen Ledger
Planning Manager

T:0207273 1619
M: 07785345277
F: 0113242 2189

E: helen.ledger@sportengland.org

|E| Sport England

Creating sporting opportunities in every community

Sport England, 4th Floor Minerva House, East Parade, Leeds, LS1 5PS.
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The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
Additionally, this email and any attachment are confidential and

intended solely for the use of the individual to whom they are

addracead If vail are nnt the intanded raciniant ha adviced that
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you have received this email and any attachment in error, and
that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is
strictly prohibited.
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31/03/2010
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Terry Hestleton

Principal Planner (LDF Team)
LEDF Team

Selby District Council
Civic Centre

Portholme Road

Selby

North Yorkshire

YO8 4SB

31 March 2010

Selby Local Development Framework — Consultation on Draft Core Strategy

Thank you for consuiting Sport England on vour emerging Core Strategy. It is understood the document

has had various reiterations most recently in Autumn/Winter 2008. Sport England has record of making
comments in December 2008 on issues such as community infrastructure, evidence base and strategic

housing.

The comments and information | have provided below are intended to be constructive and of assistance
during the preparation of the Submission document. There are two “self-assessment” checklists included
to help you ensure a robust evidence base is in place and that all issues relating to sport and active
recreaiion have been sirategicaiiy considered.

| have divided my comments into three sections:

+ General comments on the approach and evidence base of the Core Strategy

Sport England aspirations for sport and active recreation

land is committed to the spirit and purpose of spatial planning. The integration of policies for

WHTR LIRS W L S e W SRSy Ty Lanindrr TP s et

the development and use of land with other policies and programmes chimes with the potential of sport
and active recreation to make a contribution across a range of policy areas. Through partnership

Yorkshire office, 4th Floor, Minerva House, 29 East Parade, Leeds, LS1 5PS §"‘.":0» &
T 0113 2436443 F (113 242 2189 E infoy@sportengland.org www.sportengland.org e ‘A’
h 4 VQ"



@

> 4ibogy

SPORT
ENGLAND

working, Sport England seeks to engage with planners at regional and local levels to help ensure that the
interests of sport and active recreation are well represented, actively promoted and appropriately
developed in the interests of all.

By working with planners at regional, sub-regional and local scales, Sport England wishes to develop a
practical approach to planning for sport and active recreation and to this end seeks involvement in plan
and policy development at regional, sub-regional and local scales. This means seeking opportunities for

mramnatinn the intaraete af ennrt and antive racraatinn thranah a variaty af maane inscluding etabitarns and
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non-statutory mechanisms, at a variety of scales, delivered through top-down and bottom-up
mechanisms. The advent of the spatial pianning system offers such opportunities, particularly developing
new partnerships in realising a wider agenda than pursued hitherto. Here the contribution of sport and
active recreation to agendas asscciated with regeneration, heaith promotion and environmentali
enhancement, for instance. The following principles will inform how Sport England seeks to engage with
the planning system in the promotion of the interests of sport and active recreation.

¢ Environmental sustainability

¢ Community safety

¢ Locai economic viabiiity

e Improving quality of life and well-being

t

* Heaith improvement
i

i

¢ Raising stanclards in schools

The development and implementation of policies using a sound evidence base is one of the central
tenets of the new planning system. To this end, PPS12 (p.15) states that: “Core strategies must be
justifiabie; they must be founded on a robust and credibie evidence base” The centrepiece of this
effort should be a PPG17-compliant demand and supply-led assessment of open space and recreation
facilities that takes into account existing and future demand and supply. The following table will act as a
“self-assessment” guide to ensure the PPG17 Assessment has been undertaken in such a way that it

provides robust evidence to underpin the Core Strategy policies:
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The Evidence Base - Checklist

» Has the range of information gathered by Sport England, and updated by local authorities, in relation
to facility planning (Active Places and Active Places Power), been drawn upon?

» Has use been made of parallel data gathering and analysis exercises undertaken as part of initiatives
such as green infrastructure planning; playing pitch strategy; indoor built facilities strategy; and sport
and recreation strategy (or similar) which provide additional evidence that will help inform policy

ct.icd = ) U il Rl ) L =

decisions?

s Does the PPG17 Assessment include an existing and future demand and supply analysis taking into

acrcannt tha notantial lncationeg of new davalonmant?
account the potentia ons ot Y
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« Have significant cross-houndary issues, particularly relating to facility provision, been attended to?

¢ Has infarmation from other iocal authnrltv qtratpmr-'-q inclt r!_ sport and recreation st_ategies

strategies and community strategies been consudered?

nlav
Laaiies 5

H

s |f evidence shows a site has been identified as ‘surplus to requirement’ for a specific type of open
space e.g. a playing field, have all alternative open space functions that site can perform been

2. Core Topics for Consideration

document.

open space provision and protection;

« facility provision;

+ access for all/fequality of access;

« quality of provision;

+ the needs of specific sports and user groups,; and

» countryside recreation.
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Sport England considers further evidence is required to substantiate the policy in the form of the
following:

a) open space provision and protection: Fully compliant PPG17 Assessment {including a demand
and supply analysis of existing and future needs). As Synthetic Turf Pitches and Multi Use
Games Areas are becoming increasingly popular as a substitute/support for playing pitches these

should be included in the PPG17 Assessment.

by facility provision: Indoor and Qutdoer Built Facilities Strategy and/or Sport and Recreation
Strategy will help assess existing facilities and provide evidence for the provision of new/updated
facilities. Assessing built facilities as part of the wider open space assessment is a key

----------- b o~k OO A4ATT
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¢y access for allfequality of access: this issue should be explored and assessed as an integral part
of all relevant strategies and evidence base documents and is a key principle set out in PPG17.

d) quality of provision: this issue should be explored and assessed as an integral part of all relevant
strategies and evidence base documents and is a key principle set outin PPG17.

..A.- ............. T S T o PR S Ty —

e} the needs ofs s and user groups: this should be set out in a Playing Piich Sirategy
and Indoor and Outdoor Built Facilities Strategy through consultation with schools; local
clubs/teams; County Sports Partnership and National Governing Bodies of Sport.

3. Sirategic Approach o Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision

Sport England strongly advocate a strategic approach to open space, sport and recreation provision and
have producedI a Land Use Pianning Policy Statement: Planning for Sport and Active Recreation
Objectives and Opportunities

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities _planning/putting policy into practice/determining applications.as

px

The overall thrust of the statement is that a planned approach to the provision of facilities and
opportunities for sporl. is necessary in order to ensure the sport and recreational needs of local
communities are met. Relevant policy objectives include the following:-

PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 1: To ensure that a planned approach to the provision of facilities and
opportunities for sport and recreation is taken by planning authorities in order to meet the needs of the
focal community. The level of provision should be determined locally, based on local assessments of
need and take account of wider than local requirements for strategic or specialist facilities.
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PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 8: To promote the use of planning obligations as a way of securing the
provision of new or enhanced places for sport and a coniribution towards their future maintenance, to
mee! the needs arising from new development.

Sport England and PPG 17 (Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation) recognise that new
housing development and significant areas of employment raise the local population, and consequently
places additional pressure on existing publicly accessible sport and recreation facilities. It is essential

that adAditinnal fasility nasde ara mat whan davalanmea i
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communities, meet recreational needs, and maintain and improve levels of health and weli-being. In
some areas existing facilities may be able to cope with additional users but in many areas facilities are
already under pressure and enhancements or new provision will be needed in order to satisfy the new
demand created by the deveiopment. Deficiencies may exist in reiation to the overaii number, range,
quality and accessibility of facilities. Appropriate policy frameworks, such as Supplementary Planning
Documents, Regeneration Strategies and Master Plans will need to be in pface in order to maximise the
benefit to sport and recreation through new development.

In order to maximise the opportunities offered by planning obligations, local planning authorities will
benefit from taking a strategic approach. This should encompass the identification of deficiencies, needs
and priorities through a Local Sports Development Strategy and the inclusion of enabling policies in
relevant Development Plan Documents. Such an approach will provide the fairness and certainties
required by the legislation, and ensure appropriate places for sport are provided which meet the needs
created by new developments and support wider sports development objectives.

Sport England advocate using a strategic approach to determine the level and type of provision required
for new developments to ensure a robust evidence base. A number of strategic planning tools are
available to assist with this, as documented within PPG17 (Companion Guide) and Sport England’s
website to assist in determining the level of provision required:

» Sport England's ‘Planning Contributions Kitbag’, available at
hitp://www . sportengland.org/facilities planning/pianning_tools _and_guidance/planning_kitbag.aspx

+ ODPM Circular 'Planning Obligations’ 05/2005.

« Sport England ‘Active Places Power’ which can provide a spatial interpretation of sport facilities in the
vicinity of the site, available at: www activeplacespower.com

« Sport England's 'Facilities Planning Mode!’ which estimates demand for sport facilities associated with
proposed developments

hite-flanany snortengland oraffacilities  nlannina/nutting nolicy into oractice/assessin
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and/facilities _planning model/facilities_planning model.aspx

need and dem
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« Sport England's ‘Sport Facilities Calculator’ which gives an estimate of the cost of providing indoor
sport facilities:
hitp:/'www.sportengland org/facilities  planning/planning tools _and guidance/sports facility calcul

atar asny
S Y 300

«Sport England Planning Bulletin No 15 ‘Strategic Planning for Sport’
hitp:/flwww.sportengland.org/facilities  planning/planning_tools_and _guidance/planning bulletins.aspx?s

I have provided a checklist of questions that you may find useful as a “self-assessment” guide to
ensuring the Core Strategy’s content and procedure are appropriate and relevant:

Checklist of Content and Procedure

Objectivé-seﬂing h ’-fSet out ciéar objectiveé for sport and recreatién?
» Reflect community strategy objectives for sport and recreation?
¢ Safeguard facilities?

+ Promote accessible facilities?

+ Development of a strategic framework for the provision of sport
opportunities?

Navalaninn and - Emninv a enund avidance haes tn haln infarm nnlicy makinAa?
..... oping and Employ a sound evidence base to help inform policy making?
using the

evidence base s |dentify a hierarchy of sport and recreation provision?

s Use policies which anticipate future sport and recreation needs?

Connecting » Recognise the role of sport in contributing to a wide range of spatial
policies and plans planning issues: regeneration, health promotion, crime reduction, quality
nf lifa atr®

LI TR — L

+ Establish connections between different policy arenas?

0
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sustainability and

quality of life « Promote sustainable resource management/stewardship through the
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issues relationship between sport and the natural environment?

» Promote mixed use schemes such that there is an appropriate presence
of sport and recreation as part of a balanced community?

Developing « Maximise contributions to spatial planning initiatives such as
spatial planning greenspace networks or better use of the urban fringe and the wider
approaches countryside?

s Develop policies which respond to the expressed needs and demands

of marginal or controversial sports, with due regard to resource
protection and wider sustainability issues?

» Explore opportunities for sport and recreation to make a contribution to

= |8 L cLlcatil

unprogrammed development proposals?

Using planning + Set out the provisions in respect of sport and recreation that will be
nhlinatinne and avnartarnd ac nart nf nawr Aavalnanmant?
kuanuvulw AN I unpvvt\-u L= HUIL W WYY UU“UIU’IIII\-II\
conditions

» Ensure that any loss of sport and recreation facilities is adequately

compensated for through like-for-like replacement, or similar?

Annual + Monitor effectiveness of policy implementation in respect of the
Monitoring Report protection and provision of sport facilities?

-*

Sustainability appraisal is a key tool in assessing the impact of policies and Sport England would offer
the following advise in their production;

+ Have appropriate documents such as the Regional Plan for Sport and a local Sport and
Recreation/Leisure/Culture Strategy been used to inform the development of sustainability
objectives?

= |s sport and recraation included within or referred to by at least one of the sustainability objectives?
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» |3 there cross-referencing between objectives such that the wider contribution of sport and
recreation, in respect of economic and social well-being, is recognised?

« Are appropriate indicators attached to that objective relating to the delivery of sport and recreation,
such as: open spaceffacilities assessment; participation in sport and active recreation; and
assessment of accessibility and quality of provision?

= Is there an evidence base, notably a PPG17-compliant assessment of open space and facility
provision, available to appraise the contribution of sport and recreation to securing sustainability

objectives?

Specific Comments on the Content of the Core Strategy

| support clear aims with references to health and welibeing of existing communities, however should this
also apply to new communities to be created through new residential growth? However it is noted that
this may depend on the level of growth Selby is planning for and whether this will add to existing
communities rather than create new ones. Either way it would be helpful to make reference to pianning
for new and weII as the existing residents this the council perhaps has significant influence over through

\
collecting deverloper contributions.

| support objectives 10 and 13 — community facilities and leisure opportunities would both have links with
protecting and'improving formal sporting opportunities a key objective of PPG17.

Support for objective 14 that has references to green infrastructure and the recreational potential this
asset can have. Clearly playing fields that can perform a range of open space functions as well as formal
sport and should also be recognised under this typology.

4. Spatial Development Strategy

4.2 National paolicy — PPG 17 planning policy Open Space Sport and Recreation, should also feature in
this list. This PPG although under review with a consultation draft published recently still contains
detailed guidance on the responsibilities of local authorities assessing needs and opportunities for open
space and sport and protecting existing assets. Reference to this policy guidance supports the
aforementioned plan objectives.

Policy CP8 and paragraphs 5.118 — 5.120, support references to developer contributions to recreational
open space and noted that this will be delivered through a separate Infrastructure Delivery Plan. |
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support this approach in principle however more detail will be required through later documents to reflect
a robust evidence base to seek such contributions.

Paragraph 5.120 — It is concerning that the sustainability appraisal has identified there are shortfalls of
recreational open space in the district, this needs to be evidence led through a full PPG17 compliant
study rather than sustainability appraisal led, although admittedly it is helpful to flag such issues through
SA work.

| note on your website that a report by Drivers Jonas entitled Retail, Commercial and Leisure study
(2009) however this covers the commercial aspects of leisure as provided by the private sector, which
can have sporting benefits such as ice rinks, however this appears to only assess commercial
environments and does not address the needs and opportunities as intended by PPG17. Sport England
is aware of a 2006 district wide open space study which catalogues open space against a national
standard by per head of population. Sport England consider this approach non-compliant with PPG17
and its companion guide because it is not based on local research on need and demand for playing pitch

sports.

Policy CP15 page 92, given comments on green infrastructure above and the relation to community
infrastructure policies it maybe worth alsc including reference to playing fields that similarly should be
protected and enhanced inline with PPG17.

Policy CP16 page 96, comments to creating development that encourages exercise through ‘active
design’ and promoting access to green infrastructure of these reasons. Sport England has also produced
a recent report on creating ‘active design’ which may also be worth evidencing. Please contact the local
office to arrange one to be sent or please see the website:

http:/iwww sportengland.org/facilities__planning/planning_tools and_guidance/active_design.aspx

There are no details about how policies CP15 and 16 will be delivered, however this could be through
lower tier policies as yet produced perhaps? Will a threshold to the application of this policy apply or are
all developments required to consider this? Clear evidence base such as a PPG17 assessment, playing
pitch strategy and open spaces study will need to inform the application of such a policy in order for this
approach to be workable and sound.

Sport England has not been consulted on any evidence based material and the core strategy does not
circumstances to determine whether this draft approach is sound and workable. Sport England would be
happy to provide assistance outside the formal LDF stages on collating and monitoring an evidence base
for sport in Selby district and has numerous tools available to assist in evidence gathering; however |
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| hope this letter has been of some assistance to you. If you have any queries with regard to references
made to Sport England documents and/or services or clarification of points referred to in this letter,

please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Helen Ledger Planning Manager
Tel: 020 7273 1619

. e-mail: helen.ledger@sportenaland.org




