e C 1811 oy
dee o9

Strat .

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 Spm. 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

Please Note

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 H R Poskitt
Organisation (if relevant) none
Address 12 Garmancarr Lane
Wistow
Postcode YO8 3UW

Telephone number
Fax number



Email address

L
Are you using or are you an agent?
U yes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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 hew
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.
[ agree with criteria for primary villages I don't agree with 20
villages Clearly Wistow does not meet the criteria,NO Jobs,NO
Shop,NO Dactors surgery, A bus service thats dying and becoming
less frequent. A Pub/Post office that can't sustain itself, EVEN with
all the infill development thats taken place already in recent years.
Wistow is unsustainable and just a dormitory village, creating more
use of cars. 60% of households now have two or more cars and we
build houses with no Garages. REDICOULOUS

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
M Yes U No

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

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

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

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

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

Thinking about Strategic Housing Sites at Seiby
(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)

3
Site A: Cross Hilis
lLane

Site B: West of
Wistow Road

Site C:
Bondgate/Monk
lLane

Site D: Olympia
Mills

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

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



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 Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20
Primary Villages?

M Yes O No

Please tell us why in the space below.
Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)
Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for
affordable housing?

M vyes M no
Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
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?

M yes Q no

Please tell us why in the space below,

To go to the next page, please click an 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)
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If a Strategic Employment Site is provided which of the
following do you consider is the most appropriate
location?

M Site G: Olympia Park 3 Site H: Burn Airfield
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)

Piease tell us why you say that in the space below or if
you have any other suggestions..please let us know!

Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements
I agree I disagree
Land allocated for | Q
employment
purposes but which
is undeveloped
shouid be
considered for
mixed use or
possibly other uses
if there is no
realistic prospect of
employment
development
coming forward
Existing o Q
employment
premises should be
protected from
redevelopment
where there is
evidence of market
need



¢

For new business ] Q
development the

focus should be on

securing

small/medium sized

business space and

general industrial

premises in suitable

jocations

New housing %] Q
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

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?

M vyes g no

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

To go to the next page, please 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 3  Public realm
M Community facilities M Rail and bus
infrastructure
O  Cycle and walking 1 Recreation open
infrastructure space
i Education M Recycling
Q Green infrastructure Q Road infrastructure
M Health

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

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.

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 dweilings

(flats and terraced housing)
M vyes Q no

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

family houses
4 vyes O no
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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
Option A: New sites Q 4]
should be spread
across the district
Option B New sites Q |
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages
Option C: The %] a
existing sites
should be
expanded

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

Option A: Sites ] O

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

Option B: a b

Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Ji%e
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Option C: A a 4
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 agree I disagree
Option A: In or (M %}
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Eimet?
Option B:In close %] Q

proximity to the
strategic road
network (such as
the M62, Aland
AB4)?

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.

The question of housing being Flats or 3/4 bedroom Clearly that
can only be answered in context of location. More flats and terraced
housing required in Selby, Tadcaster etc, But to put flats and
terraced housing in Villages will only excasterbate the already
ridiculous transport problem. The biggest problem is
Supermarkets/Big business!! they only generate competition among
them selves, BUT the net result is it kills small business's which in
turn is why our high streets and village's are dying.

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

I would like to be informed



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

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

) The Core Strategy i)
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 Idf@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.

<



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
QOptions 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 S5Spm. The results and subsequent

report on the outcome of this consultation will

become available on www.selby.gov.uk.
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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 ciick on the forward arrow
below

Please Note

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 Phillip Mason
Organisation (if relevant) N/A
Address Croft Farm Biggin
Postcode LS25 6H]
Telephone number
Fax number

Email address R
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Are you using or are you an agent?
O vyes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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.
1 accept that it is desirable to focus development on the
settlements that can provide the facilities needed by most
households. However, I disagree with identifying twenty villages as
Primary Villages to the exclusion of all others, on the basis that it
precludes the individual's right of choice. I have lived in Biggin for
the last twenty-seven years but it has been continously occupied for
over 700 years. I imagine that this applies to dozens of other
villages in the Selby District, however, by your definition they are
"unsustainable”, You seem to be proposing & policy that will deny
some sections of our community who aspire to live in villages such
as Biggin the opportunity to do so, while favouring others (who
need affordable housing). You should consider more carefully the
final sentance of Para 6.3 of the Further Options Report which states
"..to ensure that the housing and accomodation needs of all sections
of the local community are met."

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?
O Yes M No

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Establishing a completely new Principle Town at the junction of the
A19 and M62 would be the sensible 21st Century option for the
Selby District. However, that isn't going to happen. The alternative
option s to develop Sherburn in Elmet in preference to Selby.
Sherburn, unlike Selby, is not bisected by a major river, a canal and
several arterial drainage dykes. It is on higher ground and not
prone to flooding. It is well connected by rail and road to other
towns and cities and has the benefit of an established industrial
area for the provision of jobs. But above ail, it is still small enough
to be developed in to a town that can provide space for everyone
who uses It, by whatever means of transport.

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 below.
Why not make planning provision for housing in Tadcaster, and
then see what the market will support?

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Strategic growth for Sherburn is the sensible approach. There is
stiil the opportunity to superimpose a 21st Century Plan on
Sherburn, whereas transforming Selby would be considerably more
difficult, if not impossible,

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)

1 2 3 4 5 6
Site A: Cross Hills U a a Q Q %]
Lane
Site B: West of W] (] d d a ™

Wistow Road

I



®

Site C: Q Q a u Q |

Bondgate/Monk

Lane

Site D: Olympia . a - a a %}
Mills

Site E: Baffam Lane
Site F: Foxhill 4]
Lane/Brackenhill

Lane

od

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

The people who have responsibility for managing our community
should not even consider building homes on land at risk of flooding.
They should have the courage to bite the bullet now and find
alternative land and if necessary fight to change local, regional and
government policy to allow them to do so. Land likely to flood
should be designated as greenbelf or left as a countryside gap
(strategic or otherwise). Existing comrnercial brownfield sites
could retain their status and be redeveloped as part of a mixed use
policy to provide local employment.

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

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

O Yes I No

Please tell us why in the space below.

I repeat, you should consider more carefully the final sentance of
Para 6.3 of the Further Options Report which states "..to ensure
that the housing and accomodation needs of all sections of the local
community are met." The restrictions you are suggesting make a
nonsense of your stated intention.

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for
affordable housing?
O vyes M no

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
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Affordable housing is an artificial solution to a problem which I
believe has been created by Planning Policy. However, at this
moment in time and for some time to come, no amount of artificial
help will kick start housebuilding because of the market conditions.
Now, however, is the time to plan for cheaper housing across the
board by: 1. Making generous allocations of tand for housing
(remember the RSS provides targets, not limits). 2. Parcel the
land in to smaller piots that can be developed by smaller developers
and hence promote competition. 3. Put limits and other
sanctions/incentives on the planning consents that encourage the
development to take place. 4. Do not obstruct the construction of
mor

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

Q vyes M no

Please tell us why in the space below.

The burden of shared community facilities should be shared by the
whole comminity, not just those who are buying a new house.
Furthermore, any costs associated with housing development, such
as levies and HIPS, are not carried by the developer, but passed on
to the purchaser. This contributes to higher cost housing for
everyone, including the affordable housing purchaser and merely
aggrevates the problem. The only fair solution is to provide a
planning system that ENABLES house buiiding at the lowest possible
cost,

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 O 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!
Develop the Sherburn site along the Sherburn Bypass.

Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements
I agree I disagree
Land allocated for 4] 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 4] a
employment
premises should be
protected from
redevelopment
where there is
evidence of market
need
For new business %] a
development the
focus should be on
securing
small/medium sized
business space and
general industria!
premises in suitable
locations
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New housing Q ]
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

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?

O vyes M no

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

below.

Measuring on-site renewable energy values does not provide the
gross cost of providing that energy to the site. A better policy
would be to provide incentives to businesses to minimise coverall
energy consumtion. In the past, the use of energy conservation
grants or tax breaks to help pay for surveys and other specialist
assistance have worked very well. Some businesses have more
cpabiity of achieving energy savings than others, and by imposing a
10 renewables policy on new delopment the District may not attract
the breadth of employment it needs.

To go to the next page, please click on the forward arrow
below
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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
Q0 Broadband 2  Public realm
0 Community facilities O Rail and bus
infrastructure
0  Cycle and walking O Recreation open
infrastructure space
O Education Q2 Recycling
O Green infrastructure U Road infrastructure
O Health

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

the space below.
I disagree with the proposed levy.

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.

When choosing land for housing, the first choice is brownfield land.
On & similar basis, when looking for open spaces focus on land that
has no other practical use - such a flood piains. Sports and
recreational facilities can be provided in such areas without it having
the same social impact if it floods than it would have if it had been
developed for housing. The next best place for green space is
outside your front/back door i.e. a decent space for a garden.
Gardens provide an immediately accessible space for leisure
activities and help to break up the urban environment. Selby is an
agricultural district and is therefore and an enorm

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)
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QO  vyes ® no

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

family houses
O ves & 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
Option A: New sites a O
should be spread
across the district
Option B New sites a Q
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages
Option C: The M d
existing sites
should be
expanded

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

Option A: Sites a |

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches
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Option B: Q ]
Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A u 1%}
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 agree I disagree
Option A: In or (W] d
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?
Option B:In close a M

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.
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Piease tick the boxes below if you would like to be

informed 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?
The Core Strategy
has been adopted?

I would like to be informed
]

If you have any questions or need some further
information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757
292063 or by email to Idf@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.
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Introduction i e e L
The Core Strateqgy document 'Consultation on Further Optiohs’ is Availabie.at www, séle}ﬁEv uk,
from 'Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster,-and-all libraries in the' "
District. The documerit is split into chapters on-line, and the quest:ons below are accompamed
by a note of the paragraphs that reiate 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 foilowing questions. You are ..

| \welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Optlons

w to make comments:,

e Piease complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or

e Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.

e Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.

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

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

Name Name My, & aatioZ (Secdemmay )
Organisation Organisation  wercuBeuluses Warrer N3 Tons fh 2
Address Address 73 Moknizizan

aE‘-g)/
(]

' Fostcode T , | Postcode . | Yes 35

Tel - S Tel - . - } er?e? 7e7€3/
_Eax - _ Fax - - L —— :
Email ) . | Email . - —

Housing

_Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 — 3.31)

C1 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.

Yes




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 overgll distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 1’? }Aﬁ/ Hs /%s;/o'ﬂ R vper. Kvres ﬂl’(.? dﬁr_g/‘
PIE 1005 Tthovss) Topi Torm~ TR rits MCRERLE In EASEET 0N,

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcasterl,ass

%PCMTEK /S' oGuﬂ‘wﬁD G{oﬁe‘ o 7@:”37:-,,/ o;:‘/\ﬂ;y;p /ZU?’:—'S

(A1 £ 264) plrasoprr oo A5 S TohorsSa) Tink Tou) s/ — i LSS

Qn’fﬁf"ﬁ TN
¢) In particutar, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet%

Swm2soan /5 AOTttens 7 PR )k Yoored A Crosal 75
ﬁaﬁ:ms;; cfs»mau' (4,5:4395) i éNMu’/‘mrg ' .

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 housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, & = lowest)

(2) Site A ~ Cross Hills Lane

(6) Site B.— West of Wistow Road -

(8Y Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(7) Site D - Olympia Mills’

) Site E — Baffam Lane

(@) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments? .
o N isK AND MeaosD /2041 TTurs PRRp N THE E VAT OF Zpodp R
17 11150t 158t Foom 0 Rzt - MNEED APEQuaTz Anp /AIeRERSIEN
Port OeNg Faersr1ss il To LEVEsotriing - Aigy Bomp ¥
blispes PARINAS & SEwE L Iniknazacrol s MEEDS LPoRAR A2,
Managing Housing Supply (Seepara-3.42=345): .. - F . [l T T T
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
please explain why

Y5




Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3 59)

Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
axplain why.

Y25

Q6 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

VS,

L

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

/ —
LAnG éoaﬁné» By A &3 £ <AL Clmsrons Lrans =

9

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

Q18 Piease 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 usgs if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ Di?mﬁee)

B - ‘Existing employment premises-shpuld be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’¢{Agree i&ée)

C - ‘For new business development the focus shouid be on securing small/predro sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.’ lDi%ee)

D - 'New housing d spment s ould be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
deveiopment ‘ ree) _ ‘ oL

Any other comments??




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1~ 5.5)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requrrements 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?

flf /V’}H-S-IT /oyfftgs,gf A 2 B 5‘&' AorEn I';Q.

' Sustainable Communities (see para 6:1-6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

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

e
+“| Broadband
ommunity 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)

®

“GGreen Infrastructure ™

Q11 Do you have any views on opportunrt:es to enhance or create Green Infrastructure’?

A/‘ A?UF' ;1%7/ [;',434.7' S;r'ou:—p B rsanes 7;-}-5.5.




| Housing Mix {sez para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family house&ﬁ

a) More housing should be in the form of small dweilings (flats and {erraced housing) \pe\/s@a

| Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.17 - 6.15)

(Gypsies and Travellers
(213 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with

4 jowing options {please mark your choice):
Agreg/Di e) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
ed/Disagreg) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary

Villages.
(A;@{Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

o you agree or disagree with the following options:
(Agre D@ﬁree) Option A - Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
%( twelve pitches.
Abted/Disagres
(/ iIsag

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 individuat 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:

A isagreée) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree)Disidtee) Option B - In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
o

and AB4)?

e
WL



Piease add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the

evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also-available onthe Councils’

website: (please add exfra sheets).

Notification

Please tick the boxes below if you wouid 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? f

Dated /7 QEC an

if you hax:z{any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Developrfient Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to: Idf@selbv qov uk

Please return-this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Seiby District Council, Civic
‘Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshlre Y08 45SB »
No later than 17.00hrs { 5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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victoria lawes

From: Andrew Rose [Andrew.Rose@spawforths.co.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 16:37

To: Idf

Cc: Gavin Winter

Subject: Selby Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

Importance: High
Attachments: Bellway Homes (Yorkshire} Ltd and BOCM Pauis Ltd Selby Core Strategy FO reps.pdf

Please find attached representation made on behalf of Bellway Homes {Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM
Pauls Ltd.

| have also posted a hard copy of the representation.

We trust that you will acknowledge this representation as duly made and please acknowledge
receipt of this email.

We look forward to being inveolved in the evolution of the Local Development Framework.
Kind regards

ANDREW ROSE
Principal Planner
BSc{Hons), MSc, PG Dip, MRTPI

Spawforths - Confidentiality

This electronic transmission is strictly confidential and intended solely for the addressee. It
may contain information that is covered by legal, professional or other privilege. If you are
not the intended addressee, you must not disclose, copy or take any action in reliance of
this transmission. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify us as soon
as possible. This e-mail does not necessarily represent the views of Spawforths.

Spawforths, Junction 41 Business Court, East Ardsley, Leeds, West Yorkshire, WF3 2AB.
Tel: 01924 873873. Fax: 01924 870777 VAT No: 511314405 Company Reg No: 2247289

18/12/2008
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LDF Team
Development Policy
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road
Selby, YOB 458

BY EMAIL AND LETTER

|15 December 2008

Dear Sir/fMadam

RE: SELBY DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK CORE STRATEGY
FURTHER OPTIONS CONSULTATION

Following the publication of Further Options to the Core Strategy for the emerging Local Development
Framework (LDF), Spawforths have been instructed by our client, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and

BOCM Pauls Ltd to make representations to this document on their behalf.

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd welcome the opportunity to input into the Core
Strategy and the decision to publish Further Cptions for consultation to the Core Strategy. Bellway
Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd believe this is beneficial to all parties and should resolve

how best to further the role of the District of Selby.

As you are aware Bellway Homes (Yorkshire} Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd have significant land interests in

the area, in particular within Selby.

We would like to make representations regarding the Further Options Core Strategy on the following

points:

General Comments
Question 2: Growth in Selby
Question 3: Strategic Housing Sites in Selby

Question 4: Managing Housing Supply



vi.
vil.

viii.

Question 5: Affordable Housing
Question 7: Employment Land
Question 8: Employment Policies

Question 10: Community Infrastructure Levy
I. General Comments

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd are concerned that the consultation has been
prepared with little regard to an evidence base. PP5|2 sets out the tests of soundness that are to be
considered in the preparation and examination of a Development Plan Document. The tests of
soundness requrre plans and strategies to be founded upon a robust and credible evidence base. It is
noteworthy, that one of the reasons that the Lichfield Core Strategy was found to be unsound on was

its weal evidence base.

The development of the affordable housing policy is based on outdated evidence base and a needs study
which was initially prepared in 2004. The housing mix should be based on a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA), Furthermore, there seems to be little evidence of the testing of the affordable
housing thresholds through an economic viability assessment. In addition, the Further Options paper
does not include an element referring to the overall spatial direction, show a relationship to the RS5 and
adjacent Authorities, incorporate a Vision, Objectives or refer to a Sustainability Appraisal or

production of a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.

Nevertheless, importantly the Further Options Report in paragraph |.16 states thac the Core Strategy
will be used “used as a basis for planning within the District in the short and medium terms, whilst being
aware of the potential for possible changes in the longer term”. This course of action would render the
Core Strategy unsound and does not accord with Government guidance. Core Strategies should plan
for the longer term and guide strategic decisions for 15 years with sufficient flexibility to respond

proactively to changes in circumstance. Therefore, at present the Core Strategy is unsound.

Scale and Distribution of New Housing

2. Question 2: Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the

proposed distribution Table [?

Bellway Homes ({Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd support the approach of focussing the majority of
growth towards Selby and the Greater Selby Area. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls

Page 2 of 8
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Ltd believe that this will lead to a holistic approach to the identification of housing sites and sustainable
growth for the District. This approach reflects the important role and functionality of Selby and is

especially significant in balancing the crucial role of Selby alongside its environmental constraints.

Howaver, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd object to the Council's perspective on
its overall housing requirement. The Assembly and Government Office are clear in stating that through
the RSS from 2008 onwards there is a fundamental step change in delivery of housing. Therefore, 2008
is a clear cut off pont in relation to previous events and over provision and these cannot impact on
future provision. Table 12.2 of RSS Policy M| states, that Selby's growth must remain broadly consistent
with the RSS requirement from 2008-2026. The Counal’s Further Options Core Strategy clearly
conflicts with the RSS and is unsound demonstrating a decrease in overall housing supply from 2008
onwards. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highlight that Policy H2 of
the RSS states that the RSS requirement is not to be viewed as a celling and the Council should be

encouraging sustainable growth.

Strategic Housing Sites at Selby
3. Question 3: Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for

strategic housing development on the edge of Selby.

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd support the identification of Site D: Olympia Park
{Olympia Mills) as a potential strategic housing site. Of the six sites identified as potential strategic sites

Olympia Park (Olympia Mills) is the most appropriate for a number of reasons:

* The site is part Previously Developed Land

e  The site is an infill opportunity

e The site is highly sustainable being close to the town centre, services and facilities
¢  The site has good accessibility to public transport routes

»  The site has good accessibility to the highway network

» The site is close to the radway and bus station

Furthermore, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd support the positive approach of the
Councif towards identification of the site through paragraph 3.33, which states that in addition to
Olympia Park one other strategic site is likely to be required. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and
BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highlight that through the sites infill and previously developed fand status
that the Olympia Park (Olympia Mills) site should be idenufied for early delivery in the short term. The
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RSS brownfieid land target i1s 65 percent therefore the Olympia Park (Olympia Mills) site is important in

achieving that.

In addicion, PPS3 also states that windfall sites cannot be counted or relied upon in the allocations. As
such, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd consider that it is important to reiterate that
the new parameter for new housing land is deliverability. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM
Pauls Ltd have fand interests at Ofympia Park, which is eminently deliverable for housing in the short

term.

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire} Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd contend that the site should be acknowiedged as
being more suitable and deliverable than other identified sites, and as such, recognised as a priority for

development,

Full details of a new railway bridge will be submitted as part of the mixed use planning application for the
land north of the railway line on land owned by BOCM Pauls Ltd to demonstrate precisely how the
bridge could be delivered, so that in granting planning permission the LPA can be confident that should
the development south of the rail line come forward for development it will be accessible, and would

not therefore be sterilised.

Of considerable weight in the consideration of the redevelopment proposals is that the proposed bridge

gives the sufficient degree of certainty required to make the sustainable development of Site D possible.

Bellway Homes (Yorksture) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd believe that there are major constraints to the

delivery of the other 5 potential strategic housing sites:

s Site A: Cross Hills Lane requires the delivery of major infrastructure, a new road and bridge. There
15 no existing evidence that demonstrates that these are deliverable and viable. The site is akso
Greenfield and located in Flood Zone 3a. Therefore a sequential approach 1o the identification of
sites in accordance with PP525 will need to be undertaken, including more appropriate brownfield
sites.

* Site B: Land West of Wistow Road is also Greenfield and constrained through infrastructure
capacity and functional flood plain. There will be a need for significant flood defences and therefore
the delivery and viability of the site is brought into question.

s Site C: Bondgate/Monk Lane is also Greenfield and constrained through infrastructure capacity and

is at high risk from flooding being located in Flood Zone 3a. Therefore a sequential approach to the

Page 4 of 8
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idenufication of sites in accordance with PPS25 will need to be undertaken, including more
appropriate brownfield sites.

» Site E Baffam Lane is also Greenfield. Although this site is in & relatively low risk food area, the
delivery of this major urban extension would coalesce the village of Brayton with Selby and affect
the Brayton Conservation Area.

« Site F: Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane is also Greenfield and has major highway constraints will be
partly affected through noise of the adjacent railway. This major urban extension would also impact

on the coalescence of Selby with Brayton.

Managing Housing Supply
4, Question 4;: Do you agree that market housing should enly be allowed in the Principal

Towns, Local Service Centres and Primary Villages?

Bellway Homes {Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd agree that the prime focus for development and
market housing should be Selby, followed to a lesser extent by the Local Service Centres and Primary
Viillages. Nevertheless, a smaller element of development is needed in settlements in the villages not
identified in the settlement hierarchy; however this should reflect local circumstance, Policy YH6 states
that development in the rural areas should protect and enhance the attractive and vibrant places.
Therefore bullet point 5 states that plans and strategies should allow, “locally generated needs for both
market and affordable housing”. This is reaffirmed through paragraph 2.48, which states that LDFs
should establish local development needs that are essential to support smaller settlements in accordance

with PPS7.

To restrict developments in smaller villages to just affordable housing would only satisfy a certain
element of need. Local need has wide connotations and incorporates affordable and market housing.
The Council's Housing Need Survey and Strategic Housing Market Assessment would identify the
totality of need in the District and highlight Affordable and Housing Market Need and focus that need to
appropriate sustainable locations. Policies in the Core Strategy should be developed to implernent such
an approach. To do otherwise would not be in accordance with national or regional guidance and

would be unsound.
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Affordable Housing
5. Question 5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable

housing?

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd do not agree with the thresholds proposed for
affordable housing. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd believe that the evidence base
for affordable housing is not robust or credible and as such is unsound. The evidence base for
affordable housing seems to be based on the 2004 Housing Needs Study, which is being rolled forward,
and there 1s no reference to a Strategic Housing Market Assessment. Furthermore, the thresholds have
not been tested for economic viability in accordance with PP53 paragraph 29. Therefore, the Core
Strategy 1s unsound. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highhght the
Biyth Valley case where the Core Strategy was challenged successfully in the High Court due to the

absence of economic viability testing for affordable housing thresholds.

Therefore, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd that in terms of a robust and
implementable policy a more relaxed approach to affordable housing is required, which would set out

the Council's appreoach to negotiation and incorporate economic viability.

Employment Land
6. Question 7: If a strategic employment site is provided, which of the following do you

consider is the most appropriate location?

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highlight that residential growth is
also an important factor in delivering economic growth, regeneration and urban renaissance. Therefore,
in relanon to sustainability economic and residential growth should be delivered side by side. In
relation to the two potential strategic employment sites Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM
Pauls Ltd support Site G: Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass}. This site is adjacent to Selby, has
excellent accessibility and potential to utilise the rail network. Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and

BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highlight that Site D is not dependent upon the delivery of Site G,
7. 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.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Page b of B

3



@

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire} Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd believe that this statement reflects national
guidange through PPS3 and regional guidance. It is important that the role and function of employment

sites are reviewed as part of the evidence base and Employment Land Review.

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there

is evidence of market need.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire} Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd do not agree with such an approach. Bellway
Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd consider that a flexible approach to sites is the most

appropriate and this should reflect the outcomes of a robust Employment Land Review.

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized

business space and general industrial premises in suitable Jocations.’ (Agree/Disagrer)

Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd consider that employment development sheould
reflect the market demand and evidence base for employment growth in the District. Nevertheless, the

position and role of Selby within the Leeds City Region should also reflect regional aspirations.

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

business development.’' {Agree/Disagree)

Ballway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd agree that one aspect of sustainable development
is deltvering housing and economic growth. However, Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls
Lid would be concerned if this approach translated into all sites delivering a mix of uses. Whilst Bellway
Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd support Site G: Olympia Park {land adjoining Selby Bypass)

it would like to highlight that Site D is not dependent upon the delivery of Site G,

8. Question |0: The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new

development. Please indicate your priorities for using the funding from the Levy.
Beltway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd would like to highlight that any policy on

Community Infrastructure Levy must accord with national guidance. It 15 acknowledged that CIL is not

just about transport and strategic infrastructure and can be extended to local facilities, nevertheless, it is
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questionable whether the provision of broadband and recycling can be inciuded within a CIL as essential

local facilities.

The direction set out i the Further Options paper sets out aspirations and is not based on a robust and
credible evidence base, and as such is unsound. New PPSI2 paragraph 4.10 clearly states that “the
outcome of the infrastructure planning process should inform the core strategy and should be part of as

robust evidence base™.

.’ Bellway Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd and BOCM Pauls Ltd wish to continue their active engagement in the
emerging Core Strategy. We trust that you can give due consideration to these comments and we

request that you can confirm receipt of this letter.

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further.

Yours faithfully

ANDREW ROSE BSc(Hons) MSc PG DIP MRTPI

Principal Planner

Andrew.rose@spawforths.co.uk

Encl:

Ce:

Bellway Homes {Yorkshire) Ltd
BOCM PAULS LTD

3312, Letter-001a, Selby Core Strategy FO Reps, AR
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victoria lawes fL|~L|~
From: paul.r.forshaw@atisreal.com

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:44

To: laf

Subject: Representations to Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options - Jas Bowman and Sons Ltd

Attachments: | pbf selby 181208 reps to Core Strategy Further Options FINAL.pdf, Selby Core Strategy
Response Form.pdf; Jas Bowman WhitleyBridge-July06.pdf

Dear Sirs

Piease find attached representations to the Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options on behalf of Jas
Bowman and Sons Lid.

I would be grateful if you would confirm receipt of these representations and confirm they have been "duly
made”.

A copy of the representations will also be sent in tonight's post.

Regards

Paul Forshaw BA (Hons), Mplan
Graduate Planner

ATISREAL UK
Belgrave House
Bank Street
Sheffield
S12DR

Tel: +44 (0)870 700 2233

Fax: +44(0)114 275 2565

DDI: +44 (0)114 241 2207

MOB: +44 (0)792 195 6632
Email: Paul.r.forshaw(@atisreal.com
www atisreal.co.uk

Please vote for us as 'Green Property Adviser of the Year' at
http://www estatesgazettegreeenawards.com/awardsvote/1870/37

U SAVE PAPER - please don't print this e-mail unless you 1eally need to s%

Disclaimer:

This email is confidential to the ordinary user of the
email address to which it was addressed and may
contain privileged mformation. If you are not the
intended recipient, please notify the sender on

020 7338 4000 and delete the message without
copying or using for any purpose as to do so may be
unlaw ful.

18/12/2008
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Email is an informal method of communication and is

subject to possible data corruption, either accidentally

or on purpose. For these reasons it will normally be

inapprepriate to rely on important information contained

on email without obtaining written confirmation, except

where we have specifically agreed with you a system of

electronic reporting. When addressed to a client of

Atisreal Limited (registered number 4176965) any opinions or advice
contained in an e-mail are subject to the terms, conditions

and limitations of our engagement.

Please visit our Website at: http://www.atisreal.co.uk

18/12/2008
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P DATE RECEIVED Lasi REFCY
Consulting & LOGGED DATE i
et e s o e ot et oot o e}
ILDF Team Atisreal Limited
Development Poficy Belgrave House
Selby District Council Bank Street
Civic Centre Sheffield
Portholme Road S12DR
Selby » Tel: +44 (0)114 241 2207
North Yorkshire Switchboard: +44 (0)870 700 2233
YO8 4S8 Fax: +44 (0)114 275 2565
E-mail: Paul r.forshaw@atisreal.com
DX
Your ref: 18 December 2008

Our refr 080625 PBF L0182008

Dear Sirs

REPRESENTATIONS TO SELBY LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK CORE STRATEGY
FURTHER OPTIONS

JAS BOWMAN AND SONS LIMITED

We have been instructed by our clients, Jas Bowman and Sons Limited ("Jas Bowman”), to submit
representations on their behalf to the above document with regard to their site to the south of
Eggborough (the "site”). A site plan is enclosed for your information.

Site Description

The site is located in the south of the Selby District, in the settlement of Whitley Bridge, within the
primary village of Eggborough. The site is located on the east side of Selby Road / Graysfield, and
is bordered by residential areas to the west and south, and an open field fo the north, with further
residential development beyond this. The east of the site backs on to the A18, and the Goole to
Leeds railway line runs to the south of the site.

The site is approximately & hectares (13 acres) in area and contains an operational mill, storage
tanks, offices, and hardstanding.

Aspirations

The site is currently in operation; and at this juncture, Jas Bowman has no intention of closure, but
seeks flexibility in the tocal development framework in order to provide for situations where sites
become surplus to requirements, to alfow for any redevelopment of the site in the future.

Jas Bowman considers that the site offers the opportunity for residential development for the
following reasons:

» Redevelopment of the site would constitute redevelopment of previously developed land,;
» The site 1s located within the defined settlement limit;
s The site is located within a primarily residential area,;

Atisreal Limited

Chartered Surveyors and Intemabior al Real Estate Consultants London, Birmingham, Bristel, Cargitt, Ednburgh,

Glzsgow, Leeds, Manchester, Newcaste, Shetfield, Scuthampton and offices in Evrope, Amenca and the Far East 5 ﬁ,

Registersd wi England No 4176965 Regstered office 90 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1EU 2 & KJ B 0 ! f“
oSG | T, RS,

www attsreal co uk - e SIS Ve
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m The site is located close to a number of employment opportunities including Tunstall
Communications, Eggborough Power Station, Kellingley Colliery, The Maltings Industrial
Estate, the Northside Industrial Estate, the Saint Gobain float glass factory, and Jas
Bowman and Sons’ South Site;

m The site 1s located close to a number of community facilities and services, including Whitely
and Eggborough Primary School, a village hall in both Whitley Bridge and Eggborough, an
equipped play area, playing fields, and cricket facilities in Eggborough, and recreation
facilities at Egghorough Power Station, as well as 2 number of local shops; and

m  Access to the wider area via public transport with 2 buses per hour offering services to
Selby and Goole, and hourly bus services to Doncaster, Pontefract and Knottingley.
Whitley Bridge Rail Station is also located within walking distance of the site, offering
services to Goole, Doncaster and Leeds.

Previous representations were submitted to the Selby LDF “Call for Sites” Exercise in August 2008,
promoting the site for residential development.

in light of the above, Jas Bowman's representations to the Selby LOF Core Strategy Further
Options Report are detalled below.

Representations to the Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options Report

Question 1. Do yvou agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you
aqree with those 20 villages selected?

Jas Bowman objects to Eggborough being defined as a Primary Village in the Core Strategy, and
considers that Eggborough, and the adjacent Whitley Bridge should be identified as a Local
Service Centre.

Paragraph 2 47 of the Yarkshire and Humber Plan (“R33") (May 2008) defines local service
centres as the following:

“Towns and villages that provide services and facifities that serve the needs of, and are
accessible to, people living in the surrounding rural areas”.

it is considered that Eggborough, along with the adjacent settlement of Whitley Bridge offers a wide
range of services and facilities that serve the needs of the surrounding area, including the villages
Kellington, Whitley, Great Heck and Hensall. These services include shops, public houses, a post
office, petrol station and other shopping and leisure services, community facilities such as primary
schools, as well as the significant employment opportunities identified above. The settlement also
offers public transport services to major urban centres such as Selby, Doncaster and Leeds.

Paragraph 3.19 of the Core Strategy Further Options Report states that Primary Villages are those
which offer a primary school, general store, post office and doctor’s services, as well as offering
public transport accessibility to service centres. It is considered that Egghorough and the adjacent
Whitely Bridge, offer significantly more than this level of services, and is the focus for a wider rural
area, and as such should be identified as a Local Service Centre in the Core Strategy.

Question 2: Where will the new housing development go?

Jas Bowman considers that maximum use should be made of previously developed land. Policy
YHY of the RSS states that first priority should be given to the re-use of previousty developed land
and huildings.

Paragraph 3.32 of the Core Strategy Further Options Report states that there are insufficient
opportunities to accommodate the scale of growth required on previously developed land, and it will
be necessary to release significant amounts of greenfield land.,
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In light of the above, and the need to create sustainable setttement patterns and make the most
efficient use of land, it is considered that previously developed land should be released for
restdential development, in all settlements irrespective of their size, prior to the release of
greenfield sites.

Further to the above, although it is recognised that the Core Strategy is not a site specific
document and does not allocate land for development, it is considered that further previously
developed sites should be identified for residential development through the LDF, in order to
rmaximise the amount of development on previously developed sites. Jas Bowman considers that
their site in Eggborough should be included in the LDF as a site for residential development for the
reasons identified above.

Question 4: Do vou agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Principle Town, L ocal
Service Centres and the 20 Primary Villages?

Jag Bowman supports the above statement. In order to create sustainable patterns of
devetoprment it 1s considered that new housing should be located where it has good accessibility to
a number of local services and facilities, empioyment opportunities and public transport.

It is considered that Secondary Villages do not have adequate levels of facilities or services to
sustain increases in population, and their residents will be required to travel, mainly by private
means of fransport, out of the settlement to access facilities and employment. As such it 1s
considered that new market housing should be restricted to the Principle Town, Local Service
Centres, and Primary Villages, as these settlements contain sufficient levels of services to sustain

Increases in population.

Ruestion 8: Employment Policies

Jas Bowman objects to statement B “Existing employment premises shoufd be protected from
redevelopment where there is evidence of market need”. It is considered that, due to the lack of
previously developed land available for residential development in the District, employment sites
which offer sustainable locations for residential development, such as those which offer good
zccessibility to community service and facilities should not be protected from redevelopment for
alternative uses. In particular, it is considered that existing employment sites that are located in
primarily residential areas should not be restricted from redevelopment for residential uses.
Residential uses on these sites may remove a “bad neighbour” use, and may result in improving
the quality of life for existing residents.

Conclusion

The site 1s currently in use and there are no plans at present to close the site; however, Jas
Bowman requires flexibility in the LDF to allow for future redevelopment of the site, if it should
become surplus to requirements in the future. It is considered that the site offers the potential to
assist in meeting the housing needs of Selby in a sustainable manner, This is due to its location
close to a range of community services and facilities and its access to employment and public
transport, as well as redevelopment of the site constituting the use of previously developed land, of
which there is a shortage in the District.

It is recognised that the Core Strategy is not a site specific document and does not allocate specific
sites; however, In light of the above, it is requested that the site is considered for allocation for
residential uses in the LDF.

Jas Bowman reserves the right to amend or withdraw these representations if necessary.

We trust the above is clear and satisfactory; however, if you require further information or would
like to discuss the above, please do not hesitate to contact either John Dunshea or Paul Forshaw
at the above office.
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Atisrea

A BNP PARIBAS company

Finally, we would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of these representations and
confirm that they have been “duly made”.

Yours faithfully

E |

Atisreal Limited

Enc Site Plan
Completed Representation Form

CcC Mr A G Bowman - Jas Bowman and Sons Ltd
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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 questlons You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

How to make comments:
» Please complete the form in dark ink {add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the {ast page; or
s 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 Name 5ol Foslo
Organisation | xs 35aum cxadsnnsorganisation /9(;3‘,@0\/ & ralad
Address 6 Address Ve MHowe
Ea?’j SGee €

hC O

Postcode |[DMi¢ O H Postcode S 20k

Tel Tel O/l DGt 2207

Fax Fax Ol 27 26 &S
Email Email Bol . R. %*S}hm@aﬁs.f?a(
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.

P/é’ooé e enclsed itz
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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 indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Yes/No

Dlovse see enclsed leltz~
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 Elmet? More/Less

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 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

( )} Site £ — Baffam Lane

( ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhiil Lane

Any other comments?

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 - 3.45)

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

Plecse  see  encleed  [plre—

M
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? if not please
explain why.

Q6 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

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) U Site H ~ Burn Airfield [l
Have you any other suggestions?

Employment 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)
B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is

evidence of market need.” {(Agree/Disagree)
C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing smail/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

development.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?

Plcse  See eacksed b~
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Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1 - 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?

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
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

Green Infrastructure

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




Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

or
b) More housing shouid be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No

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.

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

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — Sites should 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.

(Agree/Disagree) 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 fimited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. [f provision is required, should an area of search be:

(Agree/Disagree) 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, A1,
and AG4)?




|

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)

Fecse  See enclesed  Jelb—

Notification

Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be informed 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? E/

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? IE/

Dated IQ//Z/O(?

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, Development Policy, 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

From: Barry, Michael [Michael.Barry@carterjonas.co.uk}
Sent; 18 December 2008 16:43

To: Idf

Subject: CS Consuttation

Attachments: Selby CS - D Lapish.pdf

Sir/Madam

Please find enclosed representations to the Core Strategy Further Options submitted on behalf of Mt D
Lapish.

Please note that a hard copy will follow in the post.

Please do not hesttate if you require any further information and it would be appreciated if you could
confirm receipt of this e-mail.

Regards
Michael Barry

Michael Barry BA MSc MRTPI
Planner

For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP
Tel: 01423 707807

Fax: 01423 521373

Mob. 07713 101652

CARTER JONAS

Vw.c?r[prionag._ccg.uk
* - . .
(l Click here to access the latest Carter Jonas newsletters and publications

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

This email is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual(s) to whom it 1s addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely
those of Michael Barry and do not necessanly represent those of Carter Jonas LLP. If you are not the intended recipient be advised that you have
received this email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictty prohibited.

Although the firm operates anti-virus programmes, it does not accept responsibility for any damage whatsoever that 1s caused by viruses being
passed

Carter Jonas LLP i1s a Limited Liability corporate body which has "Members” and not "Pariners”. Any representative of Carter Jonas LLP
described as "Partner” 1s a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Partner” in a Partnership. The term Pariner has been
adopted, with effect from 01 May 2005, because It is an accepted way of referring to senior professionals.

Carter Jonas LLP

Place of Registration: England and Wales

Registration Number: OC304417

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

18/12/2008
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Property Consultants g
Carter Jonas LLP } l(,
13-135 Albert Street

Harrogate
North Yorkshire HGE 1[X

01423 707822

Michael.barmy@ canterjonas.co.uk

Telephone 01423 523423
Facsimile 01423 521373

17 December 2008
Mayfair Long Melford
- Chelsea Mariborough
IjDF fe.am‘ . Marylebone North Wales
Selby District Council Holland Park Northampton
Civic Centre Cambridge Oxford
Portholme Road Harrogate Peterborough
Selby Huddersfield Shrewsbury
YOS 4SB Kendal VWorcester
Leeds York
FAO T Heselton Esq
Dear Mr Heselton
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Selby District LDF: Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

We submit these comment on behalf of our client Mr D Lapish in respect of his land
interests in the District of Selby. We have been instructed to make representations to the
emerging Core Strategy, as necessary including the Further Options document currently
published for consultation.

Introduction

In making representations to the emerging Core Strategy, the main thrust of our comments
focus upon the Council’s housing aspirations for the district, in particular the need for
housing 1o be distiibuted to locations where it can meet the needs of the community,
including those in rural locations. Our client’s particular interest is in the settlement of
Womersley and as such we have concems about the impact of the ‘favoured’ option for the
distribution of development upon this settlement.

We also make a number of general observations about the format and suucture of the
Further Options document. A completed copy of the Council’s Questionnaire and
Comments Form is attached.

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.

No, while we accept that classification is necessary we have concerns over the methodology
used to determine which settlements would be considered as potenttal ‘Primary Villages”. In
particular we are disappointed that the assessment process did not stretch to all settlements
identified within the district as opposed to the current approach which is limited to those
settlements with a population of 600+.

Cartor Jonas LLP 15 a limuted liability partnership
registered in England and Whales no, OC3044 17,
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Property Consultants

We consider that 1o ensure that proposal policies are robust and fully considered that there is
a full assessment of all settlements, as the 600 population threshold appears to be plucked
from the thin air and is not based on any particular planning presumption.

In particular we consider that the status of the village of Wormersley as a ‘Secondary Village’
should be reviewed.

The most recent Census indicated that the village contained a population of 363, services
here include 2 convenience store, church, village hall, primary school and a regular bus
service to major employment centers, higher order services and educational facilities.

As such we are satisfied that the quantum of services and facilities are sufficient to support
the reclassification of this settlement to Primary Village so that some housing growth can be
accommodated to help sustain these services for the future.  As such we ask that the
Council give serious consideration to this and assess its suitability for its upgrading to the
status of Primary Village’.

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 1?

Notwithstanding the above, we have considerable concerns over the decision of the Council
to prevent all future market housing development in the Secondary Villages which we
consider to run contrary to PPS7, PPS3 and RSS Guidance.

Government Guidance and Regional Policy, while supporting the focusing of housing
development to larger, more sustainable serlements, also offers support for modest
development in other smaller settlements to meet the needs of communities and the
marketplace. Paragraph 30 of PPS3 supports and appreciates the importance of housing
development in small rural sertlements and supports innovative approaches through which
this housing can be delivered. It states:

Tn provding for affordable bousing in nural cmmuties, where opportunities for delinering affordable
housirg that cmributes 10 the creation and matnmenance o sustainable raral communities in market touns
and ullages.  This requtires planring at local and regonal lewl adopting & positive and pro-acie approach
whidh 15 wformed by evidence, with dear targets for the deliery of rural affordable bousing’

Yet the Further Options Core Strategy suggests that no future market housing would be
favored in these settlements and that only affordable housing exception schemes will be
supported within the Secondary Villages. We do not consider this approach o be viable as it
ignores the established links between market and affordable housing delivery.

1S
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Property Consultants

Consequently we consider that there should be an wplift of the proportion of housing
allocared to the ‘Secondary Villages’ to ensure the delivery of housing to meet the needs of
these settlements. We suggest that in each of these settlements a single housing site should
identified to accommodate in the region of 6 homes of which at least 3 would be affordable.
'The delivery of these houses could be phased in such a way that they would come forward
post 2012 or later.  The allocation of 6 units on allocated sites to all 42 secondary villages of
which at least 3 would be affordable would ensure the delivery of affordable housing to
these settlements as the ‘cross subsidy’ would greatly enhance the deliverability of affordable
housing in the parts of the District most in need of its provision.

As well as granting certainty over the delivery of affordable housing through the allocation
of housing land, this approach would also ensure the best sites at these settlements would
come forward for residential development, this is accordant with PPS3 and the aspirations
and objectives of the SHLAA,

In accordance with PPS3 such a proposal would represent a positive and proactive step that
would result in the controlled delivery of housing to meet the needs of local communities in
all settlements. Reliance on the delivery of housing through affordable exceptions sites is
not sustainable. It is significant that to date there has never been an affordable housing
exceptions site delivered in Selby District,

This proposal would result in the allocation of land for 252 new homes across the district’s
42 ‘Secondary Settlelments’ and would constitute 5.5% of the remaining housing to be
allocated across Selby as set out in table 1.

While we accept that the largest proportion of housing development should be distributed to
Selby we are concemed by the overt focusing of development to this singular seutlement,
facilitated by multiple large urban extensions.

We consider that the allocation of housing at Olympia Mills should be supported but object
10 suggestions that there will be multple strategic extensions. Also, housing land should be
accommodated on brownfield and greenfield sites in and around Selby and other nearby
settlements forming part of the Area Action Plan Area, which can accommodate the growth
of Selby while large scale extensions into the open countryside and flood plain could be
avoided.

This represents a more sustainable, modest and considered approach towards development
in Selby. A reduction in reliance on strategic extensions to Selby would result in there being
some surplus housing available to distribute to and help underpin the role of the ‘Secondary
Villages’ and indeed other sustainable settlements throughout the district.

Comment in the background paper used to justify this focusing of development to Selby
suggests that Selby is best positioned to accommodate the affordable housing requirements
of the district owing to its central location are not appropriate. Local affordable housing
requirement/needs generated in the rural settlements of the district should be
accommodated locally.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a kmited labiity parmership
registeied in England and Wales no, QC3044(7.
Reg Office {27 Mount Straet, London WK 3NT,
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Property Consultants

As such we consider that the 252 homes required to facilitate the delivery of a sustainable
and mixed housing supply throughout the Secondary Villages could be drawn from the
proposed urban extensions to Selby, this represents a minor reduction in the overall
proportion of housing to be accommodated in this settlement but would create significant
net benefit’s for the district’s rural communities.

For a ‘Further Options’ document it appears devoid of real options, PPS3 identifies urban
extensions as just one part of the Strategic Planning Toolkit to be considered. We do not
consider however that any real consideration of other options has been made and they have
not been put 1o stakeholders for comment. We consider this 1o be a prejudicial approach
and consider that the Council should comprehensively review the options put forward in this
instance.

Due 1o this lack of options for consideration as alternatives we are concemed that elements
of this seemingly preferred option set out in Table 1 are in conflict with the aspirations of
PPS12 and we would suggest that the Council consider reissuing this consultation to seek the
view of respondents on proportion of housing to be distributed to various sertlements across
the District.

Furthermore we ask that any uplift in the level of housing to provided in Selby District as
part of the Review process to the RSS should be distributed in such a way that it will
contribute to the sustainable growth of housing throughout the district

b) In particular, should there be more orless housing in Tadcaster?

We would consider that the proportion of housing in Tadcaster is too low bearing in mind
the settlements function and the quantum of employment opportunities there.

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

We consider that the quantum of housing in Sherburn in Elmet is too grear and
disproportionate to a settlement of its size.

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)

(6) Stte A — Cross Hills Lane

(3) Site B - West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C - Bodgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D - Olympia Mills

(4) Site E - Baffam Lane

(5} Site F - Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Carter Jonas LLP 35 a hmited lability partnership
registered in England and Wales no. OC304417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London W1K 3NT




Any other comments?

As we have explained, we have concerns about the over reliance on strategic extensions 1o
Selby in policy proposals. We consider that housing throughout the Area Action Plan
should be focused at the Olympia Mills strategic site and 1o a series of maore modest brown
and green field infill and rounding off sites within and adjoining Selby and the other
settlements that create the Selby Area Action Plan Area. We consider that multiple Urban
Extensions into the floodplain are unsustainable and most probably unviable given the
present difficulties faced by the housing market,

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 please explain why

We strongly object to this approach.

For the reasons examined in question 2, we consider that the adoption of this policy will
have the effect of strangling the countryside of Selby and result in no housing being
delivered in villages which have traditionally been locations where local housing needs are
met.

In our response to question 2 we detail a planning policy mechanism through which limited
growth can be accommodated within all settiements of the district in a manner which would
not prejudice the primacy of Selby Town and the other preferred settlements.

We consider that in line with PPS7, options for the residential conversion of redundant rural
buildings should be retained. Such a policy would support the process of rural
diversification and would result in only limited housing over the RSS period.

Indeed to not include such a policy would conflict with the guidance contained in PPS7.

Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If

not please explain why.
We oppose the proposed change to affordable housing thresholds as set out presently.

While we accept that Selby like all other districts has a high level of affordable housing need
we do not consider that there is adequate evidence to justify such a reduction in affordable
housing thresholds.

PPS3 states that 15 units is the indicative national site size threshold, however that Local
Planning Authorities can set lower minimum thresholds where viable and practical
(paragraph 29). Lowering thresholds in this manner is an exceptional measure and when it is
sought Local Planning Authorities must ensure that it is robustly justified. Although the
Council has provided some justification we do not consider it to go far enough to underpin
such changes.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a iunited kabihty par mership
repistered In England and Wales no. OC304417.
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WK INT
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We are concerned at the failure of the Local Planning Authority to test the viability of the
proposed changes to affordable housing thresholds. We consider that if this proposal s
carried forward into future drafts of the Core Strategy, the Local Planning Authority should
test the proposals’ viability or otherwise emerging policy would conflict with PPS3 guidance.

Q6 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

As above we object steps to extract money from developers through commuted sums as in
our response to question 5 the Councl have falled t provide justification or more
important, viability information to support such a step.

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 - Bumn Airfield
Have you any other suggestions?

We support the location of a strategic employment site at Site G, Olympia Park. This is a
sustainable location for such a strategic extension close to the railway station, town centre
and housing. A key premise of both the RSS and PPS3 is the linking of jobs and homes
together with focusing development to existing transport links whenever possible. We are of
the view that this presents the most logical location for a major employment site.

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)

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment
where there is evidence of market need.’ (Agree)

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

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

Any other comments?

We have no further comments ar this stage.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a lvired hability partnesship
registered in England and Wales no, QC304417
Reg Office 127 Mount Street. London WIK 3NT
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Q¥ 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?

Provided it does not harm the viabihty of the major proposal in question we would have no
difficulty supporting such a proposal. However we consider that a more appropriate and
achievable aim would be a greater onus on building efficiency and sustainability.

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
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

oM Mo

E I ]

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

We support measures to create a more focused and sustainable green infrastructure, however
this should be combined with a full appraisal of existing green allocations.

As part of the LDF the Council should commit to a full review of existing allocations and
consider the revision of local landscape designations, and in particular the retention of
‘Strategic Countryside Gaps’ favored within the current Local Plan.

The retention of such non-statutory designations should undergo considered review as in
many instances their designation has been broad brush and non-specific and has resulted in
suitable potential development sites being left inappropriately constrained. A central tenant
of PPS3 is that the best and most sustainable of development sites are delivered, this
approach 1s a key motivation behind the SHLAA

Consequently we consider that rather those unwieldy and anificial planning policy
designations, the Council should favour the use of focused and high quality green
infrastructure to assist the setting, image and connectivity of the district’s landscape and
settlements and as part of this process review existing designations.

Carter Jonas LEP 15 a hmited hability partnership
registered in England and Wales no OC304417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London Wi 3NT.
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Q12. Housing Mix

We consider that as per PPS3 the mix of housing delivered in Selby be of a type that meets
the needs of the housmg market as identified by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

» We consider that this formative stage of the Core Strategy should be informed by such an
assessment and we consider that as a matter of urgency the Council commence work on the
preparation of such a document and call for its findings to be reflected in and to underpin

‘D emerging housing policy.

Q13. Gypsies and Travellers

Of the options proposed we would be most supportive of option A. We consider that sites
should be distributed across the district with particular focus on those locations of greatest
need.

Q4. Site Details

We consider that sites should be of a type to allow the greatest flexibility. As such we would
support Option B of those listed.

Q15. Travelling Showpeople

Accommodation should be pur in the most sustainable locations which would be the main
settlements. i

‘D Q16  Other Comments
General Cornment

In conjunction with the comments provided above we have a number of fundamental
concerns over the Further Options Core Strategy.

Firstly we consider that the Core Strategy has been undermined by the failure of the Council
to set the context in which this document is set in respect to the RSS, Community Strategy,
Regional Economic Strategy, Physical Constraints and perhaps most significantly the socio- f
economic context of the district. We consider that this ‘framing’ process is very imporntant |
and should provide the bedrock from which the Core Strategy flows. i

|
Secondly, we consider that the Core Strategy should set out clear aims and aspirations and a f
consideration should be made of how each policy works towards the meeting of these aims. 1

Carter Jonas LLP is @ lmiced Hability partnership
registeved in England and Wales no. OCI044) 7,
Reg. Office 127 Mount Strect, Londan WK 3NT |
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This has not been done and, in the absence of such, policy proposals can be considered to lie
within a contextual void.

As an ‘Options’ consultation document there is a marked absence of real options proposed.

PPS12 suggests that from the outset stakeholders are given the opportunity to provide

comment on the main options, yet there appears to be a conspicuous absence of real options

for consideration as most of the principal decisions have been made by Council in the

‘Background’ papers. It appears that the Council have decided to forgo the sustainable and

modest future growth of the ‘Secondary Villages’ so It can accommodate a number of large ;
scale urban extensions to Selby. Very limited housing development, we are proposing the

focusing of housing to single site’s with 6 units, would have a major impact on the

sustainably of the smallest villages of the district and we consider that this is an option which

should be assessed as part of the Core Strategy Process.

T

@

We note that the evidence base underpinning the assumptions of the Further Options is '
underdeveloped, fundamental information like that carried in the SHLAA, Housing Market i
Assessment and Viabiliry testing of affordable housing policy need to be all undertaken to ‘
ad and support emerging planning policy.

Green Belt

We note and are disappointed that throughout the Further Options Core Strategy no
reference to or explanation of the issues relating to the Green Belt has been provided. Much
of the western sector of the District is constrained by the West Yorkshire Green Belt and as
such this should be a major consideration in the development of policy.

3 In line with paragraph 2.12 of PPG2 the preparation of the Core Strategy is an opportunity
' to consider possible revisions to the defined Green Belt boundary, guidance states that local
authonities shaudd satisfy therrsels that Green Belt bowndiaries will not need to be alteved at the end of the
plan period.  This 13 especially important when we remember the context created by the
Update of the Regional Spatial Strategy and implications this will have on the delivery of

‘. housing in the Leeds Gity Region in which much of the Selby Green Belt lies within.

As well as facilitating development beyond the 2026 period, a review will provide an
opportunity to remove areas of Green Belt which fail to meet the purpose of their being
locating within it like farm complexes and washed over settlements that affect its openness
and do not contribute to its function. This will also present an opportunity to release sites
required to accommodate housing demand. |

In line with PPS3 and the SHLAA process, a review of the Green Belt and a review of the
status of some sites will provide certainty that the best and most sustainable sites are coming
forward for development.

It is equally important that as well as around the larger settlements the review process also
has regard to smaller settlements which for the reasons we have set out should be permitted ,
to have some housing with suitable sites identified and allocated. i

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a bmited hability parwersiup
registered in England and Wales no OC3I04417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WK 3NT.



i

7

I S

®

G

ww.cal't?q;(lm:ts.co.uk

T
.

g
s
| !

Property Consultants /L}»S

Conclusion

I hope that you find these comments helpful and we look forward to opportunities to be
involved with emerging policy in greater detail at a later stage.

Yours sincerely

MICHAEL BARRY ons) MSc MRTPI ;

Planner :
For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP '

Enc.
cc. Mr D Lapish

Carter Joras LLP 15 a hinuted labiliey partnership
registered in England and Wales no OC3044)7
Reg Office |27 Mount Street, Landon WIK 3NT, |
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DISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd .
y hoving forward with purpose November 2008 ID No l 1*5

.

Introduction .

The Core Strategy document ‘Consuitation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and ali libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-ine, and the questions below are accompanied
by a nole 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 Coré Strategy Further Options.

How 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 MR D LAPISH Name

Organisation Organisation | CARTER _ToMAS LLP

Address C/o AGINT Address 1218 ALRERT ST
HARROGATL

Postcode Postcode HC 1 1J¥

Tel Tel OG22 7078077

Fax Fax

Email Email i

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.

Plfase SL¢ Cuewosens CLT7R
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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 overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 1?7 Yes{No

PLLASS S€c ClcLosed CCTTir

b) in particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? MoreA-ess
PLeass s CMclosen o 77 R

¢) in particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? Moreiless
PlLASs Sc¢ LACLOSED LETTER

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 housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(§) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

{1) Site B ~ West of Wistow Road

{(-2) Site C - Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

() Site E —~ Baffam Lane

(s) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

PLEASE SE€ Cnccosen £CT7Cn

Managing Housing Supply (see.para 3.42.= 3.45) -

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Pnnupal Town (Se!by)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

Plcass  SE€¢ SmncloweDd LST7¢R
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 - 3.59)

Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

PLEASE  S¢g fwnccose CLTTIR

Q6 In crder o 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

Pleass ssg ChNCLosen LETTeR

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 —4.12)

Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the foilowmg do you consider is the most
appropriate location?

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

Pleass  Se¢ Swecoses CEr7ee

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

Q18 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/Disagree)

B - ‘Existing empioyment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” (Agree/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/Disagree)

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

Any other comments?
Teease St fnclosen (LT7iw
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Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1-15.5)

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?

PlgAss See fhelose> (£77e%

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 infrastruciure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

T TR

LKA [ &%

Green Infrastructure

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

PLEASE  S¢¢ Laclosed (L7 70T
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9—6,10) "~ .

Q12 Do you consider that

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

or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses ~¥esfNe—

Pleace  SCL Saciose > CETTIN

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

(Gypsies and Travellers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

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

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

"y .
FlCAsE  S€¢ Chctoss s CCT 782

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — Sites should 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.

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

PEAsSe Se¢ Crelosed LL77er

Travelling Showpecple
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:

(Agree/Bisagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agreel/Disagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AG4)?

Peiass  s¢g CALAL S £ 7> CCT74¢
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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 exira sheets)

PCEAS& Sec LNCose>  (sTTiR

Notification- 7~ 58a 0 D e e By i ke LI

e T oy A ey T F
wledd 2 i:‘i:.,ujjq;v-.;,-x“ ;h..\"-‘."‘“ R L I

Please tick the boxes below if ybu \}vodl‘dwlike to be inforrr{éa 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? O]

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? 5

Signed pated 17112l o

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.

Please-return this form to the LDF. Team, Devgl_opm'ent- PO[icy,\fSélpy'Eiiéfribt Cophcil,.Ciyic .

Centre, Portholie Road, Selby: North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB". .
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.

[4—
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Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options - Representations on behalf of Harworth Es... Page 1 of 2

victoria lawes

\46

From: alex.willis@atisreal.com

Ce: AMurray@ukcoal.com; DArmstrong-Payne@ukcoal.com
Subject: Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options - Representations on beha If of Harworth

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:48
To: Idf
Estates

Attachments: Selby Consultation Questionnaire 18.12.08.pdf; R ADW Reps to Selby LDF Core Strategy

181208 Final.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam

Please see attached report and form.

Please could you confirm receipt by return email?

Kind regards
Alex Willis

Consulting

ATISREAL LIMITED
Belgrave House

Bank Streel

Sheffield

51 2DR

Tel: 0114 241 2210

Fax: 0114 275 2565

<<Selby Consuitation Questionnaire 18.12.08.pdf>> <<R ADW Reps to Selby LDF Core Stralegy 181208

Final.pdf>>

Disclaimer:

This email is confidential to the ordinary user of the
email address to which it was addressed and may
contain privileged information. If you are not the
intended recipient, please notify the sender on

020 7338 4000 and delete the message without
copying or using for any purpose as to do so may be

unlawful.

Email is an informal method of communication and is
subject to possible data corruption, either accidentally

18/12/2008
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Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options - Representations on behalf of Harworth Es...

or on purpose. For these reasons it will normally be

inappropriate to rely on important information contained

on email without obtaining written confirmation, except

where we have specifically agreed with you a system of

electronic reporting. When addressed to a client of

Atisreal Limited (registered number 4176965} any opinions or advice
contained in an e-mail are subject to the terms, conditions

and limitations of our engagement.

Please visit our Website at: http://www.atisreal.co.uk

18/12/2008

Page 2 of 2
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“Tommee—= 1| for Consultation on Further Options || [orics use

R N RN TR TR B i Pt
"‘\ Aasrg 'pre g s weth roipate j' November 2008 1D No
" Introduction

The Core Strategy document "Consultation on Further Options' is available at www.selby.aov.uk,
from 'Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and ali libraries in the
District. The document is spiil into chapters on-line, and the guestions 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
detalls on the lasl 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.
'D' How to make comments:
|« Please complete Ihe form in dark ink (add extra sheets If you wish) and send to the
: address on the last page; or
, » Fillin online &t www.setby.gov.uk - foliow the link from the Council's “In Focus” on the front
J‘ page of the website.
I

« Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
+_ Please provide you contact details below. We do not accep! anonymous comments.

| @) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
| Name | ApA® Fistray Name Air g Ry
Organisation | vagwue tw Exrases | Organisation | ATiirehe
Address o samnay Pres Address Betlrwe [owl
g e g v Rl Eapal Sies 7
: i{%l;.qs:l- iy Siziviown
: adsdrt DL S1 268

bRy Ty

|

® Postcode Postcode
cTel Tel iy Zul 2210
Fax Fax Qbw 215 256D
Email Email ales will s @atiziea] o
: Housing

i Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 - 3.37 )

Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and. if so, do you agree
wilh those 20 villages selecied? If nol please explain why.




Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various setilements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growih in Selby

al Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 1? Yes/No

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

I ¢l in particuiar, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less
r

®

Fiease explain wiy in each case,

_Strategic Housing Sites al Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)

Q3 Pisase teli us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for sirategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, € = lowsst)

{ ) Site A — Cross Hills Lane
i { ) Site B - West of Wistow Road
{ ) Site C - Bondgate/Monk Lane
{ ) Site D - Clympia Mills
{ } Sile £ ~ Baffam Lane
[

Site F - Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any olher comments?

|

| Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

| 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
| please explain why

iL6



i Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.589)

i Q5 Do you agree with ihe different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? ¥ not please
explain why.

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

Econcomy

Strategic Emplovment Sites (see parg 4.3—-4.12)

Q7 1f a sirategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most
approprigte location?

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Setby Bypass) 0
Have you any other suggeslions?

Site H — Burn Airfieid O

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

|
i
|
|

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

4 - Land zllocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly olher uses if there is no realistic prospec! of employment
development coming forward.' (Agree/Disagree)

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

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

Any other commenis?

PLoisn Get SaenaR Tl ReFedInTnTLEN S

G~



Climate Change Issues {see parab. 1 - 55)

Q19 Do you agree that approximalely 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewablas or from other decentralised renawable or
low carbon supplies? 1f nol, should the percentage be higher or lower?

Sustainable Communities (see para 65.1- 6.8}

Infrastructure Provision

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

| I Broadband
| Community Facilities
| Cycle and walking infrasiruciure
I Education
Green infraslruclure
Health
| Public Realm

! Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling
Road infrastructure
| Olher (please specify)

Green Infrastructure

Q11 Do vou have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green Infrastructure?

146



tHousing Mix [see para 6.9- 6.10)

' Q12 Do you consider that

a} More housing should be in the form of small dwellings {llats and terraced housing) Yes/No
ar
b} More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No

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 foilowing eptions (please mark your choice):

{Agree/Disagree) Option A ~ New sites should be spread across the District.

‘D {Agree/Disagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close fo the towns and primary

Villages.
{Agree/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

I Q114 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
{Agree/Disagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accammaodate between eight and
twelve pilches,
{Agree/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibilily 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.

i:

| Traveling Showpeople

t Q15 The indications are that only limlted provision is required within Selby District for iravelling

' showpeopie. |f provision 15 required, should an area of search be:

1[ {Agree/Disagree) Oplion A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?

 {Agree/Disagree) Oplion B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)7

i
¥
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| 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 exira sheets)

Planee Sor Swvrseringg, Koepdcnd TATION |

! Notification

I Please lick the boxes helow i you would like to be informed when

+ The Core Sirategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination?

« The recommendalions have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Core Sirategy? BZT/

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? E‘f/

Slgned‘.E Dated | 3]12]20&?

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

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
i Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 458
P No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

Harworth Estates, the Property Division of UK Coal Plc, are a significant land owner across the
United Kingdom, the Yorkshire and Humber region and the Selby district (see Appendix A -
plan below). Harwoerth Estates are commitied to investing in their land holdings to bring them
forward for beneficial regeneration schemes including employment, residential, open space
and leisureftourism uses.

Within the Selby district, Harworth Estates' land holdings include:
= The former Gascoigne Wood Disposal Point (the Gascoigne Wood site);
= Riccall Business Park (the Riccall site);
* The former Stillingfleet Mine Site {the Stillingfleet site);
s« Whitemoor Business Park (the Whitemoor site); and
= The former Wistow Mine Site (the Wistow site).

oS arid Ret, '

B

S ?’ ‘ﬂj{@.‘;'
Y

Figure 1 — Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Land Holdings in Selby

Harworth Estates’ land holdings in Selby are all established employment sites, being former
surface mine and coal disposal point sites respectively, with three {Gascoigne Wood, Riccall
and Whitemoor) recently being granted planning permission for employment reuse.

All five sites are significant economic, environmental and social assets within the Selby district,
which offer a major opportunity for the company to work with Selby District Council and other
key stakeholders to assist in meeting the aspirations for empioyment growth in the district.
More specifically, the sites offer the potential to contribute to addressing some of the district's
econemic problems in terms of:

»«  Qut commuting of residents;

Atisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company 1
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s Lack of rural employment opportunities;

= The significant proportion of potential employment land which is constrained by flood
risk;

* Encouraging energy efficient forms in terms of development and renewable forms of
energy; and

= Affordability and flexibility in terms of occupation of employment space.

1.5 In light of the above, Harworth Estates’ representations to the Selby Local Development
Framework (LDF) Core Strategy Preferred Options Report are set out under the following
headings:

= Sijte Information;
= Representations; and

»  Conclusion.

1.6 The next section sets out more detailed information Harworth Estates’ land holdings in Selby.

Atisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company



Site Information

More detailed information on each of Harworth Estates’ land holdings is set out below.

2

2.1

2.2 Gascoigne Wood

Description — The Gascoigne Wood site is ocated to the west of the Selby district. it is
approximately 3km {2 miles) by road from the local service centre of Sherburn in Eimet,
and immediately adjacent to the Sherburn industrial estate. It is connected to the wider
road network by the B1222 and A162 which connects {o the AG63 an A1 approximately 10
kilometres (6 miles to the west). The Gascoigne Wood site 1s also located outside the
Environment Agency’s defined flocd zone.
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Figure 2 - Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Gascoigne Wood site

Atisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company

K e
Ha mlgrencA)

%
%

L6




Harworth Estates’ land holding at Gascoigne Wood extends to approximately 67 hectares
{166 acres), of which approximately 40 hectares (99 acres) comprises operational area.
The existing buildings at the Gascoigne Wood site have an approximate floor area of
250,000 sq. ft. These are complimented by significant road ways, infrastructure and
landscaping provision. Integral to the infrastructure provision is the significant on site
power supply and the extensive rail sidings and infrastructure, which allow access to the
local and national rail network.

Figure 3 - Site Plan of Harworth Estates’ Gascoigne Wood site

Adisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company 4
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=  Current Status — Planning permission was granted in 2007 for the employment reuse of
the existing buildings and infrastructure at the Gascoigne Wood site linked to the rail
sidings and infrastructure. Following this, approximately 210,000 sq. ft. of the buildings
was let to British Gypsum earlier this year. British Gypsum intend to use the existing
industrial shed to store building materials transported by train from the adjacent Drax
power station. This letting demonstrates the continued demand for rail linked employment
facilities, and the growing importance of rail distribution in the UK.

Sl L " Pean p Rorn % . LT
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Figure 4 — Aerial Photograph of Harworth Estates’ Gascoigne Wood site

*  Aspirations — Harwcrth Estates’ intend to continue to operate the Gascoigne Wood site
as a rail linked employment hub, and are considering the potential for future
redevelopment, to expand the facilites and promote the more sustainable movement of

goods by rail.

Atisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company 5
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Riccall

Description — The Riccall site is located to the nerth of the Selby District. It is
approximately 2 kilometres (1 mile) to the south of the primary willage of Riccall and
approximately 6 kilometres (4 miles) to the north of Selby town centre. It 15 located
immediately to the east of the A19, which connects with York and the A4 to the north,
and Selby, the AB3 and M62 to the south. The Riccall site is located outside the
Environment Agency's defined flood zone.
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Figure 5 — Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Riccall site
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Harworth Estates’ land ownership at Riccall extends to approximately 42 hectares (104
acres), approximately 9 hectares (22 acres) of which has been converted to a mixed use
business park of office and industrial units. The buildings at the Riccall site have an
approximate floor area of 74,000 sq.ft. linked to the significant road ways, infrastructure
and landscaping provision. The on site infrastructure provision includes a significant
electricity supply, telecommunications connections, water supply, sewage treatment plant,
and oil and grit surface water run off interceptor.
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Figure 6 — Site Plan of Harworth Estates’ Riccall site
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Current Status — Planning permission was granted in 2007 for the employment reuse of
the buildings and infrastructure at the Riccall site. Following this, the office and industrial
units have been let to a number of local businesses, resulting in the majority of these now
being occupied. This illustrates the demand in the Selby District for the affordable, flexible
employment provision on offer at the Riccall site, and particularly the significant existing
electricity connection. The latter was integral to securing one of the site’s principal tenants

Bringate Welding.

Figure 7 - Aerial Photograph of Harworth Estates’ Riccall site

Aspirations ~ To continue to grow and develop the Riccall site as a successful local
business park, with the potential for future redevelopment and expansion to meet local

demand.

Alisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company
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Stillingfleet

=  Description — The Stillingfleet site is located to the north of the Selby district. Itis
approximately 5 kilometres to the east of Stilingfleet village, approximately 5 kilometres (3
miles) from the primary village of Escrick and approximately 12 kilometres (7 miles) south
of York city centre. It is connected to the wider road network by the B1222 which
connects with the A19 to the east. The Stillingfleet site is located outside the Environment

Agency's defined flood zone.
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Figure 8 - Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Stillingfleet site
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Harworth Estates' land ownership at the Stillingfleet site extends to approximately 32 ha
{79 acres) in area, with an operational area of approximately 8 ha (20 acres). The
buildings at the Stilingfleet site have an approximate floor area of 67,500 sq.ft. These are
complimented by significant road ways, infrastructure and landscaping provision. The on
site infrastructure includes a significant power supply, telecommunications connections,

water supply, on site sewerage treatment plant and oil and grit surface water run off
interceptor.
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Figure 9 - Site Plan of Harworth Estates’ Stillingfleet site
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»  Current Status — Planning permission was granted by North Yorkshire County Council in
November 2006 for the installation of mine gas methane electricity generators until
December 2016. This is linked to reuse of a number of existing buildings and the
infrastructure at the Stillingfleet site. A Section 73A planning application was submitted to
North Yorkshire County Council seeking additional time in which to consider the potential
for the alternative more sustainable reuse of the remainder of the Stillingfieet site. This
was refused in August 2008. Following this, Harworth Estates are currently considering
an appeal against this refusal or the resubmission of the application to Selby District
Council following legal advice that they should have been the determining authority.

Figure 10 — Aerial Photograph of Harworth Estates’ Stillingfleet site

=  Aspirations — Harworth Estates’ are currently investigating the potential for the alternative
more sustainable reuse of the Stillingfleet site linked 1o the Mine Gas Methane Electricity
Generation, and potentially other science / academic uses.
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2.5 Whitemoor

Description — The Whitemoor site is located to the east of the Selby district. It is
approximately 6 kilometres (4 miles) east of the primary village of Barlby and
approximately 9 kilometres (6 miles) north east of Selby town centre. It is connected to the
wider road network via the A163 to the north which connects with the A19 to the west.
The Whitemoor site is also located outside the Environment Agency's defined flood zone.
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Figure 11 - Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Whitemoor site
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Harworth Estates’ land ownership at the Whitemoor site extends to approximately 20
hectares (50 acres) of which approximately ¢ hectares (22 acres) has been converted to a
mixed use business park of office and industrial units. The buildings at the Whitemoor site
have an approximate floor area of 70,000 sq.ft. These are complimented by significant
road ways, infrastructure and landscaping provision. The on site infrastructure includes a
significant power supply, telecommunications connections, water supply, sewerage
treatment plant and oif and grit surface water run off interceptor.
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Figure 12 - Site Plan of Harworth Estates’ Whitemoor site
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= Current Status — Planning permission was granted in 1999 for the employment reuse of
the buildings and infrastructure at the Whitemoor site. Following this the office and
industrial units at the site have been let to a variety of local businesses, resulting in
approximately 96% of the units currently being occupied. This illustrates the demand for
the affordable, flexible office and industrial space on offer at the Whitemoor site in the
Selby district, and particularly the significant power supply. The latter was integral to
securing one of the site’s principal tenants Ecoplas.

me

Figure 13 — Aerial Photograph of Harworth Estates’ Whitemoor site

1 Aspirations - To continue to grow and develop the Whitemoor site as a successful local
business park, with the potential for future redevelopment and expansion to meet local
demand.

Atisreal UK @ BNP Paribas Company 14



2.6 Wistow

= Description — The Wistow site is located to the north of the Selby district. Itis
approximately 0.5 kilometres (1 mile) to the east of the primary village of Wistow and
south of the primary village of Cawood respectively. Itis approximately 9 kilometres (5
miles) to the east of the local service centre of Sherburn in Elmet. It is connected to the
wider road network via the B1222 and A612 that connect to the A63 and A1 to the west.
The Wistow site is also located outside the Environment Agency'’s defined flood zone.
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Figure 14 — Location Plan of Harworth Estates’ Wistow site
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Harworth Estates land ownership at the Wistow site extends to approximately 12 hectares
{30 acres), of which approximately 6 hectares (15 acres) is operationai land. The
buildings at the Wistow site have an approximate floor area of 72,000 sqg ft. These are
complimented by significant roadways, infrastructure and landscaping provision. The
onsite infrastructure provision at the Wistow site includes a significant power supply,
telecommunications connections, water supply, on site sewerage freatment plant and oil

and grit surface water run off interceptor.
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Figure 15 - Site Plan of Harworth Estates’ Wistow site
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= Current status - A Section 73A planning application was submitted to North Yorkshire
County Council seeking additional time in which to consider the potential for the
alternative more sustainable reuse of the Wistow site. This was refused by in August
2008. Following this, Harworth Estates are currently considering an appeal against this
refusal or the resubmission of the application to Selby District Council, following legal
advice that they should have been the determining authority.

146

Figure 16 — Aerial Photograph of Harworth Estates’ Wistow site

=  Aspirations - Harworth Estates are currently investigating the potential for the alternative
more sustainable reuse of the Wistow site, potentially linked to a single user such as a
data centre, which would require a significant power supply and relatively rural locatian,
such as that offered by the Wistow site.

2.7 The next section sets out Harworth Estates’ representations to the Selby LDF Core Strategy
Preferred Options Report.
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L
.

3.3

Representations

Harworth Estates’ representations to the Selby LDF Core Strategy Further Options Report
focused specifically on guestion 8C of the Consultation Questionnaire as set out below:

"Q8. Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:

C - For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium
sized business space and general industrial premises in suftable locations.”

Harworth Estates’ agree with the above statement. More specifically, it is considered that
there is a real need to provide business space and general industrial premises for small and
medium sized companies across the district. This is vital to address some of the district's
economic problems identified in the Regional Spatial Strategy, Core Strategy and Employment
Land Study including:

= Qut commuting of residents, with “a perceived lack of employment opportunities of a
suitable nature within the District to retain the local population” identified as a major
contributing factor to this in the Employment Land Study;

= Lack of rural employment opportunities, with a "clear need to promote the re-use of
existing buildings in the rural areas” identified in the Employment Land Study;

= The significant propertion of potential employment land which is constrained by flood
risk, as identified in the Employment Land Study;

= Encouraging energy efficient forms of development and renewable forms of energy,
which is identified as a key objective in the Employment Land Study; and

s Affordability and flexibility in terms of occupation of employment space, which were
identified as key requirements of existing businesses in the Selby district who were
looking to expand or relocate in the Employment Land Study.

The recent success of Harworth Estates’ Gascoigne Wood, Riccall, Stillingfleet and Whitemoor
sites (see section 2}, has demonstrated how all the company's land holdings in the district
{(including Wistow going forward) can play a significant role in meeting the needs outlined
above, and particularly those of small and medium sized businesses in the district. More
specifically, all five sites should be considered as significant economic, environmental and
social assets within the Selby district, due to their:

» Existing buildings and substantial infrastructure provision;
= Significant existing electrical grid connections;

» Self contained waste water treatment plant;

» Existing heating plant and equipment;

= Borehole water supply;

= Potential to generate electricity on site from mine gas methane, with approximately
10MW of power currently being generated at the Stillingfleet site and exported to the
grid;

= Potentiat for the establishment of combined heat and power using excess heat
generated from mine gas methane electricity generaticn to heat the buildings on site;

= Mature landscaping around the periphery, which has resulted in the sites becoming an
esfablished part of the local landscape, with the landscaped areas now supporting
important habitats in their own rights;

Atisreal UK a BNP Paribas Company 18
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» Good vehicular access, resulting from the road upgrading which was undertaken when
the sites were originally constructed, providing good vehicular links to the local area
and wider highway network;

*  Proximity to rural settlements and potential to create rural employment opportunities as
well as contributing to the diversification of the rural economy;

= | ocation outside the Environment Agency’s defined flocd zones;
= Potentiaf for renewable energy generation;

= Existing rail sidings and infrastructure at Gascoigne Wood which offers sustainability
benefits in terms of movement of goods;

= Proximity of the Riccall, Stillingfleet and Whitemoor sites to the A19, which acts as a
public transport corridor between Selby and York; and

= Proximity of the Gascoigne Wood and Wistow sites to the substantial existing
settlements of Cawood, Wistow and Sherburn in Elmet.

3.4 it is clear from the above that Harworth Estates’ land holdings in Selby are valuable assets,
which provide a different business and industrial offer to much of the other employment sites in
the district. Thus, whilst not the most sustainable locations for new employment development
in planning terms, the re-use of the sites for business and industrial uses does offer significant
sustainability benefits. These include:

= The existing sustainable mine gas methane power generation at Stillingfleet and the
potential for the implementation of district heating from this as part of the more general
employment reuse of the site;

» The potential for sustainable mine gas methane power generation at the other sites;

»  The potential for renewable power generation as part of the reuse / expansion /
redevelopment of all the sites;

= Their location outside the Environment Agency's defined Flood Zone;

» The potential to increase the more sustainable movement of goods in the district
through import and export via the existing rail facilities at Gascoigne Wood;

= The creation of rural employment opportunities, including potentizlly high skilled jobs at
Stillingfleet and Wistow, which are within close proximity to a number of the district’s
local service centres and primary villages, and thus could contribute to reducing both
out commuting from the district and the distance travelled to work within the Selby
district;

= The significant existing grid connections, which are rare in the district, extremely
expensive to recreate elsewhere and demanded by the market, the latter of which is
demonstrated at Riccall and Whitemoor Business Parks;

s The re-use of existing buildings and infrastructure;
= Their attractively landscaped environments; and

o Their relative affordability and flexibility in terms of occupation which are demanded by
the market, as demonstrated at Riccall and Whitemoor Business Parks.

3.5 In light of the sustainability benefits outlined above, and the potential for Harworth Estates’
land holdings in Selby to provide for small and medium sized business and industrial needs, as
well as the district’s more general employment needs, it is considered that this should be
acknowledged in both the Core Strategy and the forthcoming Allocation DPD. More
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specifically, it is requested that in light of this the sites are allocated for employment
development in the LDF accordingly.
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4. Conclusion

4.1 Harworth Estates are a significant land owner in the Selby district and are committed to
investing in their land holdings to bring them forward for development. This presents a major
opportunity for Harworth Estates to work with Selby District Council and other key stakeholders
to assist in meeting the district's aspirations for employment growth.

4.2 More specifically, Harworth Estates’ land hoidings represent significant economic,
environmental and social assets within the Selby district, the employment reuse of which
would offer significant sustainability benefits. This would also offer the potential to contribute
to addressing some of the district's economic problems in terms of:

= Out commuting of residents;
» Lack of rural empioyment opportunities;

» The significant proportion of potential employment land which is constrained by flood
risk;

= Encouraging energy efficient forms of development and renewable forms of energy;
and

v Affordability and flexibility in terms of occupation of employment space.

4.3 Accordingly, it is considered that this should be acknowledged in both the Core Strategy and
forthcoming Allocation DPD. More specifically, it is requested that in light of this the sites are
allocated for employment development in the LDF.

4.4 As set out above, Harworth Estates are keen to work with Selby District Council and other key
stakehclders with respect to assisting in meeting the aspiration for economic growth in the
district as part of the preparation of the LDF, and would welcome a meeting to discuss the
future of their land holdings further.
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