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; E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy M DEVELOPMENT

Questionnaire and Comments Form

SR for Consultation on Further Options Office use
DISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd
Moving forward wilh purpose November 2008 10 No \.l)/\'%

Introduction
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is spht into chapters an-line, and the questions below are accompanied
‘by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.
The Council is particularly looking for comments on the following questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.
[.:w to make comments:
« Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address aon the last page,; or
¢ Fillin online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
« Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008,
« Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Do B ELea N Name
Organisation | 3oe~  Pausd Leencdd Organisation S
Address Mes b KAYE Address CEMTRAL SERVICES]
PAMAD 305
LaEST A nE 5 ner A
Bog b 77 DEC 2008 1
el ! i
@ | RECENED |
 Fostcode Postcode
Tel Tel
Fax Fax
' Email Email
Housing

Scale and-Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 - 3.31).
Q1 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

a) Do you agree with the overali distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 1?7 Yes/No

RO Copa ST

b) In particular, should there be more or iess housing in Tadcaster? More/Less
MRo ConmMEAT

c) In particutar, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less

A0 CoMArlEAT

Please explain why in each case.

-Strategic Housing Sites at Selby-(see para. 3.32-3.41)
Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following optlons for strateglc housmg
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(#) Site A — Cross Hills Lane
(3) Site B — West of Wistow Road
(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane
(/) Site D — Olympia Mills
(¢) Site E — Baffam Lane
(s) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhilt Lane

Any other comments?
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: Managing Housing Supply (seé.para-3:42'~ 345) .

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be aIIowed in the PnnCIpaI Town (Seiby)
L.ocal Service Centres (Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

YES .
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" Aiffordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

Q35 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please

explam why.

TES

Q)6 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not please explain why

Ye =

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (se¢ para 4.3-4.12)

Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most

appropriate location?
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) [~ Site H — Burn Airfield U

. Have you any other suggestions?
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mployment Land (see para 4.13)

Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

A - Land allocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment

development coming forward ' (Agfge/Disagree)
B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is

evidence of market need.’ (Agree/Disdgree)
C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized

development.’ (AgreeiDigdgree)

Any other comments?
WHY RAVE HOCLES  BEEMS RUOLLT  WHELE BOSINESS  OnGcE
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A

business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree/Diségtes)
D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1 — 5.5) : j
Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

No, EFFICILENT &EMneERGT SOPPLY 72 A ~vATiomnsc  IssUE, BErrse DEsIEA,
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‘Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1~ 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

Q10 The Government is introducing a Community infrastructure Levy on new development.
Please indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that
you consider to be important.

Broadband

Community Facilities

Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure

v | Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure

1 Recreation open space

v~ | Recycling

v~ | Road infrastructure

Other (please specify) _

‘Green Infrastructure. e Lt T : R P I
Q11 Do you have any views on opportumt]es to enhance or create Green Infrastructure?
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| Housing Mix {see para 6.9 —6.10)

(312 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes%ﬁ
or

b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses )%&/No

PR Covadas THE FRIGHE dAvhLcusss | FISHAIC Of FPRUCEY Ml
TRST TrE RIOVERY

Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11—6.15)

Gypsies and Travellers

Q13 in making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
the following options (please mark your choice):

Agree/Bis3gyee) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.

pgree/Bisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.
,@%f;’ejé’lDisagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites
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Gl14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agreeuajgagpee) Option A — Sites shpuid be sought that accommodate between eight and
. twelve pitches.

4grge/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and

) choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
J%F&Disagree) Option C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and twelve

0 pitches plus individuai pitches.

Travellinq Showpeople

Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeopte. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

,@fé’féelDisagree) Option A - In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?

(Agree@fggp@e) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy mc!udmg the
evidence. contained .in the Background Papers, which are also: avallable on the Councils’
-website: (please add extra sheets)
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‘Notification

Please tick the boxes below |f you would Ilke to be mformed when T

¢ The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? [~

e The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Core Strategy? ca

» The Core Strategy has been adopted?

7
Signed ‘__L Dated ¢ 9/{ Z/Oc/

If you havé any questions or need some further information please contact the
| ocal Development Framework Team.on 01757 292063 or by email to !df@seibv gov.uk.

~ Please retumn-this-form to the LDF Team, Development Pohcy, Selby District Council, Civic .
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs {5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008,
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victoria lawes ILS
From: Steve Randall (GGG

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:20
To: Idf
Subject: LDF Team: from Bilbrough Parish Council

Attachments: page 1.jpg; page 2.jpg, page 3.jpg; page 4.jpg, page 5.jpg, page 6.jpg

Dear Sir,
Please find attached the submission from Bilbrough Parish Council, sent on behalf of:

S D Esler

Chairman
Bilbrough Parish Council

18/12/2008
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S E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy ,m DEVE OPMENT
Questionnaire and Comments Form
R for Consultation on Further Options Office use
A, November 2008 o 0S

“Introduction - T e o .
The Core- ‘Strategy document ‘Consullatlon on Further Options i avaﬂable at www.selby.gov.uk;
“from: Accéss: Selby* and contact centres |n Sherburn ‘and: TadcasterA and.alllibraries in: thewm;:-“"’"*

plre

ltstnct The document is: spilt |nto ohapters on—lme ~and the questlons«below are accornpamed -*,««'

s Ll w S

“detalls omthe-last.pgg_g:;?f? R M s
,The %ounclleﬁtpartlcularly,.lookmg ﬁggcom entsion*the”foi!oWzng,questlons You are
awelcome foadd: further_comments relevant tmthe Core“Str,ategy’FurtherxOptlons

How to make comments:
o Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or
» Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website,
» Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
« Please provide vour contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Name Mes. 3. RRAd =~
Organisation Organisation |Ctzfi 7o Brulloucy
Address Address agtsy Cowver ,
27 M/Eséfﬁoq/qmg Ronre(,
SElR
Nov 7, N oS
Postcode Postcode Yok A2
Tel Tel OF 78 7~ /2053
Fax Fax
Email Email jOofunclynncbredie y @

271~ (:-‘;’qd(,_ CQ.M

R o T T

“HousingZmmmr Erie Gy ™ s Ll e AT
@S&ale-fand@rs‘tnbuttbn"‘-'ﬁﬁNew«Housrng (see para 3.1 =3 3,1)h ':f’:;:wr e R
Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.

AGR




¢

brec 2

Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Seiby

a) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Yes/E® P
1N Broad dgacemany, Bud 17 et 8z ExTRame ToAtted My Puinea
Ao i’,ﬂr/u:ug A4 ALl iy S.fg'.—,,_,:.;e{.?‘z Viceraos . Seag ML AN e Facg
AzviieP ey Sdoutad Rz Huu:.uzﬂ 5 AVors STReAd o A UnSioulLy
uNdEVELonzd 5,45 5.
b) In particutar, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/lsss &EC;?(,‘ e

K Couru Relidriisg As Seriicyg Cenine Rslz .

¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in EImet? Mexe/less
Anceasd{z R Mag Reilzn Locae SERJices Ara Aeecesg
Ag 1S MorE VigdLe

Please explain why In each case.

i ren o

Strategic Housing.Sites at Selby (sée’péra 3.32::341) === T R

Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

( ) Site A — Cross Hills Lane |
{ ) Site B — West of Wistow Road 2
( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane 3
{ ) Site D — Olympia Mills -
()
()

o

Site E — Baffam Lane s
Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhilt Lane (o

Any othar comments? SAzZs A<D Weneol 18 Cul MA%er WSO cTula Coste
Bziequsc ©F Fioceline, RiSk WHicH 1S 2 clisq o {4e s . W wied ofPosz ‘Sgﬂ:r/:-
13y o‘FSn.’.’ag = & £ A8 41._: Wowid R2s4 Cy ’i/:-te ShAzqic Ezouﬂ,&_r‘“& Eal
fefican SEAY 448 BuyAsn CuhRenlly Pesfzifan Flan StuzloPMoNA
1’57. ﬂ:at.ic,.f Sai 1] n/u.g K("’B‘f Disfe T Loege .r)l_q&{-

S T

Managing Housing:Supply-(s86-pard 3425 3. 45) . el R e o o

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Principal Town (Selby),
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
olease explain why

\|Gf_5 —~ Ha-dz vz ) Aia. Uousg. .y ren VISima Sl Bz ddaon Q7 Nagh .
14 Miy BL dasunfbee Ao Bodfialfs Scs N ~5<ZC;;.H.!Q'47 ‘/u_,u?c';;g WK €2
Aggas 1§ No Esiasiisaca Nead Fr TFfrsam wg Hoasing, | Bmg wugnc, Fog
lug’.o»;c&,'ﬁmﬁ s M EC&S!GH..\{u/ OF Addifional. SEVers REime Rodided
N FRazan 't VikiAg s,

s
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“Affordable Housing (see para:3746%53,59) - mitaslen’ sl B o e

- -

Q5 Do vou agree with the different threshoids proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why

N A4 18 Whon( Fo BIGwRg 108 (vwirte Scefue To e bevewic
Sotine Howsing, f‘m\M/’ WG-sv CoristrucTion 18 (N daciing vy This Rricy
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Mougiag 'S e Rese. HSIOre Ty o Cornfepr Bug Loche Goevd Pl
Sdouns FE FugodZd,

Q6 in order 1o help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not please explain why

\/C__:_S

Economy

Strategic Employmenbsnes (see para 4”3 *”"\" 12) LR

Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the foliowmg do you con5|der IS the most
appropriate location?

Site G - Olympia Park {land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H — Burn Airfield O
Have you any other suggestions?

Atdeasfizn Sdourel Rz SWaq & GRerdr cleqesz OF
~
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“Employment Land:{See para 4.13)+ w50 SRR e

T e e T e
e W EE

Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

A - Land aliocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.' (Agree/Dimsgee)

B - 'Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” (Agree/Diksgree)

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable localions.” (Agree/Disagree)

D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business

development.” (Agree/Diamgree )

Any other comments?

15
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Climate Changéilssaes:{see para 5.1+ 558458 mmmnzal - L e

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major deve[opment
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

p‘cSS:ﬁL\f l‘\ usnr ’7”1 ﬂ%cmrw'é \s /Q

Q10 The Government is lntroducmg a Community Infraslructure Levy on new development.
Please indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. Piease tick those that
you consider to be important.

Broadband

Community Facilities

Cycle and walking infrastructure
ducation

v’| Green infrastructure

Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure

Recreation open space

Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

RS paed e fuc 1dzg OF 4 Coumconts 4 y N XY LL"Y
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Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green Infrastructure?

e
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FHolising Mix{(Ses parate:9=16.10) = - iislssimonsimileiesg o mieRe

Q12 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing} YesHd®

or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses ¥ms/No

P/,V.\,I,Gmpm LG = & lo S(,q/féAM/( 4{3 i Suwoad RZ
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- GyDsies/Travellers and SHOWIPEODIS (S8 Para 6.1 1=635)y s a - L D i i T

Gypsies and Travellers

Q13 in making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with

the following options (please mark your choice):

(Agre/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread acress the District.

(Agree/Disageee) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.

(Agree/Digggese) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agree/Diaageae} Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.

{Agrae/Disagree) Oplion B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

(AmprEe/Disagree) Oplion C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and twelve
pitches plus individual pitches.

Travelling Showpeopie
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Setby District for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

{Agree/Dimagese) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Ageme/Disagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?
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Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be informed when
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examination?

The Core Strateé)yia/s been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
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victoria lawes

A(}K ‘1/([ [00\ Page 1 of 1

From: Eileen Pickersgill [EP@cslsurveys.co.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 16:28

To: 1df

Subject: Core Strategy - Further Options Response

Importance: High

Attachments: Core strategy Dec 08.doc

Dear Sirs

Piease find attached a copy of our response to the Core Strategy further options report, a hard copy of which

is in tonight's post.

Kind regards

Eileen Pickersgill
CSL Surveys

1 Horsefair
Wetherby

LS22 6JG

Tel: 01937 580380

18/12/2008
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Dear Sirs

RE: CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION ON FURTHER OPTIONS

Thanic you for your letter of 06 Novembei 2006 providing us with the opportunity to
comment on the Selby Core Strategy Further Options consultation. 1 have spokento a
numpber of developers and landowners in the district regarding the Core strategy and
make comment on behalf of those interested parties.

[ have read the core strategy and supporting documentation and focus my response on
the specific questions raised in the Questionnaire.

Question 1 - Do you agree with the Councils criteria for defining Primary
Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20 villages selected?

The criteria for determining villages has been based on 2 settlement containing a
primary school. general store. post office and doctors surzery. Furthermore it
assesses public iransport, job opportunities and accessibility to service centres.

The Selbv Distiict is very rural in nature atd has 4 number of smaller towns and
villages that can sustain further growth to an extent. The -ise of this criteria has only
identified 20 primary villages to supplzment dzvelopmens in Selby, Tadcaster and
Sherburn in Elmet.
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The criteria used, picks a selection of key services and facilities in villages and town
in order to make selection. However this does not take account of other equally key
facilities such as churches, public houses, bus services, proximity to other settlements
and accessibility to the services that they provide.

The criteria used reduces the number of settlements considerably using very general
criteria rather than making an assessment of each individual settlement and its relative
merits.

For example, Stutten does not have any of the services specified. However it has a
village hall, nursery, public house and is within walking distance of a hairdressers,
Jocal shop, newsagent, post office and fish and chip shop in neighbouring Tadcaster.
Furthermore a free bus service to the school in Tadcaster is provided and it 1s within
walking distance of a secondary schoo!. Due to the close proximity to a larger
settlement it may be that facilities are in closer proximity than for some of the
residents of the allocated villages who live on the outskirts of those settlements away
from the facilities in the centre. For example, residents of Stutton are closer related to
Tadcaster’s facilities than some occupants of Tadcaster.

As a further example Bilbrough has minimal facilities, however it is in such close
proximity to the A64 that the access to services is equally as good as many of the
allocated villages.

Saxton, Towton, North Duffield, Cliffe and Osgodby have excellent transport links to

neighbouring settlements and many are on regular bus services to larger settlements in
both the District and neighbouring authorities, however again they are restricted from

growth.

Further to those settlements omitted there are also concerns over the settlements that
have been picked. The Selby District Local plan currently identifies 43 villages for
expansion under policies H6 and H7. The H6 settlements are considered currently to
support increased levels of houses, whereas H7 provides for only small scale
development. Of the H6 settlements 6 of these have now been removed from the
Core strategy as areas capable of future growth along with all H7 sett]lements.

Having performed a similar assessment to the Council of all villages currently
identified as primary villages and the currently identified H6 and H7 settlements,
there are a number of discrepancies in the allocations. Of the six H6 settlements no
longer proposed for growth, all of them have their own school and Appleton Roebuck
has a post office. Of the identified primary villages Brotherton, Camblesforth and
Hambleton have neither a doctors surgery or a post office, furthermore Fairburn and
Kellington only have a school, the same as Appleton Roebuck. Further to this, Bolton
Percy has a school and a mobile library, therefore equalling some of the primary

villages.

It is therefore considered that the criteria for defining settlements is very general and
no particular assessment of individual settlements and their merits have been made.
Furthermore from an initial assessment of the areas selected it would appear that other
settlements removed form the primary villages offer equally good services and
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facilities but have been excluded for no reason. Particularly these relate to Bolton
Percy, Saxton, Stutton, Barlby, Cliffe, Drax and Appleton Roebuck.

The general approach taken by the Council may restrict growth in areas that can
maintain expansion as a result of a generalised approach. A more supported
methodology would include an individual assessment of settlements and their
facilities cross-referenced with available sites. This would then enable growth in more
settlements in a sustainable manner.

Question 2 - Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various
settlements and the overriding objective of concentrating growth in Selby

a) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the
proposed distribution Table 1.

PPS12 provides guidance for a Core Strategy to be considered sound, Paragraph 4.52
states,

To be “sound” a core strategy should be JUSTIFIED, EFFECTIVE and consistent
with NATIONAL POLICY.

“Justified” means that the document must be:
+ founded on a robust and credible evidence base

« the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives

“Effective” means that the document must be:
« deliverable

» flexible

» able to be monitored

The concepts of justification and effectiveness are expanded at paragraphs
436 -4.38 and 4.44 - 4.47.

The distribution table grossly underprovides for housing in line with RSS targets. The
RSS provides that Selby should provide a minimum of 440 new houses, through
allocated sites, over the plan period. This equates to 9480, however the delivery table
only provides for the delivery of 4,547. This therefore provides a shortfall of 4,933
allocated houses throughout the plan period.

The figures within Table 1 are therefore wholly inaccurate and provide for less than
50% of the housing allocation required by the RSS. The table specifically defines the
unimplemented permissions as not being included within the allocations, therefore
demonstrating the shortfall. Consequently the housing distribution grossly under
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provides for the amount of housing required to be allocated and cannot be supported
In any way.

The table of distribution demonstrates that in order to meet RSS targets and pass the
test of soundness more than twice the amount of housing allocations are required. In
order to ensure this happens the Table needs to allocate further sites in the Selby Area
Action Plan, Sherburn in Elmet, Tadcaster, the primary villages and also the
secondary villages, which are currently not included.

The table states that Osgodby is included within the Selby Area Action plan yet it is
not included as a primary village. Furthermore by including Barlby, Brayton and
Thorpe Willoughby within this allocation it removes them from the primary villages
allocations, therefore reducing that list further to 17 settlements.

The figures for allocations total 48% of the minimum allocations target imposed by
the RSS. Consequently all of the allocations require increasing in order to meet the
shortfall of 4,933 houses.

By adding the completions to the allocations this provides an example of what could
be provided in the specific areas to meet the RSS targets for allocations. This
demonstrates that significant alterations need to be made in order for the core strategy
to be sound and meet the housing allocation targets provided by the RSS.

As defined earlier the test of soundness requires a sound evidence base. The Core
Strategy further options document has been devised in advance of the evidence base
being formulated. The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment will provide
information on how many sites are available and how many properties can be located
within each settlement, yet this has not been taken into account when devising the
Core Strategy.

Consequently there is no evidence to demonstrate that the figures quoted in the table
are achievable or deliverable. Furthermore in order to pass the test of soundness the
delivery targets are required to meet those identified in the RSS. The targets so far
are way below the required minimum targets of the RSS and require more than a
100% increase. These changes however can only be made when the SHLAA is
available to ensure that they are figures provided on an evidence base of deliverability
rather than an identified number of properties the Council see as desirable for a
certain location.

Should the Core Strategy proceed on its current basis there 1s a clear case for it being
found to fail the test of soundness based on both non compliance with national
guidance and the lack of an evidence base.
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Once the SHLAA has been published it will be possible to assess how many houses
are available in the areas identified and then make an assessment of distribution.
These amendments may require the inclusion of secondary villages or promote some
of the secondary villages as primary villages to enable a suitable level of delivery.

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadecaster?

In view of the comments above it is considered that there should be almost double the
amount of housing allocated in Tadcaster. However, as can be seen from the
completions, building rates in Tadcaster are low and as acknowledged by the Council
there may be land ownership issues, therefore prohibiting development.

The single largest area of concern regarding an evidence base for atlocating land 18
with regard to Tadcaster. Due to the existing build rates in Tadcaster, the lack of
deliverable allocated sites and the lack of brownfield sites which could be allocated it
is extremely difficult to forsee where 273 houses could be allocated, utilising existing
brownfield sites. Notwithstanding this, due to the gross underprovision of houses in
the area as shown in Table 1 it is considered imperative that an evidence base is
demonstrated as this figure may have to double to ensure a sound Core Strategy.

Without a SHLAA there is no evidence base to demonstrate that this can be done by
utilising mainly previously developed land. Without the SHLAA it is difficult to
comment on the exact amount of sites available, however it is not foreseeable where
the requisite number of brownfield sites to be allocated would be located. Guidance
on the SHLAA states that sites included should be deliverable, therefore all of the
issues of site ownership and delivery should be addressed at an early stage.

The Core Strategy identified the lack of brownfield sites in certain locations in
paragraph 3.32. Here it states that there are insufficient opportunities to accommodate
the scale of growth required on PDL or other infill sites and it is necessary to plan for
the release of significant (our emphasis) of Greenfield land in the form of sustainable
urban extensions. Tadcaster is a prime example of a location that has insufficient
PDL and a requirement to accommodate growth, It is therefore considered that our
urban extension of Tadcaster is given serious consideration.

Furthermore it is considered that the limited opportunities for growth in Tadcaster
should provide for a proactive approach by the Council to release land which is
currently not located within the defined development limits. A phase two allocation is
currently identified outside development limits, however this land is unlikely to come
forward due to ownership. Therefore the Council should look to develop a large
allocation with deliverability high on the agenda which may require an assessment of
development limits or even a review of Green belt boundaries. Furthermore due to
the Council’s concerns over land ownership and delivery it may be that in order to
ensure the proper planning of the area the Council look to utilise their compulsory
purchase powers.

\J\
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¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in
Elmet?

In line with the previous comments the Council have grossly underprovided for
housing allocations with regard to RSS targets. Therefore Sherburn in Elmet should
too be looking to deliver more housing. However, Sherburn has recently had a
number of large planning approvals and is in the process of large scale expansion.
There is therefore an argument that further building should be expanded into smaller
surrounding areas.

Question 3 — Please tell us whether you agree with the following options for
strategic housing development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference
order 1 = highest, 6 = lowest).

Our preferred option is as follows:
Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane (2)

The RSS, SHLAA and PPS12 all place great emphasis on deliverability with regard to
allocating sites. Sites proposed in the short term should be the nmost deliverable to
ensure that targets are met, whilst the more problematic sites should be aliocated in
the long term, particularly if there is a chance they will not be brought forward in the

plan period.

This site is in the ownership of two people committed to bringing the site forward for
development purposes. This site is a Greenfield site which is susceptible to flooding,
however this is replicated across site options A and B. This site is considered
preferable to site options A and B due to its proximity to Selby town centre and its
large frontage onto Bondgate, which is a major route into Selby from the north.
Notwithstanding the flooding issues, a Flood Risk assessment has been carried out
demonstrating that the site can be developed in an appropriate manner. Further to this
there are no known issues of contamination and access to the site is available. Site C
also forms a natural extension of Selby, with man-made barriers to prevent further
encroachment of the site into the countryside.

Site B - Land West of Wistow Road (3)

This site offers similar benefit to option C but is smaller, less efficient in terms of
housing density and is located further from Selby town centre.

Site A - Cross Hills Lane (4)

The development of this site would facilitate the removal of an attractive green finger
which reaches into the town centre. This would be an expensive option which offers
no additional benefits over and above those offered by sites B and C.
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Site D — Olympia Park (1)

The Core strategy states that it is ‘necessary to plan for the release of significant
amounts of greenfield land in the form of sustainable urban extensions.” Site ) is a
brownfield site currently identified in the SDLP for development. The site is an
existing part of Selby and its allocation would not be an urban extension. The site is
brownfield and could be developed in accordance with national policy, therefore an
allocation as an urban extension would be inappropriate given the sites location and
current status as brownfield.

Further to this there are large question marks over the deliverability of this site. The
river and railway lines act as barriers to the north, south and west of the site making
access to the site difficult. The cost of infrastructure, including a new railway bridge
will make this an expensive option. Despite the redevelopment of this site being the
most sustainable option and bringing the most environmental, social and economic
benefits to the area, it is concerned that the deliverability of the site is very
questionable. The site is currently allocated in the SDLP, however no application has
been made on the site, therefore raising doubts over its short term prospects of
delivery.

Furthermore due to the existing nature of the site and its location within Selby it is not
considered that the site meets the definition of an urban extension as proposed in the
Core Strategy. The site could be allocated for redevelopment, however the other
options are more appropriate as urban extensions.

Site E — Baffam Lane (3)

The site is designated as a strategic gap within the Selby District Local Plan and is
therefore protected from development. There is not considered to be any justification
to develop this site against the existing Local Plan designation. Further to this, the
site is Jocated with a nature conservation area and any development may have an
impact on an adjacent listed building.

Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane (6)

The site is designated as a strategic gap within the Selby District Local Plan and s
therefore protected from development. There is not considered to be any justification
to develop this site against the existing Local Plan designation. Further to this, the
site is located within a nature conservation area and any development may have an
impact on an adjacent listed building.

Question 4 - Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the
Principal Town (Selby), Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and
Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages?

The RSS provides that over the plan period Selby District Council should provide for
440 houses per year. These houses should form allocations within the LDF and
should exclude windfall sites, a point acknowledged int paragraph 3.43 of the Core
Strategy. Further to this, our experience of the LDF is that existing completions can
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be included within the five year housing supply but cannot be included within the
RSS targets for allocations, indeed none of these completions are to form allocations
in the LDF. Consequently the inclusion of these sites and proposed allocation of only
253 houses per annum is against the RSS and if continued would render the Core
Strategy unsound as it conflicts with the RSS.

Further to this the Council are required to have produced a SHLAA to use as an
evidence base to formulate the core strategy and inform and justify the location of
housing in the district. As of yet this has not been produced and the contents of the
Core Strategy have not been produced based on a sound evidence base. Due to the
reduction in RSS targets and the lack of evidence base it is our contention that should
the Core Strategy in its current form continue it would ultimately be unsound.

Based on the requirements of the RSS the Council should aim to provide 9480 houses.
Based on combining the extant permissions and allocations that the Council have
stated as acceptable in Table 1, it can be utilised as a starting point for the levels of
development each settlement category is capable of accommodating. Based on this
assumption, the Council identified 17 primary villages would provide 2250 houses
over the plan pericd via allocations, at an average of 132 dwellings per village.
Further to this Sherburn would be required to allocate 546 houses and Tadcaster 471.
The SHLAA has not been completed so it can not be demonstrated this assumed level
of development can be provided or that the settlements can sustain it.

The Council state that no allocations can be provided in the secondary villages,
therefore any sites within these in the SHLAA should be dismissed if using the
current Methodology in Table 1, as should sites in Barlby, Brayton and Thorpe
Willoughby as they are included within the Selby Area Action Plan.

From perusing the existing plans of these settlements in the Local Plan it is not
immediately evident that it is possible to provide allocations for sufficient housing by
excluding the H7 settlements along with some H6 settlements from the Core strategy.
A concern further exacerbated by the lack of publication of the SHLAA. Further to
this, should the SHLAA provide an evidence base to justify these levels of
development there are concerns over the level of infrastructure in some of the
settlements to accommodate the huge levels of growth that will be expected. Due to
the small number of settlements considered acceptable for development the varying
levels of infrastructure may not be capable of accommodating the growth.

A more appropriate way would be to assess the SHLAA and provide for small scale
allocations spread over a number of settlements within the District, including those
currently excluded. Due to the nature of the settlements in the District and the total
amount of development required a far more appropriate methodology would be to
spread the amount of development across the district rather than focus large amounts
of developments in concentrated areas which lack sufficient infrastructure.

Question 5 - Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable
housing?

In terms of delivering affordable housing the Council currently rely upon a Developer
Contribution Supplementary Planning Document for the delivery of affordable
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housing at a level of 40%. This was devised on the basis of the 2004 Housing Needs
Assessment. Further to this, the Council are currently devising both a SHLAA and a
SHMA, neither of which are due for publication until January 2009.

The further options for the core strategy reduce the thresholds for affordable housing
to:

o A threshold of ten dwellings for Selby
e A threshold of 5 dwellings in Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster
e A threshold of 3 dwellings elsewhere

Furthermore it states that ‘Outside Selby, a financial contribution to be sought on all
developments below the threshold, to contribute to affordable housing provision in the

District.’

The core strategy policy with regard to affordable housing is based upon a Housing
Needs Study commissioned in 2004 which considered the affordable housing need to

2009.

On 29 November 2006 national planning policy regarding housing was revised in the
form of PPS3, replacing PPG3 dated 2000 and Circular 6/98 Affordable Housing.
Paragraph 29 of PPS3 states that local planning authorities should,

“Set an overall (i.e. plan-wide) target for the amount of affordable housing to be
provided. The target should reflect the new definition of affordable housing in this
PPS. It should also reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for
housing within the area, taking account of risks to delivery and drawing on informed
assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing, including
public subsidy and the level of developer contribution that can reasonably be secured.
Local Planning Authorities should aim to ensure that provision of affordable housing
meets the needs of both current and future occupiers, into account information from
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

Set out the range of circumstances in which affordable housing will be required.
The national indicative minimum site size threshold is 15 dwellings. However, Local
Planning Authorities can set lower minimum thresholds, where viable and practicable,
including in rural area. This could include setting different proportions of affordable
housing to be sought for a series of site-size thresholds over the plan area. Local
Planning Authorities will need to undertake an informed assessment of the economic
viability of any thresholds and proportions of affordable housing proposed, including
their likely impact upon overall levels of housing delivery and creating mixed
communities. In particular, as the new definition of affordable housing excludes low-
cost market housing, in deciding proportions of affordable housing to be sought in
different circumstances, Local Planning Authorities should take account of the need to
deliver low cost market housing as part of the overall housing mix”.

Reverting again to paragraph 4.52 of PPS12 the core strategy to be sound must be
‘Justified, effective and consistent with national policy’.

\[V
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This is further elaborated on, confirming that to be justified it must be ‘founded on a
robust and credible evidence base.’

It is our contention that the amendments to affordable housing thresholds are not
made on a sound evidence base and do not conform with national policy in the form

of PPS3.

The circumstances surrounding the affordable housing policy and the thresholds set
are almost identical to the Blyth Valley Core Strategy, which was quashed in the
Court of Appeal based on its affordable housing thresholds.

In the appeal by the Council three features of PPS3 were cited as follows.

PPS 3 requires a Local Planning Authority’s plan-wide target for the amount of
affordable housing to reflect an informed assessment of the economic viability of
any proportions of affordable housing indicated in a plan policy and of any
thresholds of numbers of houses on a site at which the proportion(s) will apply.

The Council in the Selby Core Strategy propose to significantly reduce the thresholds
for affordable housing from sites of 0.5 hectares or more or developments of more
than 15 dwellings, particularly in rural areas.

The guidance in PPS 3 clearly establishes that a viability study is required to
demonstrate that the delivery of affordable housing is deliverable as a viable
proportion of a number of properties over a specified threshold. The Council should
therefore undertake a viability assessment of affordable housing in the district so that
it can be determined at what level affordable housing is appropriate in terms of both
when it is viable to be provided and at what level. Rather than perform a viability test
across the district the Council have chosen to use a sliding scale of thresholds
intimating that it is more viable to provide affordable housing in small settlements,
hence requiring 2 out of 3 houses to be provided, whereas in Selby viable is
considered to be 2 houses out of 5.

No evidence is given to explain why the Council consider that providing affordable
housing is less viable in Selby where land values are significantly less than in some of
the primary villages it considers 3 to be a viable threshold.

This approach seems to intimate that the Council are utilising the policy to manipulate
affordable housing into areas where it is not viable, therefore sterilising growth of
some settlements. The approach should be to establish a viable threshold to apply a
relevant proportion to, rather than have varying thresholds dependant upon the area.

These amendments have been made with no evidence base for the specific figures and
no account of the impacts on developing within these areas. The figures appear to
have been arbitrarily selected with no evidence base for the reductions, other than a
sliding scale based on the size of settlements affected. The reduced thresholds make
no reference to land values in the smaller settlements or any of the factors in
determining these figures and have not taken into account the economic viability of
these figures in ensuring delivery.
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Secondly, the likely impact on the “delivery” of housing (i.e. house-building) of
setting such figures of affordable housing is to be taken into account in arriving

at them.

Due to the current economic climate, an up-to-date survey is required in order to
demonstrate that the Councils objectives can be achieved through the proposed
policies.

The DCSPD currently allows for a reduction in the amount of affordable housing
providing that the developer can demonstrate viability, an approach similar to that
used by the Inspector in allowing the Blyth Valley Core Strategy. However, this
approach was dismissed in the Administrative Court, where by Collins J states that,

‘It is equally important to bear in mind that the target set must be a target which is not
flawed by any deficiency in the process which has led to it being imposed, and if it 1s
a flawed target, it should not stand as one which is to be achieved.’

He then went on to say

‘what is wrong in my view, is to let a policy be established which may be
unsupportable on a proper consideration of all material factors. The 30 percent has
been produced on the basis of material which is not supported by the guidance and
which ignores a highly material factor, namely the economic viability of the relevant
target.... In my judgement, that, in the circumstances of this case, means that there is
a legal flaw.’

On that basis the policy in the Core Strategy was quashed.

The Councils SHMA is due for publication in January 2009, however there is no
indication that this will include the sort of economic viability assessment required by
PPS3.

Paragraph 29 of PPS3 clearly demonstrates that an informed assessment of viability is
a central part of PPS3 regarding affordable housing and that it is not for the LPA to
set unsubstantiated figures and thresholds.

The lack of evidence to demonstrate viability raises questions over delivery, should it
not be viable to deliver 2 out of 3 houses in primary villages then it will stifle growth
and restrict development, severely impacting upon the Councils targets. The potential
of this policy is that it could have an adverse impact by ensuring that no houses are
developed in the smaller settlements due to viability issues, therefore ensuring that the
Council does not meet its deliverability targets as a direct result of the affordable

policies.

The lack of information regarding deliverability to support the Core Strategy therefore
demonstrates that there is no evidence base and therefore the test of soundness is

failed.

Thirdly, the meaning of “affordable housing” has been changed: before PPS 3 it
included low cost market housing, generally speaking small low-cost units such

Y
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as starter homes made available at market prices; after PPS 3 is does not. The
new concept appears to be limited to “social rented housing” owned by local
authorities and registered social landlords or by others under equivalent
arrangements and “intermediate affordable housing” available at below market
price or rents, such as shared equity units: see PPS 3, Appendix B. Developers
can therefore no fonger achieve any part of a required proportion of affordable
housing by building low cost market homes (as available when the Housing
Needs Assessment was carried out).

The evidence base for the provision of affordable housing is based upon a 2004
assessment relying upon the previous definition of affordable housing included within
PPG2.

The Core Strategy adopts the revised definition in PPS3 which is narrower and more
onerous for developers. Any viability evidence within the Housing Needs
Assessment is based on the PPG2 definition and therefore cannot be considered to be
valid for assessing viability in respect of the Core Strategy.

The fact that the definition for affordable housing in the Core Strategy uses a
definition which excludes low cost market housing means that there is no sound
evidence base and as such a reduction of the thresholds in its current form cannot be
relied upon.

Consequently we strongly disagree with the thresholds for affordable housing and feel
that the rationale for the reduced thresholds is not made on a sound base of evidence.
The thresholds are a sliding scale of numbers based on the size of settlement rather
than a specific assessment of settlements and evidence that the delivery is viable.
Affordable housing should be used to meet an identified shortfall and provided in a
way so that it is achievable. As seen in the Blythe case an affordable housing target
that is completely unviable and is not going to delivery its ultimate aim of more
affordable housing is not considered to meet the test of soundness.

It is our view that the DCSPD currently sets a delivery figure at 40% for affordable
housing. However, in order to obtain a test of soundness the Core Strategy should
review this figure and the thresholds proposed in line with an up-to-date assessment
demonstrating that these targets can be achieved.

Question 6 — In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree
with the use of commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed
thresholds?

The use of commuted sums on all schemes outside Selby below the threshold is
strongly disagreed with.

As with the thresholds for affordable housing, a viability assessment is required to
demonstrate that it is possible to provide a commuted sum on every residential
development. This needs to be assessed along with any other commuted sums
required, including public open space and waste and recycling facilities.
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The requirement for all sites to provide a commuted sum makes no reference to the
levels of payment or to where it is to be utilised. For example any windfall scheme in
a secondary village would have to pay a contribution, however there are currently no
allocations for housing in those settlements and therefore nowhere for the money to
be spent.

Again, this requirement has been made with no evidence to demonstrate a
requirement for commuted sums, the viability of all residential developments paying a
commuted sum and no methodology for its use.

The threshold is again below the guidance in PPS3 and is argued to be unsound as it
conflicts with national policy and utilises no evidence base to justify the requirement.

Question 7 — If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do
you consider is the most appropriate location?

Site G — Olympia Park (1)

This site is the most appropriate location for the development of a strategic
employment site as it brings the most economic benefits to Selby while having the
smallest environmental impact. Businesses in Selby town centre will benefit from the
increase in population during working hours and more money will remain within the
Selby area. The site will reduce reliance upon the private motor vehicle and allow
rore people to utilise public transport, walk and cycle to work.

Site H — Burn Airfield (2)

This site does not offer the same advantages to the economy and Selby town centre as
site G, while still retaining to infrastructure costs. This site is larger than site G
however the RRS states a requirement of 21 hectares up to 2016, which can easily be
accommodated on site G so there is no requirement to develop this site at this moment
in time.

Question 8 — Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following
statements:

A — Land allocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should
be considered for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect
of employment development coming forward

We agree with this statement, however any use should be appropriate to the locality
and the immediate surroundings. Any allocation for alternative uses should be made
with them being deliverable and appropriate in the area.
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B — ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment
where there is evidence of market need’.

We would agree with this statement provided that deliverability is demonstrated. Any
allocations which are to be protected should be deliverable and the defined need
within the area of the allocation.

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing
small/medinm sized business space and general industrial premises in suitable
locations’.

This statement cannot be supported without seeing an evidence base. An evidence
base should demonstrate that there is a need for the nature of development referred to
in both the size and the type of use.

D — ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of
new business development’.

New housing should be balanced with an appropriate level of business use, however
this does not mean that new housing can only be located near the business uses. The
Selby District is very rural in nature and despite numerous villages being appropriate
for more housing there are limited opportunities for new employment uses. Many of
the settlements in Selby district are located closer to other large settlements outside of
the district than they are to the three towns within the district. Therefore any
assessment of housing supply balanced with employment should Jook at employment
opportunities outside the district.

Question 9 — Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements
of major development schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or
from other decentralised renewable or low carbon supplies? If not should be
percentage be higher or lower?

The 10% renewable energy requirement for major developments was introduced by
the London Borough of Merton and only comes into force for developments of over
10 dwellings and 1000 square metres of any other development type. The policy has
been hugely supported by government and local authorities and has now been adopted
by councils across the country.

However, any policy needs to be supported by development plan documents which
provide transparency to calculate the amount of renewable energy required from
proposals thereby not unduly burdening developers. Such a document needs to
highlight the likely energy requirements of buildings so renewable energy schemes
can be implemented to provide the necessary amount of renewable energy to calculate
the 10% energy saving. The needs of different buildings can be identified using the
Energy Use Benchmarking Guides produced by the Building Research Establishment
(“the BRE”), this is then multiplied by the floor area of the building proposed to
produce a estimate of the energy needs of the development.
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In some instances on site renewable energy is not feasible to provide (i.e.
Conservation Areas) and in some cases a policy requirement for on site provision may
restrict development. Consequently, the policy should also be worded to allow for
reductions in the amount of energy expended by a building rather than purely energy
production. The Code for Sustainable Homes provides a star rating for development
which shows the amount of energy saved through a number of different energy saving
means which include:-

Energy and CO2 emissions
Water

Materials

Surface Water Runoff
Waste

Pollution

Health and Wellbeing
Management

Ecology

This would encourage the construction of homes above building regulation
requirements and provide developers with more options to reduce the energy needs
and CO2 emissions associated with the properties they build.

Question 10 — The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy
on new development. Please indicate your priorities for using the funding
received from the Levy.

The Community Infrastructure Levy (“the CIL”) needs to be site specific and should
alter depending on the type of development to be proposed and its location.
Residential development should facilitate the provision of a levy for health, education
and community facilities. This should then be altered depending on the type of
residences provided as part of a scheme with less education provision provided for
one and two bed roomed properties and a greater emphasis on providing POS and
public transport infrastructure. Commercial/industrial developments then need to
provide for transport and technical infrastructure relevant to their business with retail
and recreational developments also providing for public and private transport and
potentially the public realm.

The CIL demanded as part of any development needs to be justified by the LPA so the
priority CIL to be provided is dependent on the scheme put forward.

Question 11 — Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create
Green Infrastructure?

The provision of Green Infrastructure throughout the district should be met through
the provision of minimum requirements for onsite POS for schemes above a certain
threshold in terms of their size. Should it not be possible for developers to meet their
POS requirements they should indicate why it is not feasible and an obligation
towards funding offsite POS may be deemed more acceptable in some instances.
Onsite POS should be a policy requirement stated within the Selby LDF.

Q0
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Question 12 — Do you consider that:

(a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and
terraced housing) or

(b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses

The provision of housing within the Selby region must be led by the regular
monitoring of housing needs through Housing Needs Assessments. The LPA cannot
make demands for the supply of particular house types unless there is evidence to
quantify their requests. The needs of the region will change between different
villages with higher demand likely for larger houses in rural areas and smaller
properties within the primary towns.

A district wide study was carried out by Fordham Research in 2005 which identified a
shortfall predominantly in affordable housing and 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings but also
in 4 bedroom dwellings. This indicates that there is need throughout Selby District
for most of the house types quoted in question 12 and the development of all types of
housing should be increased to meet the identified needs of the district and meet
regional targets for house building.

Question 13 — Gypsies and Travellers — In making appropriate provision for
gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with the following options
(please mark your choice):

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
(Agree/Bisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns
and primary villages.

(Agree/Pisagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites.

Existing sites should first be evaluated to consider their suitability for expansion; it
may be that the existing sites do not meet modern requirements for onsite facilities
and their proximity to existing services. If the existing sites are found to comply with
up to date policy criteria then the feasibility of expending the existing sites should
first be considered by the LPA.

If new sites are required then they should be provided on two large sites which
accommodate 8 to 12 pitches, thereby meeting the required provision of 20 pitches in
the Selby District. These sites should be allocated in close proximity to the primary
towns of Selby, Tadcaster and Sherburn to ensure they have good access to local
facilities and transport links.

Question 14 — Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agree/Bisagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between
eight and twelve pitches.

(AereefDisagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow
flexibility and choice for gypsies and travellers
distributed across the District.



(Agree/Disagree) Option C - A combination of A and B; one site of between eight
and twelve pitches plus individual pitches

Individual pitches do not promote flexibility ot choice for Gypsies as individual sites
are often permitted with conditions restricting their use to an individual family or are
occupied on a regular basis by a single family. Larger pitches provide more
opportunities for gypsies as there is a greater likelihood of spaces becoming available
and it promotes the gypsy nomadic lifestyle.

Question 15 — The indications are that only limited provision is required within
Selby District for travelling showpeople. If provision is required, should an area

of search be:

(Agree/Pisagree) Option A —In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or
Sherburn in Elmet?

(Agree/Disagree) Option B —In close proximity to the strategic road network
(such as M62, Al, and A64)?

Selby, Tadcaster and Sherburn all have good links to the regional and national road
network so any site provision for Travelling Showpeople should be within close
proximity of the primary towns to ensure facilities are readily available. Sites in close
proximity to the national road network are unlikely to be well serviced and will
promote single car journeys for good and amenity.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion it is considered that as outlined above there are a number of concerns
with the approach being taken forward with the Core Strategy and it is our contention
that should it proceed in its current form it would not meet the test of soundness as
specified in PPS12.

Furthermore it is considered that should development continue in the manner
proposed it would have a severely detrimental impact on the economic development
of the district both in terms of small and medium developers in the district and people

outside of that industry.

Yours faithfully
THE LAND AND DEVELOPMENT PRACTICE

’ | L.

Stuart Natkus

W\
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

This report forms a background document to the representation to the Local Planning
Authority (LPA), Selby District Council, for the allocation of the Monk Lane/Bondgate site
within the Local Development Framework (LDF) as a strategic housing site. Within the
Further Options Report of the Setby District Council’'s Core Strategy’ the site has been
identified as a potential strategic housing site to support the growth of Selby in the future.

This report will allow Selby District Council to fully assess the planning merits and impacts
on existing infrastructure and service provision of the development of the site. This report
details the flood risk at the site and how this could be managed and mitigated to allow the
site to be development for housing in the future. The merits of the other potential strategic
housing sites, with regards to flood risk as also been assessed.

lt is recognised that developments that are designed without regard to flood risk may
endanger lives, damage property, cause disruption to the wider community, damage the
environment, be difficult to insure and require additional expense on remedial works.
Current guidance on development and flood risk? identifies several key ams for a
development to ensure that it is sustainable in flood risk terms. These aims are as follows:

« the development should not be at a significant risk of flooding and should not be
susceptible to damage due to flooding;

« the development should not be exposed to flood risk such that the health, safety
and welfare of the users of the development, or the population elsewhere, is
threatened,

« normal operation of the development should not be susceptible to disruption as a
result of flooding;

e safe access to and from the develepment shouid be possible during flood events;
 the development should not increase flood risk elsewhere;

e the development should not prevent safe maintenance of watercourses or
maintenance and operation of flood defences;

« the development should not be associated with an onerous or difficult operation and
maintenance regime to manage flood risk. The responsibility for any operation and
maintenance required should be clearly defined;

' Selby District Council (2008) Core Strategy, Development Plan Document ~ Further Optuions Report, Selby
District.

2 CIRIA (2004) Funders report CP/102 Development and Flood Risk — Guidance for the Construction Industry,

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 1 SHF.106.0001
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e future users of the development should be made aware of any flood risk issues
relating to the development;

e the development design should be such that future users will not have difficulty
obtaining insurance or mortgage finance, or in selling all or part of the development,
as a result of flood risk issues;

+ the development should not lead to degradation of the environment; and

« the development should meet all of the above criteria for its entire lifetime, including
consideration of the potential effects of ciimate change.

This report is undertaken with due consideration of these sustainability aims.

The key objectives of this report are:

e To assess the flood rsk to the site and to demonstrate the feasibiity of
appropriately designing the development of the site such that any residual flood risk
to the development and its users would be acceptable.

To assess the potential impact of the proposed development on flood risk
elsewhere and to demonstrate the feasibility of appropriately designing the
development such that the development would not increase flood risk elsewhere.

1.2 Project Scope

In order to achieve the aims outlined above, a staged approach has been adopted in
undertaking this report, in accordance with current best practice. A screening study has
initially been undertaken to identify whether there are any potential sources of flooding at
the site, which may warrant further consideration in the future. The aim of the screening
study is to review all available information and provide a gualitative assessment of the flood
risk 1o the site and the impact of the site on flood risk elsewhere.

1.3 Report Structure

This report has the following structure:

-5 - e . !!J-!E—éﬂ . G- GRS G- SN e

« Section 2 identifies the sources of information that have been consulted during the
FRA;

« Section 3 describes the application area including the existing and proposed
development;

« Section 4 details the development policy;

e Section 5 outlines the flood risk to the existing and proposed development;

» Section 6 provides risk management options;

« Section 7 gives advice with regards to the development of the site in the future,

« Section 8 presents a summary and conclusions.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 2 SHF.106 0001



- , o ng) Selby Flood Risk Representation

2.0 SOURCES OF INFORMATION

2.1 Sources of Information

General information regarding the site setting and hydrology of the application site has
been obtained from the OS Explorer Map: 290 York, Selby and Tadcaster. The Naticnal
Grid Reference of the site is ‘461565, 433285,

information regarding the flood risk at the stte and local flood defences has been taken
from the Selby District Strategic Flood Risk Assessment — Level 1 (SFRA)®. A site visit was
undertaken by Hydrologists from Enzygo Ltd, a member of the Selby Internal Drainage
Board (IDB) and landowner on the 24" November 2008,

2.2 Discussions with Regulators

Gillian Turner, Development Control Officer at the Environment Agency was contacted on
the 19" November 2008. Discussions were held with regards to the nature and scale of the
flood risk. Mitigation and development options were also discussed for the site.

® Selby District Council (2007} Strategic Flood Risk Assessment - Level 1 Report.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 3 SHF.106.0001
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA

3.1 Site Location

The site is situated to the north of the town centre of Selby. North Yorkshire. The site
comprises an irregular shaped parcel of land covering an area of approximately 47ha
between Bondgate, Monk Lane and The Holmes extending towards the Wistow Lordship

Flood Barrier.

3.2 River Setting

Flowing around the northern boundary of the site from west to east is the Holmes Dike. The
Black Fen Dike joins the Holmes Dike just to the north of the site, approximately half way
around the northern boundary of the site. The Holmes Dike then flows to the east of the site
through the Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier. The Holmes Dike is maintained by the Selby
Area IDB. To the east and southern boundaries of the site is the River Ouse which flows
through Selby from north to south. This is designated as a Main River and is therefore

maintained by the Enpvironment Agency

3.3 Existing Development

The whole of the site 1s currently a ‘Greenfield’ site consisting of arable agricultural farm
land (see Figure 1).

Figure 1

The Monk Lane/Bondgate Site, Selby

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 4 SHF 106 0001
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4.0 DEVELOPMENT POLICY

4.1 Regional Spatial Strategy

The Yorkshire and Humber Plan was published in May 2008*. The Pian sets out the broad
development strategy for the Region. It covers topics such as housing, economic
development, transport, the environment and regeneration. The main policy of the Plan,
with regards to the growth and development of Selby in the future, is policy YH5.

Policy YH5 of the Plan identifies Selby as a Principal Town. The Plan seeks to concentrate
development in Selby with emphasis on creating additional job opportunities to support its
Principal Town role. Selby is identified as the focus for a significant growth in housing in the
Selby District. The Plan identifies that the annual averages net additions to the dwelling
stock between 2008 and 2026 for Selby will need to be 440 or a total of 7920 dwellings
over the next 18 years.

4.2 Core Strategy

The Further Option Report of the Selby District Council Core Strategy was published in
2008 and looks at future growth opportunities as well as identifying areas that are not
suitable for such expansion. The strategy also considers the environmental impact of such
growth and sets out a framework to ensure new developments are sustainable, with good
local employment opportunities and transport links.

In line with the RSS, Selby will be the focus for new development in the District. It is
acknowledged that in order to reduce the amount and length of outward commuting, the
self sufficiency of the District should be improved.

Locating development in the Selby urban area is considered to be the most sustainable
way of addressing this issue, and the strategy envisages the following:

Housing — Main focus for market and affordable housing, with priority given to previously
developed sites. In addition to planned aliocations for redevelopment of Previously
Developed Land (PDL) for mixed (market and affordable) housing, and 100% affordable
housing schemes (on both PDL and ‘Greenfield’ sites) will be supported.

The scale of the growth to be accommodated in the Selby creates a considerable challenge
for the town and surrounding area. With this in mind, six potential locations (see Table 1
and Appendix 1) for strategic growth have been identified around the periphery of Selby by
the Selby District Council, of which the Monk Lane/Bondgate site is one. These are being
investigated further in more detail to fully assess their planning merits and impacts on
existing infrastructure and service provision by the LPA.

4 The Yorkshire and Humber Plan, Regional Spatal Strategy to 2026 (RSS), pubhshed in May 2008 by the
Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 5 SHF.106.0001
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Table 1

Potential Strategic Housing Growth Sites within Selby

Urban Extension . Néi'ﬁ“;e.‘- Size ~ Number of
Options (ha) Dwellings
A Cross Hills Lane 42 1000
B Land West of Wistow Road 25 >500
C Monk Lane/Bondgate 47 >1000
D QOlympia Park 38 >700
E Baffam Lane 28 >500
. Brackenhill Lane/Foxhills a1 250
Lane

4.3 Local Plan

The Selby District Local Plan® was formally adopted in February 2008. The Local Plan
develops and underpins many of the aims and objectives of the Selby District Council.
It provides a comprehensive land-use framework for promoting, co-ordinating and
controlling future development. The Local Pian identifies the need for the provision for
significant residential and employment expansion, including two major residential
allocations.

4.4 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

The Selby District Council SFRA — Level 1 Report was published in 2007 and updated in
2008. PPS25 re-emphasises the active role Local Authorities should have in ensuring flood
risk is considered in strategic land use planning. PPS25 encourages LPA's to undertake
SFRAs and to use their findings to inform land use planning.

To assist Local Authorities in their strategic land use planning, SFRAs should present
sufficient information to enable Local Authorities to apply the Sequential Test to their
proposed development sites. The SFRA should have regard to river catchment wide fiood
issues and also involve a:

‘Process which allows the Local Planning Authority to determine the variations in flood risk
across and from their area as the basis for preparing appropriate policies for flood risk

management for these areas..

in addition, where development sites cannot be located in accordance with the Sequential
Test as set out in PPS25 (i.e. to steer development to low risk sites):

® Selby District Council (2008) Selby Distnct Local Plan.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 6 SHF 106 0001
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‘The scope of the SFRA should be increased to provide the information necessary for the
application of the Exception Test'

in addition to being a tool for use in strategic land use planning, an SFRA should also be
accessible and provide guidance to aid in the general planning process of a local authority.

In line with PPS25 and the emarging RSS, Selby District Council should apply the
Sequential Test as early as possible and at all stages in the planning process, with the aim
of directing new development towards areas that have a low probability of flooding. Where
potential development sites are at risk from flooding, Selby District Council must determine
the individual sites suitability for development based on the Sequential Test and
vulnerability classifications presented in Tables D1 and D2 of PPS25.

As a significant number of potential development sites in Selby and other settiements are
likely to fall within higher flood risk areas it is anticipated that the process of identifying land
to satisfy the development aspirations outlined in the emerging RSS and Selby’s Core
Strategy will need to be subject to a process of sequential testing. PPS25 states that where
sequential testing reveals there is insufficient land available, within Flood Zone 1 to
accommodate development needs in order to achieve wider sustainability and regeneration
objectives, development should preferably be located in Fiood Zone 2.

Again, where this may not be possible, sites in Flood Zone 3 can be considered. Any
potential or previously allocated development sites that are either wholly or partly situated
in either Flood Zones 2 or 3 will require the application of the exception test. To help inform
and satisfy this exception test, these sites will require further assessment in a Level 2
SFRA.

The Selby District Council SFRA Level 1 Report will provide sufficient data and information
to enable Selby District Council to apply the Sequential Test to land allocations such as the
Monk Lane/Bondgate Site and potential development sites and help the council to identify
specific sites from the for taking forward to Level 2 assessment (i.e. Strategic Housing
Growth Sites identified in the Core Strategy). The Level 2 SFRA will provide sufficient
information to facilitate the application of the Exception Test where required. This will be
based on information collected for the Level 1 SFRA and additional works where
necessary. The Level Report will provide information with regards to the allocation and
development of the Strategic Housing Growth Sites identified in the Core Strategy.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 7 SHF.106.0001
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- ng) Selby Flood Risk Representation

5.0 FLOOD RISK

5.1 Potential Sources of Flooding — Level 1 Screening Study

All potential sources of flooding must be considered for any proposed development. At this
early stage of the development of the site an initial assessment of the flood risk at the site
has been undertaken. Before any planning permission can be granted by the LPA and
approval obtained from the Environment Agency a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
in accordance with PPS25 will have to be undertaken.

A summary of an initial assessment of the potential sources of flooding and a review of the
potential risk posed by each source at the site is presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Initial Assessment of Potential Risk Posed by Flooding Sources

P Potential Flood Risk at~  Potential _

Potential Séurce DataSource -

Application Site? .Source SRR

. : . Environment
Fluvial flooding Yes Holmes Dike Agency, SFRA

Tidal flooding Yes River Ouse Environment

Agency

Flooding from rising / No None Environment
high groundwater reported Agency, SFRA

None Environment

| ,

Overland flow flooding No reported Agency, SFRA

Flooding from artificial No Nane Environment
drainage systems reported Agency, SFRA

Flooding due to No None Environment
infrastructure failure reported Agency, SFRA,

5.1.1 Overview of Flood Risk within Selby

The Selby District Council SFRA states that large areas of Selby fall within the medium
probability (Flood Zone 2) and high probability (Flood Zone 3) flood nsk areas, amounting
to approximately 52% of the area within the Development Limits of Selby (see Appendix 2).

The Selby District SFRA states the following:

‘.. significant flood risk exists within refatively large areas of the district, affecting the
Principal Town (Selby).

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 8 SHF.106 0001
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Therefore, to support Selby's Principal Town role a large proportion of significant housing
growth identified in the RSS and Core Strategy will have to be developed in flood risk areas
(i.e. Flood Zones 2 and 3).

5.1.2 Fluvial Flooding Sources

As noted in Section 3.2, the Holmes Dikes (see Figure 2) flows around the northern
boundary of the site from west to east before fiowing to the east of the site through the
Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier. The Black Fen Dike joins the Hotmes Dike just to the north
of the site, approximately half way around the northern boundary of the site. Therefore, the

site is at risk of fluvial flooding.

Figure 2

The Holmes Dike

5.1.3 Tidal Flooding Sources

As noted in Section 3.2, the River Ouse is located to the east and south of the site. The
River Ouse is formed from the River Ure at Cuddy Shore Reach near Linton-On-Ouse. It
generally flows in a south easterly direction for approximately 100 km, through the city of

York and Selby and Goole, before fiowing into the River Trent near the village of Faxfleet.

The Ouse catchment is a wide, flat plain, with an approximate catchment size of 735km?;
heavy rainfall in the river's catchment area can bring severe flooding to nearby settlements.
Through Selby and downstream the River Quse is tidal and the risk is principally from the
sea as a result of storm surges in the North Sea. Therefore, the site is at risk of tidal

flooding.

© Enzygo Lid 2008 9 SHF.106 0001
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5.1.4 Groundwater Flooding

Groundwater flooding can originate from various sources beneath the ground surface
including water seepage through permeable strata. It may also arise from human action
where groundwater levels rise following reduction in groundwater abstraction. The SFRA

states the following:

‘The contribution of groundwater to the total flow is low within the Ouse catchment and no
incidents of groundwater flooding have so far been reported. However, higher intensity and
Jonger rainfall events in the future combined with traditionally high water tables in the Selby
district rmay increase groundwater levels and could result in flooding, so careful monitoring
is likely to be required.

Therefore, groundwater flooding is not though to pose a major risk to the site. However, this
will need to be assessed in greater detail as part of an FRA for the site.

5.1.5 Overland Flow Flooding

During periods of prolonged rainfall events and sudden intense downpours, overland flow
from higher ground may ‘pond’ in low-lying areas of land without draining into watercourses
and surface water drainage systems. This type of flooding is most likely to occur in areas of
poor permeability (e.g hardstanding) and steeper slopes.

Currently the site and surrounding area is mainly composed of ‘Greenfield’ sites and is not
surrounded by higher ground therefore, this type of flooding does not pose a major risk to
the site. However, this will need fo be assessed in greater detail as part of an FRA for the

5.1.6 Sewer Flooding

Currently no sewers are located on the site. However, if development occurs at the site the
sewers will have to be built to the current guidelines which at the moment are ‘sewers for
adoption’ 6" Edition®.

Currently sewers have a design standard of the 1 in 30 year fiood event and therefore it is
likely that the majority of sewer systems will surcharge during rainstorm events with a
return period greater than a 1 in 30 years (e.g 1in 100 years). However, the Selby District
Council SFRA states that there are no recorded incidents of sewer fiooding within the
Development Limit of Selby. However, this will need to be assessed in greater detail as part
of an FRA for the site.

€ WRC (2006) Sewers for Adoption 8" Edition

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 10 SHF.106 0001
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5.2 Historic Flooding

In recent years Selby has been very badly affected by flooding. The site was inundated with
floodwater during 2000. The source of the floodwaters was not the River Quse but the
Holmes Dike which flows around the site. The water in the Holmes Dike backed up behind
the Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier, due to the low capacity of the culvert/siphon through the
barrier. The Environment Agency obtained a pump to discharge the water over the barrier

to the River Quse.

immediately following the 2000 floods, the Environment Agency obtained a pump to
discharge the water over the barrier to the River Ouse. A permanent pumping station has
been discussed by the Coal Authority (who own land between the River Ouse and the
Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier), the Environment Agency and Selby Area IDB but at the
moment this pump has not been installed. However, a smaller pumping station has been
installed upstream by the Coal Authority to protect the land to the north of the site.

5.3 Environment Agency Flood Map

A review of the Environment Agency's website indicates that the entire site is located within
Flood Zone 3 (see Figure 3). The Selby District Council SFRA further delineates the
Environment Agency Flood Zones and confirms that the site is located within Flood Zone

3a.
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Figure 3

Environment Agency Flood Zone Map
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The Selby District Council Core Strategy has also stated the following with regards to
flooding at the site:

‘The site is within a high risk flood zone (Flood Zone 3a) and is vulnerable to flooding owing
to its close proximity to the River Ouse, and the Wistow Lordship Barrier Bank and
associated Functional Floodplain’

It can therefore be concluded that the site has a ‘high probability’ of flooding with a 1in 100
or greater annual probability of river flooding (1%} in any year.

The Environment Agency Flood Zones and acceptable development types are explained in
Table 3. Applying the Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification in Table D.2 of PPS25, the
proposed allocation of the site for residential uses is classified as ‘more vulnerable’. Table 4
of this report and Table D.1 of PPS25 states that ‘more vulnerable’ uses are appropriate
within Flood Zone 3a. However the Sequential Test and Exception Test, in accordance
with PPS25, will need to be undertaken for any future planning applications for the site as
part of an FRA.

Table 3

Environment Agency Flood Zones and Appropriate Land use

Tood Probabilty - i Explandtion v . . “Ghnduse
Zone Less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river All development
1 Low or sea flooding in any year (<0 1%) types generally
acceptable
. . Most
Between a 1in 100 and 1 in 1000 annual development
Zone probability of river flooding {1% - C.1%) or i are
2 Medium between a 1 in 200 and 1 1n 1000 annual gﬁzra"y
probability of sea flooding (0.5% 0.1%) in any acceptable
year
A 1in 100 or greater annual probability of river Some
Zone High fiooding (>1%) or a 1 in 200 or greater annual development
3a probabiiity of flooding from the sea (>0.5%) in types not
any year acceptable
Land where water has to be flow or be stored in
times of flood. SFRAs should identify this zone Some
(land which would flood with an annual development
Zone ‘Functional probability of 11n 20 (5%) or greater in any year i P f
3b Floodplair’ or is designed to flood in an extreme (0.1%0 ypes no
acceptable,

flood, or at another probability to be agreed
between the LPA and the Environment Agency,
including water conveyance routes)

Note The Flood Zones are the current best information on the extent of the extreme flood from rivers or the sea
that would occur withour the presence of flood defences, because these can be breached, overtopped and may
not be in existence for the iifetime of the development.

® Enzygo Ltd 2008
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Table 4
Flood Risk Vulnerability and Flood Zone ‘Compatibility’ as identified in Table D.3 of
PPS25
“Floed Risk .~ —
Vulnerability * poconvial . owaer - Highty | More - Lebs

* “Classification |z _ T . | S
(see Table D2 - lnfrastructure - _Cmea_t‘:bl_e Vl'.llne_rql:glel Vuinerable —\{uln_srablge

- of PPS25) S e I E e ot
Zone 1 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Exception
Zone 2 Yes Yes test Yes Yes
required
. Exception
Zone 3a Exceptlpn test Yes No test Yes
required -
required
Zone 3b .
‘Functional Except1_onc';est Yes No No No
Floodplain’ require

Key: Yes: Development is appropriate, No: Development should not be permitted,

5.4 Existing and Planned Flood Defence Measures

The site is protected from flooding from the River Ouse by flood defences along the right
bank of the river. These defences consist of the following:

e Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier.

+ Selby Flood Alleviation Scheme.

Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier (see Figure 4) is a secondary flood defence embankment
between the site and the River Quse and provides a storage area to protect the site and
Selby and flooding. These defences were built by the Coal Authority.

The Selby Flood Alleviation Scheme (see Figure 5) is an Environment Agency owned
flood defence scheme that are present along the left and right bank of the River Quse and
protects Selby and the surrounding areas from flooding. These defences consist of raised
flood banks and reinforced flood walls. These defences were improved and made
permanent after the 2000 flood event. The defences provide a standard of protection
against flooding from the River Ouse for the site and Selby up to the 1 in 200 year fiood

event.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 13 SHF.106.0001
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Figure 4

The Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier
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Figure 5

The Selby Flood Alleviation Scheme at the Redrow development (the former
Providence Mill) to south of the site

® Enzygo Ltd 2008 14 SHF.106 0001
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5.5 Current Flood Risk

The main flood risk to site has been identified to be from the following sources: fluvial
flooding from the Holmes Dike and/or from tidal flooding from the River Ouse.

Flooding from the Holmes Dike is due to the low capacity of the culvert/siphon that flows
through the Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier, which causes water to back up behind the fiood
barrier and has been known to flood the site in the past.

The site is protected from flooding from the River Ouse by the flood defences however, a
residual flood risk remains from this source at the site as the flood defences may be
breached or overtopped in the future especially if the affects of climate change and sea
level rise are taken into account.

5.6 Flood Risk at the Potential Strategic Housing Growth Sites

All potential sources of flooding must be considered for any proposed development. At this
early stage of the development of the site an initial assessment of the flood risk at the
potential strategic housing growth site identified within the Core Strategy has been
undertaken.

A summary of the initial assessment of the potential sources of flooding and a review of the
potential risk posed by each source at the sites is presented in Table 5. This shows that the
majority of the sites are located within a flood risk area, with only site F — Brackenhill
Lane/Foxhills Lane being located within a ‘low probability of flooding i.e. Flood Zone 1.
However, not all the potential sources of fiooding (e.g. groundwater, sewer, and overiand
flow) have been considered at this stage, further consideration of flooding may reveal other
sources of flooding at the sites.

Table 5 shows that after the initial assessment of flood risk at the sites, if the potential
strategic housing growth sites are sequentially ranked with regards to flood risk, the site
(i.e. Site C - Monk Lane/Bondgate) is shown to be ranked equal 3" out of the 6 sites. This
may changes after further investigation into the flood rigk at the other sites.

If other material planning considerations are taken into account (i.e. transport, landscape)
the site may become more favourable in planning terms. The site also becomes much more
favourable if the size of the site and the number of dwellings to be built on the site is taken
into account. The site can deliver the largest number of dwellings of all of the sites and
would also provide a number of other benefits such as providing green infrastructure,
recreation areas and community facilities around the northern edge of Selby. The site is
also well related to the existing pattern of development within Selby.

Therefore, it is felt that the Monk Lane/Bondgate site could provide the strategic housing
site that Selby requires to support its Principal Town role. Section 6 provides an indicative
layout and mitigation measures to allow the site to be developed safely.

| g . 1
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Table 5

Flood Risk at the Potential Strategic Housing Growth Sites

3 o Narie Size - No. of Flood Main Flood ;tol?ei:tl;ﬁ
II Options™ - aMe - . .(ha) < Dwellings 26né  Source gquential
R R . e Lo - Ranking -
.; Selby Dam '
! A Cross Hills Lane 42 1000 3a and IDB 3
| Drains
}, Crockret
B Land Westof g >500 36 Dyke and 6
Wistow Road .
. IDB Drains
'| Holmes
“ c Monk 47 >1000 32 Dike and 3
Lane/Bondgate .
i River Quse
D Olympia Park 38 >700 3a  River Ouse 3
n " E Baffam Lane 26 >500 2 River Ouse 2
"L Brackenhill
Il F Lane/Foxhills 31 750 1 River Quse 1
' Lane
|
|
! © Enzygo Ltd 2008 16 SHF.106.0001
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6.0 RISK MANAGEMENT

6.1 Introduction

Flood Zones 3a is considered suitable for ‘more vulnerable’ developments within PPS25. In
this flood zone, developers and local authorities should seek- opportunities to reduce the
overall level of flood risk in the area through the layout and form of the development, the
appropriate application of sustainable drainage technigues and the use of flood mitigation
measures is recommended as per PPS25.

As it is not possible to remove all of the risk posed to the proposed development site a
number of strategies and mitigation measures are suggested here 10 aliow the site to be
safely used for its intended use and to manage this residual risk.

In the future developers will have to liaise closely with the Environment Agency. The
scheme will need to take into account the design guidelines within the Selby District
Council SFRA. PPS25 and must be approved by the LPA. The developer should take these
into account, and the Selby District Council will refer to these when considering any

planning application.

A number of mitigation options which can be considered to ensure that developments will
be safe and not increase flood risk elsewhere. These are explained below and an initial
indicative site layout for the site has been developed (see Drawing 1).

6.1 Site Layout

The layout of the developed site can be used to mitigate the effects of fiooding on the site.
The Practice Guide to PPS25 states the following:

‘Where the Sequential Test shows that there are no suitable available alternative sites in
lower flood risk areas and development is required, the sequential approach should be
applied within the development site to located the most vulnerable elements of a
development in the fowest flood risk area’

Residential developments contain a variety of land uses, including  dwellings,
vehicle/pedestrian access, car parks, shops, schools and other community facilities. The
indicative site layout shows that the most vulnerable uses (housing) are restricted to the
high ground at a lower risk of flooding, and the flood compatible uses (car parks, open
spaces etc) in the higher rnisk areas. )

The iow-lying ground nearest the River Ouse will be used for recreation, amenity and open
spaces (e.g. environmental uses). This will provide important flood conveyance and storage
as well as providing connected green spaces with consequent social and environmental

7 Communities and Local Government (2008) Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk
(PPS25), Practice Guide.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 17 SHF.106.0001
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benefits (see HR Wallingford reports SR 622° and SR 625 and CIRIA report CA35%) This
green infrastructure has the potential to raise the potential and profitability of the
development and contributes to other sustainability objectives

6.2 Raising Floor Levels

Raising the flood tevels of the buildings can be used to mitigate the effects of flooding on
the site. The Practice Guide to PPS25 states the following:

‘Where avoidance and site layout are not possible, raising floor levels above the flood level
is a possible option to manage flood risk to new developments’.

Provided there is adequate flood warning it would be reasonable to design the development
with ground floor parking and other flood compatible uses at ground level and residential
uses above the flood level. Floodplain compensation measures may be required to mitigate

the effects of raising the floor levels.

This method of flood risk management has been used successfully on a number of
developments within Selby such as the Bovis Homes and Redrow Homes developments at
the Holmes Industrial Estate and former Providence Mill to the south of the site.

6.3 Modification of Ground Levels

Risk to the development may be reduced by raising land by civil engineering operations
above the level of flood nisk, or to reduce the depth of flood water in extreme conditions to
acceptable levels Floodplain compensation measures may be required to mitigate the

effects of raising the ground leve!.

6.4 Building Design

The buildings should be designed to withstand the effects of flooding. The Practice Guide
to PPS25 recommends the use of the following design measures:

« Flood resistance. or ‘dry proofing’, where flood water is prevented from entering
the building. For example using flood barriers across doorways and airbricks, or
raising fioor levels, or:

« Flood resilience, or ‘wet proofing’, accepts that flood water will enter the building
and allows for this situation through carefui internal design. The finishes and
services are such that the building can quickly be returned to use after the flood.

® HR Wallingford (2003) SR 622 An Assessment of the Social Impacts of Sustainable Drainage Systems in the
UK

® CIRIA (2008) Designing for exceedance in urban drainage - good practice (C835),

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 18 SHF.106.0001
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Additional guidance can be found in the Environment Agency's Floodline Publication

'‘Damage Limitation''®. A free copy of this is available by telephoning 0845 988 1188.

Reference should also be made to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister publication

'Preparing for Fioods™"' and the document ‘Improving the Flood Performance of New
112

Buildings' ™.

6.5 Safe Access and Egress Routes

PPS25 requires that, where required, safe access and escape is available to/from new
developments in flood risk areas (paragraph 8 of PPS25). Access routes should be such
that occupants can safely access and exit their dwellings in design flood conditions. These
routes must also provide the emergency services with access to the development during a
flood event and enable flood defence authorities to carry out any necessary duties during
the period of flood. Wherever possible, safe access routes should be provided that are
located above the design flood levels.

6.6 Flood Warning/ Local Authority Emergency Plans

The site is located in a flood risk area therefore, it is recommended that the proposed
development should participate in the Environment Agency flood warning telephone
service. This 1s a free service that provides an automated voice message to one of three
telephone numbers registered on the database. All flood risk areas within Selby are
covered by the Environment Agency flood warning system.

Therefore, evacuation of the developed site would be possible on the receipt of a severe
flood warning from the Environment Agency. The published standard for advanced warning
of general flooding is 2 hours however it is likely that the Environment Agency would
provide advanced warning earlier than this to enable more comprehensive preparation.
The Local Authority may need to be consulted so the emergency services and emergency
planners can develop an emergency pian detailing the evacuation from the developed site.

6.7 Sustainable Drainage Techniques (SUDS)

It is recognised that consideration of flood issues should not be confined to the floodplain
The alteration of natural surface water flow patterns through developments can lead to
problems elsewhere in the catchment, particularly flooding downstream. For example,
replacing vegetated areas with roofs, roads and other paved areas can increase both the
total and the peak flow of surface water runoff from the development site.

0 Environment Agency's Floodline Publication 'Damage Lirmnitation’,
Y Dffice of the Deputy Prime Minister publication 'Preparing for Floods’

2 £ nyironment Agency/Defra Document ‘Improving the Flood Performance of New Buildings’.
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Changes of land use on previously developed land can also have significant downstream
impacts where the existing drainage system may not have sufficient capacity for the
additional drainage The implementation of SUDS will reduce peak flows to the receiving
watercourses. sewers and will reduce the risk of flooding on site and downstream.

Current guidance promotes sustainable water management through the use of SUDS. A
range of SUDS options is described in Annex F of PPS25 and includes:

&

Green roofs « Swales

Water butt"s s Infiltration basins
Porous and pervious paving s Detention basins
Rainwater harvesting + Retention ponds
Filter strips o Wetland

A hierarchy of techniques is identified’:

1.

Prevention — the use of good site design and housekeeping measures on individual
sites to prevent runoff and poliution (e.g. minimise areas of hard standing).

Source Control — control of runoff at or very near its source (such as the use of
rainwater harvesting)

Site Control — management of water from several sub-catchments (including
routing water from roofs and car parks to one/several large soakaways for the whole

site).

Regional Control — management of runoff from several sites, typically in a
detention pond or wetland

It is generally accepted that the implementation of SUDS as opposed to conventional
drainage systems. provides several benefits by:

reducing peak flows to watercourses or s€wers and potentially reducing the risk of
flooding downstream,

reducing the volumes and frequency of water flowing directly to watercourses or
sewers from developed sites,

improving water quality over conventional surface water sewers by removing
poliutants from diffuse pollutant sources;

reducing potable water demand through rainwater harvesting;

1® CiRIA (2004) Report C609, Sustainable Drainage Systems — Hydraulie, Structural and Water Quality advice.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 20 SHF 106.0001

Ll



i o ng) Selby Flood Risk Representation

e improving amenity through the provision of pubiic open spaces and wildlife habitat;
and

« replicating natural drainage patterns, including the recharge of groundwater so that
base flows are maintained

6.8 Pumping Station

As noted in Section 5.2 the site was inundated with floodwater during 2000. The source of
the floodwaters was not the River Ouse but the Hoimes Dike which flows around the site.
The water in the Holmes Dike backed up behind the Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier, due to
the low capacity of the culvert/siphon through the barrier. The Environment Agency
obtained a pump to discharge the water over the barrier to the River Ouse.

immediately following the 2000 floods, the Environment Agency obtained a pump to
discharge the water over the barrier to the River Ouse. A permanent pumping station has
been discussed by the Coal Authority (who own land between the River Ouse and the
Wistow Lordship Flood Barrier), the Environment Agency and Selby Area IDB but at the
moment this pump has not been installed. However, a pumping station has been installed
upstream by the Coal Authority to protect the land to the north of the site.

The pumping station has been proposed in the recent past by the Selby Area |DB and
Yorkshire Water It would protect the site and surrounding areas from flooding. The
pumping station would also be used to manage the surface water discharge from any
development at the site. The Selby District Council adopted development brief for Land at
Holme Lane, Selby includes a preference for a new pumping station to serve the needs of

the whole Holme Lane area.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 19 SHF. 106 0001
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7.0 FUTURE PLANNING APPLICATIONS

As part of any future planning application developers wili need to consuit with Yorkshire
Water, the Selby Area IDB, the Environment Agency and Selby District Council.

7.1 Flood Risk Assessment

Before planning permission can be granted by the LPA and approval obtained from the
Environment Agency a detailed Fiood Risk Assessment (FRA) in accordance with PPS25
to will have to be undertaken for any site proposals. This should include consideration of:

i.  The potential impact of any development on the operation of the floodplain;

i.  The potential impact of the development on the river catchment having regard to the
resulting decrease in infiltration rates;

ii.  Theimpact that flooding may have on any proposed development;
iv.  The impact that any development may have on flooding of the surrounding areas;
v.  Suitable mitigation measures to be included as part of any development;

vi.  The potential to incorporate sustainable drainage measures into any development.

7.2 Drainage Strategy

A comprehensive drainage study will be required for any development of the site as part of
an FRA. This will need to assess foul and surface water drainage requirements together
with an FRA. The developer will be required to ensure that any scheme for surface water
and fou! drainage should build in sufficient capacity for the entire site.

The development should take account of the effects of surface water discharges into the
surrounding surface water system. The Environment Agency and Selby Area IDB may
require that the surface water run-off from the development site does not exceed the
surface water run-off from the site in its present use. The details of surface water discharge
arrangements must be agreed with the IDB prior to any works commencing on site.

Although a restricted runoff to the existing system is technically acceptable, in the hght of
the high risk of flooding in this area and in order to avoid the exacerbation of existing
drainage problems, a new permanent pumping station may be required to serve the needs
of this site in order to deal with surface water discharge. The developer will therefore be
required to make a financial contribution towards this provision.

7.3 Climate Change

Currently the Environment Agency Flood Zones do not take into account the affect of
climate change In the UK, the effects of climate change over the next few decades are
predicated to results in milder wetter winters and hotter drier summers. A combination of

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 20 SHF.106 0001
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increasing frequency of heavy, intense precipitation leading to increased peak river flows
and rising sea levels will have major impacts on the potential for future flood risk. PPS25
and the Defra Guidance on Climate Change Impacts™ gives advice with regards to
indicative sensitivity ranges for the predicted impacts of climate change (see Table 6 and

7).

For guidance, residential development should be considered for a minimum of 100 years,
unless there is specific justification for considering a shorter period. An example of this
would be if the development was controlied by a time limiting planning condition.

Table 6

Recommended contingency allowances for net sea level rise

o " Net Sea Level Rise (mmiyr) Relative to 1980,

Administrative Region - 7 *1990 to 2025to. . 2055to.  208Sto
. Ll 2025 . 2055 . 2085 _ - - 2115
NE England (north of Flamborough
Head) 25 7.0 10.0 13.0
Table 7

Recommended national precautionary sensitivity ranges for peak rainfall intensities,
peak river flows, offshore wind speeds and wave heights

T parameter | 1990to T 20250 12088%0 . 208810,
Lo ‘ 2025 2055 2085 . 2115
Peak rainfall intensity +5% +10% +20% +30%
Peak river flow +10% +20%
Offshore wind speed +5% +10%
Extreme wave height +5% +10%

4 Defra Fliood and Coastal Defence Appraisal Guidance FCDPAG4 Economic Appraisal Supplementary Note to

Operating Authorities — Cimate Change Impacts (October 2006)
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7.4 Sequential Test

Paragraphs 14-15 of PPS25 set out the requirements of the sequential approach. PPS25
states that:

‘A sequential risk-based approach to determining the suitability of land for development in
flood risk areas is central to the policy statement and should be applied at alf levels of the
planning process’.

‘L ocal planning authorities should apply the sequential approach as pén‘ of the identification
of land for development in areas at risk of flooding’.

The sequential approach is a simple decision-making tool designed to ensure that areas at
little or no risk of flooding are developed in preference to areas at higher risk. RPBs/LPAs
should make the most appropriate use of land to minimise flood risk, substituting land uses
so that the most vulnerable development is located in the lowest risk areas. They should
also make the most of opportunities to reduce flood risk, e.g. creating flood storage and
flood pathways when looking at large scale developments.

The aim should be to keep all development out of medium and high flood risk areas (Flood
Zones 2 and 3 and other areas affected by other sources of flooding) where possible.

However, PPS25 states in paragraph 17 that:

9f there is no 'reasonably available’ sites in Flood Zone 1, the flood vulnerability of the
proposed development (see Table D.2, Annex D) can be taken into account in locating
development in Flood Zone 2 and then Flood Zone 3. Within each Flood Zone new
development should be directed to sites at the lowest probability of flooding from all
sources (see Annex C of PPS25) as indicated by the SFRA’

The test also requires demonstration of the ‘reasonable availability’ of sites and those sites
in areas with a lower probability of flooding ‘would be appropriate to the type of
development or land use proposed’ which would clearly include the suitability of land with a
lower flood risk in terms of planning balance as well as availability.

The Sequential Test therefore seeks the allocation of land for development in flood areas of
least risk where practicable (i.e. steer towards Zone 1 preferentially). It would appear that
developers should also have regard to the Sequential Test when evaluating sites where
1 DDs have not been subject to SFRA and/or the Sequential Test and where it is necessary
to demonstrate that there are no alternative sites with a lower probability of flooding for the
given end use.

7.5 Exception Test

PPS25 introduced the Exception Test. If it is not possible or consistent with wider
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones of lower probability of
flooding, the Exception Test will need to be undertaken due to the vulnerability of
residential developments to flooding and the high flood risk of the site.

@© Enzygo Ltd 2008 22 SHF.106 001
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8.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

8.1 Background

This report forms a background document to the representation to the LPA, Selby District
Council, for the allocation of the Monk Lane/Bondgate site within the LDF as a strategic
housing site. Within the Further Optiols Report of the Selby District Council’s Core
Strategy the site has been identified as a potential strategic housing site.

Large areas of Selby fall within flood risk areas, amounting to approximately 52% of the
area within the Development Limits of Selby. Therefore, to support Selby’s Principal Town
role a large proportion of significant housing growth identified in the RSS, Local Plan and
Core Strategy will have to be developed in flood risk areas (i.e. Flood Zones 2 and 3}

8.2 Flood Risk

The main flooding source at the site is from fluvial flooding from the Holmes Dikes and from
tidal flooding from the River Ouse due to storm surges in the North Sea.

The site is located within Flood Zone 3a.

The site is protected from flooding from the River Ouse by Environment Agency flood
defence measures. However, a residual risk remains due to breaching and/or overtopping
of the defences.

The site has historically (i.e. 2000) flooded from the Holmes Dike due to the low capacity of
the culvert/siphon that flows through the Wistow lordship Flood Barrier, which causes
water to back up behind the flood barrier.

The proposed allocation of the site for residential uses is classified as ‘more vulnerable’,
which is appropriate within Flood Zone 3a.

8.3 Risk Management

In this flood zone, developers and local authorities should seek opportunities to reduce the
overall level of flood risk in the area through the layout and form of the development, the
appropriate application of sustainable drainage techniques and the use of flood mitigation
measures is recommended. These include:

Site Layout - the initial indicative site plan shows that the most vulnerable uses (housing)
are restricted to the high ground at a lower risk of ficoding, and the flood compatible uses
(car parks, open spaces etc) in the higher risk areas

Raising Floor Levels - raising floor levels above the flood level is a possible option to
manage flood risk to new developments'.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 23 SHF.106.0001
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Modification of Ground Levels - raising land by civil engineering operations above the

level of flood risk, or to reduce the depth of flood water in extreme conditions to acceptable
levels

Building Design - the buildings should be designed to withstand the effects of flooding:

+ Flood resistance, or ‘dry proofing’, where flood water is prevented from entering
the building. For example using fiood barriers across doorways and airbricks, or
raising floor levels, or:

» Flood resilience, or ‘wet proofing’, accepts that flood water will enter the building
and allows for this situation through careful internal design. The finishes and
services are such that the building can quickly be returned to use after the flood.

Safe Access and Egress Routes - ensure safe access and egress for the evacuation of
people from the developed site.

Flood Warning/Local Authority Emergency Plans - recommended that the proposed
development should participate in the Environment Agency flood warning telephone
service.

SUDS - will reduce peak flows to the receiving watercourses, sewers and will reduce the
risk of flooding on site and downstream.

Pumping Station — a pumping station has been proposed in the recent past by the Selby
Area IDB and Yorkshire Water. It would protect the site and surrounding areas from
flooding. The pumping station would also be used to manage the surface water discharge
from any development at the site.

8.4 Future Planning Applications

As part of any future planning application developers will need to consult with Yorkshire
Water, the Selby Area |DB, the Environment Agency and Selby District Coungcil.

Before planning permission can be granted by the LPA and approval obtained from the
Environment Agency a detailed FRA in accordance with PPS25 to will have to be
undertaken for any site proposals. A comprehensive drainage study will be required for any
development of the site as part of. This will need to assess foul and surface water drainage

requirements

The Sequential Approach in accordance with PPS25 will need to be followed for the
allocation and development of the site If there is no ‘reasonably available’ sites in Flood
Zone 1, the flood vulnerability of the proposed development can be taken into account in
locating development in Flood Zone 2 and then Flood Zone 3. The Sequential Test and
Exception Test will have to be undertaken.

Currently the Environment Agency Flood Zones do not take into account the affect of
climate change. In the UK, the effects of climate change over the next few decades are
predicated to results in milder wetter winters and hotter drier summers this will need to be
taken in account in any future development of the site.
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8.t Conclusion

This assessments shows that if the affects of flood risk are taken into account that the site
could be developed in the future and provide a strategic housing for Seiby which will
support it Principal Town role up to 2026. An indicative site layout has been provided which
shows how the site could be developed.

If the potential strategic housing growth sites are sequentially ranked with regards to flood
risk, the site (i.e Site C - Monk Lans/Bondgate) is shown to be ranked equal 3 out of the 6
sites. This may changes after further investigation into the flood risk at the other sites.

If other material planning considerations are taken into account (i.e. transport, landscape})
the site may become more favourabie in planning terms. The site also becomes much more
favourable If the size of the site and the number of dwellings to be built on the site is taken
into account. The site can deliver the largest number of dwellings of all of the sites and
would also provide a number of other benefits such as providing green infrastrugture,
recreation areas and community facilities around the northern edge of Selby. The site 1s
also well related to the existing pattern of development within Selby.

Therefore, it 1s felt that the Monk Lane/Bondgate site could provide the strategic housing
site that Selby requires to support its Principal Town role. Section 6 provides an indicative
layout and mitigation measures to allow the site to be developed safely.

© Enzygo Ltd 2008 25 SHF 106.0001
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APPENDIX 1

Potential Strategic Housing Growth Sites
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APPENDIX 2

Selby District Council SFRA Flood Zones
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victoria lawes

From:  Chris Hale NI

Sent: 18 December 2008 09:11
To: Idf
Subject: FW: Core Strategy Consultation Response

From: Chris.Hale
Sent: 18 December 2008 (09:09

To: 'thesleton@selby.gov.uk’

Subject: Core Strategy Consultation Response

Terry,

| would like to register our comments regarding the Selby District Core Strategy Consultation, my
wife and 1 have been residents in Skipwith for more than fifteen years, we support the proposal of
Skipwith as a secondary settlement village.

The village has almost no facilifies, in terms of shops, post office, school and other general
amenities. We do not consider the village could support any significant new housing development, it
is not a sustainable proposition and in our opinion too far from employment centres of Selby and
York.

The local bus services are poor, this would lead to a situation where travel by car is the only viable
option as a means of getting to work.

! trust you will take on board our views.

Best Regards

Mr & Mrs C Hale

Holly Tree House

The Village Green

Skipwith

YO8 58P

This email and any files and/or attachments 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 sender direct or contact the Harrison Group on 01904 654444, The Harrison
Group makes reasonable attempts to exclude any virus, or any other defect which might affect any
computer or IT system, from this email and any attachments but it is the responsibility of the
recipient to ensure they are virus free and we accept no hability for any loss or damage arising in any
way from their receipt or use.

18/12/2008
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Help shape the future of Selby
district!

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below

Welcome to Selby District Council's online
consultation on our Core Strategy : Further
Options proposals. Here you can quickly click the
link below to browse our Core Strategy: Further
Options document. There you can deliberate,
formulate and then submit your views on some or
all of the issues and help the Council to take
informed decisions on the future direction of the
district.

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

This consultation ends on Thursday the 18th of
December at 5pm. The results and subsequent
report on the outcome of this consultation will
become available on www.selby.gov.uk.




Please click here. to see the Core Strategy :
Further Options document. (Please note that you
will need the Adobe Acrobat Reader to view this
document online. You can download this free from
the Adobe website here

If you'd also like to see an attractive summary of
our document please click here

Alternatively, you can pick up a paper copy of the
document from 'Access Selby', Sherburn Library or
our Tadcaster office. You can also request a copy
by writing to Caroline Sampson Paver at the Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, YO8 4SB, by
emailing csampson@selby.gov.uk or by

¢ telephoning 01757 292115,

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below

Piease Note

P To take part in our consultation you
must provide your contact details.

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this

document
Please let us know your details below
Name Ms K Ginks
Organisation (if relevant) Commercial Estates Group
Ltd
Address Central House Beckwith

Knowle Otley Road
Harrogate North Yorkshire
Postcode HG3 1WZ
Telephone number



Fax number
Email address

Are you using or are you an agent?
¥ yes O no

If you are using or are an agent, please let us
know the details below

Name Mr R Smith

Organisation Peacock & Smith

Address Rectory House Cowesby
Road Knayton Thirsk North
Yorkshire

Postcode YO7 4BE

Telephone number 01845 537177

Fax number

Email address

rob@peacockandsmith.co.u
K

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below

Have your say on the future of our
district's housing

Thinking about the scale and distribution of new
housing (see paragraphs 3.1 to 3.31 in the Further
Options document)

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20
villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.

A4



No. Preventing development in the smaller settlements is an
unsustainable strategy which is likely to lead to their stagnation.
Such settiements will become increasingly unsustainable if
development is stopped entirely or only limited to affordable
housing. Whilst the general framework of the overall settlement
hierarchy is supported, the limitation of development in the
secondary villages to 100% affordable housing schemes is not. If
smaller settlements are to survive over the next 18 years and
beyond, then some development must occur to help investment in
local infrastructure and amenities, in order to ensure their vitality.
In these respects, account should be taken of the fact that in
comparison to other local authority areas, Selby has a particularly
high number of villages due to its rural nature. In such
circumstances, reasonable flexibility should be applied in developing
the strategy in a way that will ensure the survival of its settlements
whilst complying in a reasonable manner with RSS. The

12§

identification of appropriate housing sites in smaller settlements
- See oddivorak

ek on Sefartiie—

must of course involve a consideration of the particular-e J¢&

Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the
various settlements and the overriding objective of
concentrating growth in Selby:

Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as
indicated in the proposed distribution Table 17?
D Yes M No

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.

For the reasons outlined in the above response to Question 1, an
elements should be included in respect of housing allocations in
secondary villages. This should be achieved by reducing the level of
future allocations in and around Selby from 2774 to 2000 dwellings,
with 744 dwelings being allocated in secondary villages. This would
have the effect of responding to the issues raised in the above
response whilst rectifying what is clearly an over emphasis on
Selby. In this regard, the provision of a further 2,000 dwellings in
the Selby area would remain an appropriate reflection of its role as
a Principal Town.

In particular, should there be more or less housing in
Tadcaster?
O More O Less

Please tell us why you say that in the space bejow.
N/A

In particular, should there be more or less housing in
Sherburn in Elmet?
U More O Less

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
N/A

Qre k.
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Thinking about Strategic Housing Sites at Selby
(see paras 3.32- 3.41)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following options for strategic housing development on
the edge of Selby (please number in your order of
preference with 1 being the highest and 6 being the
lowest)

Site A: Cross Hills
Lane

Site B: West of
Wistow Road

Site C:
Bondgate/Monk
Lane

Site D: Olympia
Mills

Site E: Baffam Lane
Site F: Foxhill Q
Lane/Brackenhill

Lane

g o o=
O o oOWN
O 0o gWw
O o oOh
O Cc Ow
O O oo

(W)
(W)
O
U
U
()

U
0o
COo
00
oo

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
No commendt.

Thinking about managing housing supply (see
paras 3.42 to 3.45)

Do you agree that market housing should only be
allowed in the Principal Town (Selby); Local Service
Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20
Primary Villages?

O  Yes M No

Please tell us why in the space below.

For the reasons set out in the response to Question 1, thereis a
need for market housing in the smaller settlements of the District in
order to ensure their future well being and sustainabitity.
Restricting market housing to Selby, Tadcaster, Sherburn in Elmet
and a few villages would result in a strategy that is unduly
inflexible, in that it would not enable the potential of an otherwise
acceptable, sustainable and beneficial housing site to be taken up.
Again, in the alternative, if the hierarchy is retained in its present
form, an additional policy should be introduced to enable exceptions
to be made in appropriate circumstances, including for example the

release of other suitable previously developed & kl ~ Ste/ adob\\ﬂm Jrﬁl(k oN
Sheek -
A

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46 g@‘}m&
to 3.59)



¢

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for

affordable housing?
O vyes U no

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
No comment at this stage.

In order to help meet the need for affordable housing,
do you agree with the use of commuted sums for
housing schemes below the proposed thresholds?

0 vyes M no

Please tell us why in the space below.

Whilst the Respondent Company is not involved in the provision of
housing at levels below the proposed thresholds, it considers as a
matter of principle that the application of commuted sums for small
housing schemes below the thresholds is unreasonable, unduly
onerous, and could adversely affect the viability of such schemes at
a time when restrictions on new house building need to be reduced,
riot increased. This suggestion should not be progressed.

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow below

How do you feel about our proposals
for the future of the district's
economy?

Thinking about Strategic Employment Sites
(see paras 4.3 to 4.12)

If a Strategic Employment Site is provided which of the
following do you consider is the most appropriate
location?

Q Site G: Olympia Park & Site H: Burn Airfield
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)

Please tell us why you say that in the space below or if

you have any other suggestions..please let us know!
No comment.



Thinking about employment tand (see para
4.13)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements
I agree I disagree
l.and allocated for A Q
employment
purposes but which
is undeveloped
should be
considered for
mixed use or
possibly other uses
if there is no
realistic prospect of
employment
development
coming forward
Existing g Q
employment
premises should be
protected from
redevelopment
where there is
evidence of market
need
For new business a O
development the
focus should be on
securing
small/medium sized
business space and
general industrial
premises in suitable
locations
New housing Q a
development
should be balanced
with an appropriate
level of new
business
development

If you have any other comments, please let us know in
the space below



Q@

No comment.

Let us know what you think of our proposals to
tackle climate change in our district

Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy
requirements of major development schemes should be
produced from on-site renewables or from other
decentralised renewable or low carbon supplies?

yes O no

Please tell us why you say that or why you feel the
percentage should be higher or lower in the space

below.

The proposal that approximately 10% of the energy requirements
of major development schemes should be produced from on-site
renewables or from other decentralised renewable or low carbon
supplies is regarded as being in line with national guidance, and is
therefore reascnable.

To go to the next page, piease click on the forward arrow
below

Sustainable Communities in our district (see
paras 6.1 to 6.8)

The Government is introducing a Community
Infrastructure Levy on new development. Please
indicate your priorities for using the funding received
from the Levy. Please tick those that you consider to be
important

O Broadband Q'  Public realm

O Community facilities Q Rail and bus

infrastructure

Y



@

Q  Cycle and walking U Recreation open
infrastructure space

O Education U Recycling

O Green infrastructure U Road infrastructure

Ll Health

If you have any other priorities, please let us know in

the space below.
No comment.

Thinking about our green infrastructure, do you have
any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green
Infrastructure? Please let us know your views in the

space below.
No comment.

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow below

What mix of housing should there be in the future?
(see paras 6.9 to 6.10)

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of small dwellings

(flats and terraced housing)
0 ves M no

More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom

family houses
M yes U no

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

In making appropriate provision for gypsies and
travellers, do you agree or disagree with the following
options (please mark your choice):

I agree I disagree
COption A: New sites Q Q
should be spread
across the district



Option B New sites
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages

Option C: The
existing sites
should be
expanded

Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
I disagree

Option A: Sites
should be sought
that accommodate
between eight and
twelve pitches
Option B:
Individual pitches
should be
encouraged to
allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies
and travellers
distributed across
the District

Option C: A
combination of A
and B; one site of
between eight and
twelve

pitches plus
individual pitches

The indications are that only limited provision is required
within Selby District for travelling showpeople. If
provision is required, should an area of search be

I disagree

Cption A: In or
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?

2§



Option B:In close u =]
proximity to the

strategic road

network (such as

the M62, Aland

A64)?

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below

If you have any further comments about the Core
Strategy including the evidence contained in the
Background Papers (which are also available on
the Council's website ) please write them in the

space below.

With regard to Question 12 [bouse types in future residential
developments],the Respondent Company considers that larger
housing sites should provide a mix of dwelling types and sizes, with
the precise mix being dependent upon the location of the site and
the iocal market conditions [i.e. taking account of any evidence of
particular shortfalls or over provision). As a generai proposition, it
1s considered that policies have in recent years resulied in an over
provision of flats and smaller houses and a retative shortage of
larger family houses, with resultant pressure on prices and
availability in that sector of the market. This should be rectified by
a greater emphasis on the provision of 3-4 bedroom houses on
suitable sites.

Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be
informed when

I would like to be informed

The Core Strategy &1
has been submitted
to the Secretary of
State for
independent
examination?

The )
recommendations
have been
published of any
person appointed
to carry out an
independent
examination of the
Core Strategy?



The Core Strategy ]
has been adopted?

If you have any questions or need some further
information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757
292063 or by email to ldf@selby.gov.uk

Thank you for taking part in this survey. Please
click on the green submit button below to send
your answers to us.

28



Page 1 of 2

: 2]

caroline sampson

From: Rob Smith [rob.smith33@btinternet.com]
Sent: 23 January 2009 08.:34

To: Idf

Cc: ‘Kate Ginks'

Subject: Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

FAO CAROLINE
Dear Caroline

Thank you for your telephone message asking me to check the online submission that | made on behalf of
Commercial Estates Group. | have done so, and you are correct, the online submission technology did
indeed manage to lose some of the text, with the responses to Questions 1 and 4 being incomplete.

I set out below the full responses to these questions, with the missing text in red. | trust that this is
satisfactory.

‘D In the circumstances, once the responses have been properly completed, could | please request that you
- send me a copy of your record of the submitted representations, so that we both have the submission on our
respective files.

Thank you for your assistance
Regards

Rob 8mith
Peacock & smith

Q1 No. Preventing development in the smaller settlements is an unsustainable strategy which is likely to lead
to their stagnation. Such settlements will become increasingly unsustainable if development is stopped
entirely or only limited to affordable housing. Whilst the general framework of the overall settlement hierarchy
is supported, the limitation of development in the secondary villages to 100% affordable housing schemes is
not. If smaller settlements are to survive over the next 18 years and beyond, then some development must
occur to help investment in local infrastructure and amenities, in order to ensure their vitality. in these
respects, account should be taken of the fact that in comparison to other local authority areas, Selby has a
particularly high number of villages due to its rural nature. In such circumstances, reasonable fiexibility shouid
be applied in developing the settlement in a way that will ensure the survival of its settiements whilst

" complying in a reasonable manner with RSS.

The identification of appropriate housing sites in smaller settiements must of course involve a consideration of
/_Lne_pﬂli.cnla?Characteristics of those settlements. For example, the currently suggested approach wouid not
be able to take into account the significant sustainability benefits that wiil result from the redevelopment for
‘lx' i- residential purposes of the former Papyrus Works, Newton Kyme by the Respondent Company. The site is
'LCU R currently identified as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt, and the identified sustainability benefits will
QAN include facilitating the extension of the Wetherby to Thorp Arch footpath/cycleway as sought by NYCC and
}g {JN\J\ Sustrans, the provision of a direct link to services and employment opportunities at Thorp Arch, and the
provision of improved footpath/cycle links to Tadcaster. In such circumstances, and bearing in mind that the
Q.; . ﬂ'\{' redevelopment of the site will involve the use of previously developed land for which there is no other
i \no\}é ‘economic purpose, this part of Newton Kyme will become particularly sustainable in a rural context, and more
‘S’ﬁ'\auﬁ\ﬁm than many of the settlements identified in the consultation document. In addition, the close relationship
d‘ ¢ between the site and Tadcaster will mean that the local service centre will be supported, and will be better
Y A e . able to fulfil its function. For these reasons, the strategy should be capable of accommodating residential
q/' U'\ development at Newton Kyme [Papyrus Works).

in the alternative, if the currently proposed hierarchy is retained, then the strategy should be amended to

provide for exceptions such as Papyrus Works, where clear sustainability, amenity and policy benefits can be
identified.

23/01/2009
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Q4 No. For the reasons set out in the response to Question 1, there is a need for market housing in the
smaller settlements of the District in order to ensure their future well being and sustainability. Restricting
market housing to Selby, Tadcaster, Sherburn in EImet and a few villages would result in a strategy that 1s
unduly inflexible, in that it would not enable the potential of an otherwise acceptable, sustainable and
beneficial housing site to be taken up.

Again, in the alternative, If the hierarchy is retained in its present form, an additional policy should be
introduced to enable exceptions to be made in appropriate circumstances, including for example the release

f - suitable previously developedmsites, where criteria relating to sustainability are satisfied. In this
regard, the guidance on windfall sites [paragraph 3.44] should be amended to refer to such possibilities, and
to indicate that factors such as the absence of alternative, viable uses; existing adverse impacts on amenity,
landscape gquality etc are matters that should be taken into account in determining whether a previously
deveioped site should be released for housing development. In the absence of such a provision, the strategy
will be unable to deal effectively with derelict, unused sites, to the detriment of the amenity and living
conditions of people living in the immediate locality.

Rob Smith
Paacock & Smith

Rectory House, Cowesby Road, Knayton, Thirsk, North Yorkshire YO7 4BE
01845 537177

Mobile 07932 007458
Head Office:

9C Josephs Well, Hanover Walk, Leeds .53 1AB
0113243 1919

(This e-mait is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
notify the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not use,
disclose or distribute this e-mail without the author's prior permission. We have taken precautions to minimise
the rigk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any
attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage caused by software viruses. If
you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to receive similar electronic messages from us in future
then please respond to the sender to this effect)

23/01/2009
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Kelfield Parish Council 120

Clerk to the Council
MR ] T DEANS
*AFTON, 65 MOUNT PARK, RICCALL
YORK YO19 6QU

TELEPHCNE
I-MATL ST

(%T’ W s,

The LDF Team
Developrment Policy
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road

‘D Selby

YO8 458

17 December 2008

Dear Sirs,
CORE STRATEGY QUEASTIONNAIRE

Please find enclosed, the Parish Council's response to the Selby District Core Strategy Questionnaire and
Comments Form for Consultation on Further Options November 2008.

Yours sincerely

! Deans
" Clerk to Kelfield Parish Council



B LOCAL

g E H‘ BY Selby District Core Strategy DEVELOPMENT
W b b &S Questionnaire and Comments Form
L for Consultation on Further Options Office se
CISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd .
Moving forwarae wiln purpose November 2008 ID No IZ_C]

introduction
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,

from 'Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
‘by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.
The Council is particularly looking for comments on the following questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.
‘Pw to make comments:
o Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or
« Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
¢ Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
» Please provide your contact details below We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
' Name 4T Jerds Name
Organisation |kt rield Piisk e, Organisation
Address £S MowalT P Atic | Address
Licc a1
(i

| Postcode  |Yc14 &Gy Postcode
Tel AN | o

~ax Fax
=Email Email
"Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1~ 3.31)
21 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.




Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settiements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

a) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as lndlcated in the proposed
distribution Table 1? Yes/No

NO J‘ica»\, MALVE 411'—&&1255 (L,WA@,(ZMMMTZ i LHT[@ 12/\/1«&—-1.7
Wlage M%Dvgrezﬁmddwuﬂdmm@,

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in ElImet? More/Less

LEES mw K«Jug slindd ke woerped ag ledeartey s a manels lzelley
/(/V\ \{’m y"r‘u.c tae wu}r {‘v&.ﬁxw)

Please explain why in each case.

Strategic Housing Sites at Selby {see para 3.32- 3.41)

Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following opt|ons for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

{({) Site A — Cross Hills Lane
(€) Site B — West of Wistow Road
(&) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane
(¢ ) Site D — Olympia Mills
{x) Site E — Baffam Lane
Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Why-dhaze G0l il e Lol fosselds %@% redz?

. Managing Housing Supply (See para 3.42 - 3.45) .

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the PnnCipaI Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

Fo Ty sl sbeamile ﬂf‘?«@m mqm muﬂyg

M ﬁw« W GMWA»T O\dzv]
iw MMAM mwkg
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| Affordable Housing (see para 3 46 — 3.59) ]

(A5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? if not please
e=xp|-’-lin why.

T{/\U, R\:-w(.u%‘éﬁ >(«u~_’l<_,(4 b& ‘L’LLC{\{&L{/Q& a7 cLQ,th_,’)’luO LUTM 1‘(_0“41 1’L¢(:\"
/ gc@vl f '1% Lx-‘d«(u"LM L.JM TE\/NL/)L&&’S Pnt‘,z(kb s a(Lg’VFfeJ
TF‘( )C.L“,%ﬁwu—t W g‘hﬂ Ch fana ELJ “fl ,é L u,fx—CL, e al 5{4«-’?2 ash

M Lt ’fﬁ/ flizx2e1es c,j/.ll_tw,mebj BT ILa |

prvedy WS el ws J bo ellrued +o Chu—l@q? wdﬁ %{p (_7[55.’,&

N

(26 In order to help meet the need for affordable housmg do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not pfease explain why

YES et Lo \L} (te Tlwedulds ave raimed il (4_4/ |
T Wi slenddd dwa@qu? be anlod fe cudiridase fle coee L i
1,-LQLL) Tm& D’\/)i‘V\C.,T A %L‘LA’-LP f*fﬂ&d..{, G.(q>

’I

Economy

' Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.12)

C\7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the followmg do you consider is the most
appropriate location? [Q/

Site G - Olympia Park {land adjoining Selby Bypass)
Have you any other suggestions?

Site H — Burn Airfield [

!’*np/oyment Land (see para 4.13)

Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

A - Land allocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.” (Agree/Disagree) A .R£LE

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” (Agree/Disagree) ﬁr@tﬂe’lf

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree/Disagree)#

D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
deveiopment.’” (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?

D WNewdd Ct,%q\{z,Q o e ,Ml}t«/}w@mc&w fzwu/}uﬁ 0((, M,_:f‘
- b’tuu"ﬁhté SA L G’TCL((J&@%* (_',




Climate Change Issues (see para 51— 5.5}

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

Sustairiable Communities (see para 6.7 - 6.8)

Infrastilicture Provision

Q10 The Government is introducing a Communuty Infrastructure Levy on new development.
Pilease indicate your pricrities for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that
you consider to be important.

Broadband
Community Facilities
v Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education
v Green infrastructure
Health
| Public Realm
Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
yRecycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

J <[ 9

4

<] |8

®

Greeninfrastructure - e T T A

Q11 Do you have any views on opportumtles to enhance or create Green Infrastructure'-’

NO
"
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.. | Housing Mix {see para 6.9 - 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

or
b} More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses INo

Thare Aoondd e o bedewct Lged o denndu g .

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing)ﬂ/No

z3ypsies/7' ravellers and Show People (see para 6.11—-6.15)

Gypsies and Travellers

Q13 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with

the following options (please mark your choice):

Lagree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.

‘i.g-reea‘Disagree) Option B — siw sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
ilages.

LiAgree/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agree/Bisagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.

{Agree/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow fiexibility and

choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

_(AgreefDisagree) Option C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and twelve

.) pitches plus individual pitches.

Travelling Showpeople
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. Mf provision is required, should an area of search be:

HAgree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agree/Disagpeee) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?




Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including-the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add extra sheets)

‘Notification

Please tick the boxes below |f you would I|ke to be mformed when

« The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination?

+ The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Core Strategy? B/

e The Core Strategy has been adopted? E/

SignedLu Dated Lé/ /Z/ CE

[ If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the :
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to |df@selby. qov uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Deveiopment Policy, Selby District Councﬂ Civig
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
‘No later than 17:00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18: December 2008.
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¢ E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy IE DEVELOPMENT
J ; Questionnaire and Comments Form

b for Consultation on Further Options Office use
DISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd g { ot
Moving forward wilt purpose November 2008 ID No |{;~.’C ]

Introduction '

‘The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby. gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-fine, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
cietails on the last page.

The Council is particularly looking for comments on the following quest:ons You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

bw to make comments:
» Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or
¢ Fillin online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
» Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
» Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

 a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
‘Name T M =v R |[Name _—
Qrganisation o Organisation
Address T ops TREE Address
PICANAC
BE Y Ton
) SELR T
[Postcode Y og i Postcode
Tel AP [T
| Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 — 3.317)

{21 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.

s




Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

a} Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Yes/No

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/kess

¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/lgss

WWL 94, gt auik Aule o

o re’s

Please explain why in each case.

Strategic Housing Sites at Selby.{see para 3.32- 3.41}

Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for strategic housmg
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(i) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(3) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

{1} Site D — Olympia Mills

() Site E — Baffam Lane

(&) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments? .

D bnahem, Acp Voo lw o, B G2l < f’é«z«bf(); e <A
b prtilid L e Y L be youwm el 4
§woic::l:;x% ¢ qeg wii}t gpm mﬂ c’ﬁww,v\ Gveeda “\ bt

4

A U< e “>r{ G N‘aab’_ﬂ
-Managing Hoiising.Supply (see.para 342.= 3.45).. R

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be alloWed n the Pnncnpal Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

-@cavﬁwafr&e{ (/Sfe-» bmwjéé.' yl(_ Cu AWW;SJ%

ol e Lo =1 fyq‘s””’} ik
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| Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)
(A5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

~f ATy

Q36 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not please explain why

o

@

“Economy
Strategic Employment Sites {see para 4.3—4.12) .
Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most
appropriate location?

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) i Site H — Burn Airfield [
Have you any other suggestions?

!‘mpfoymenf Land (see para 4.13)
€18 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

A - Land aliocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ (Agree/Bisagree)

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redeveiopment where there is
evidence of market need.’” (fagree/Disagree)

C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree/Bieagree)

D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business

development.” (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1 — 5.5)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy reqmrements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? if not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

C&/W

Sustainable Communities (see ,oara 8.1—8. 8)

Infrastructure Provision

Q10 The Government is mtroducmg a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development
Please indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that

you consider to be important.

Broadband

| Community Facilities
-

-

Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure

~ { Health

Public Realm

— | Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

K

HGreen Infrastructure:: -

Q11 Do you have any views on opportunltles to enhance or create Green Infrastructure'?

Coryegloas & o ﬂ{) -)(SW {70‘31 tL Qe
L weng L) w-e»pue Gty %VMWV) ?.e/«.qYLJ CRAZL s

e
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

(12 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) ¥&s/No

or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses YesAlRd

Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11 - 6.15)

Gypsies and Travellers

Q13 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with

the following options (please mark your choice):

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.

.bgueelDisagree) Opticn B - \N/(Ialw sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
ilages.

(Ageee/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the foliowing options:

(Agree/DRisagree) Option A — Sites shouid be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.

(Agree/Disagree) Option B - Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

(AgreefDisagree) Option C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and twelve

‘.I pitches plus individual pitches.

Travelling Showpeople .
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

(PAagpeee/Disagree) Option A — [n or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agree/Bisagsee) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)7?

M



Please add any further.comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the .-

evidence contained in the Background Papers, whlch are also avallabie on the Councils’.
website: (please add exira sheefs)

‘Notification:

Please tick the boxes -below if you would hke to be lnformed when 7

» The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? [#

» The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Core Strategy? 7

» The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Signed_!‘ Dated 1/’/ /?[ &

Piease return ihiS form t0 the LDF Team Bevetopment Pohcy, Selby DlStﬂCI Ccnmcal Cwsc
_ Centre, Partholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YOB 4SB. -
No later thar 17.00hrsS {5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.,




