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From: Barry, Michae! [Michael.Barry@carterjonas.co.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 16:46

To: ldf

Subject: Core Strategy Consultation

Attachments: Selby CS - Grimston Pk.pdf

Sir/Madam

Please find enclosed representations to the Core Strategy Further Options submutted on behalf of The
Grimston Park Est.

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

Please do not hesitate if you require any further information and 1t 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
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Although the firm operates anti-virus programmes, it does not accept cesponsibility for any damage whatscever that 1s caused by viruses being
passed.

Carter Jonas LLP is a Limited Liabitity corporate body which has "Members" and not "Partners™. Any represeniative ol Carter Jonas LLP
described as "Partner” 1s a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and 1s not a "Partner” in a Partnership. The term Partner has been
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Property Consultants :

Carter Jonas LLP

b
{
Y()m n.: MB/ |3-15 Albert Street ;
You o Harrogate ;
Direct line: 01423 707807 North Yorkshire HGIT [JX '
Secreiary 01423 707822 :
Emal  Michaclbarry@ carterjonas co.uk Telephone 01423 523423
Dae. 17 December 2008 Facsimile 0F423 521373
Mayfair Long Melford !
LDF Team Chelsea Marlborough '
Selby District Council Sa:lyle:c;nek Eor[: Wales
. ol ; t t
I OVIC Cenlre an- ar. orthampton
5 Cambridge Oxford
Portholme Road Harrogate Peterborough
H Selby Huddersfietd Shrewsbury
: YO8 4SB Kendal Worcester
# Leeds York
.D FAO T Heselton Esq -
Dear Mr Heselton

Selby District LDF: Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

Carter Jonas LLP represents the interests of the The Grimston Park Estate in respect of
their Jand and property interests across the District. Most of the Estate land is located in the
north westemn part of the District and in particular around Tadcaster, Ulleskelf, Towton and
Kirby Wharfe. Some of the landholding were submitted to the Council’s “Call for Sites” as
part of the preparation of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA.).

We are instructed to make representations to the emerging Core Strategy, as and when
necessary, including to this Further Options document which is currently published for
consultation.

" Introduction

In making these representations we are aware that there has been a significant delay in
between the first set of options published in 2006 and the current document. In that time
there has been a substantial amount of new Government guidance (including modifications
to the LDF plan preparation process), as well as the adoption of the Yorkshire and Humber
Plan (May 2008). This document is currently the subject of a limited review which may see a
substantial increase in housing numbers to be delivered across the Region and a consequent
requirement to review Green Belt boundaries. Presumably Selby will be expected to
accommodate a proportion of any increased housing requirement.

housing proposals and the broader aspirations for the District. We also make a number of
general observations about the format and structure of the Further Options document. A
completed copy of the Council’s Questionnaire and Comments Form is attached.

|
Against this background the main thrust of our comments focuses upon the Council’s !
!
i
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Property Consultants

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.

From the supporting materal it would appear that the Council has followed a structured
approach 10 identifying the selected settlements having regard to benchmark work produced
in the Region. We broadly accept the steps used to identify the 20 Primary Villages’.

As a result of this process, we are especially pleased that the Gouncil responded positively to
our previous representations and has identified that Ulleskelf fits into the settlement
hierarchy as a Pnmary Village. This status reflects the range of services in the village as well
as the overall sustainability of the settlement due to the presence of a rallway station
providing services 10 York, Leeds and Selby, as well as regular bus services.

e
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Both PPS3 and RSS seek to focus development towards existing transport infrastructure

‘D nodes particularly where there is capacity or the ability to accommodate such development.
In this case Ulleskelf represents an appropriate location to accommodate a sizable quantum
of development into the future.

Neventheless we also consider that as part of the selection process the Council should
consider the potential of all the secondary villages identified in the current development plan
and not just those settlements with a population of 600 or more. This will have the effect of
alleviating concems about the thoroughness of the selection process and will ensure that no
settlement of particular merit may be missed out. This step will enhance the credibility of
the evidence base.

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

i a) Do you agree with the ovenall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
¥ distribution Table 12

No. While we broadly support the level of housing proposed for the Primary Villages, we

" consider that the level of housing proposed for Tadcaster and the Secondary Villages to be
100 low. Indeed we are not convinced by the Council’s rationale and thinking behind the
options set out in this consultation document.

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

As a starting point, we consider that there should be a considerable uplift in the quantum of
housing development targeted to Tadcaster. We are of the view that the provision of just
5% of the District’s housing requirement is totally inadequate for a settlement of the size,
sustainablilty and functionality of Tadcaster. As a minimum we would suggest that the
quantum of development focused into Tadcaster should be proportionate to the size of the
town’s population

We are not convinced by the Council’s justification for this approach, which appears to be
set out in paragraph 3.14 of the Further Options document. This states that the low
proportion of housing to be distributed to Tadcaster reflects ‘Landowner Constraints’. To

Carter jonas LLP 15 a imited hability partnership
repistered in Engtand and Wales no OC304417,
Reg. Office 127 Mount Street, Londor WIK INT.



Property Consultants

our mind this does not present a valid reason to limit the growth of the settlement. Indeed
we take the view that it prejudges the outcome of the SHLAA process which is supposedly
an objective appraisal of the availability and deliverability of land, regardless of planning
status,

Landownership issues may affect availability of sites; however, we are aware that a number
of sites have been put forward around Tadcaster as part of the SHLAA process. Indeed, a
number of sites have been put forward by Carter Jonas on behalf of our client. This
includes two sites in Tadcaster, (SHLAA Ref. PHS/73/012 and PHS/73/013). Both sites
immediately abut the northern boundary of the settlement and are sustainably located close
to the centre of the Town. These sites are both unconstrained and combined cover circa 15
ha, which if developed at 30 dph could accommodate circa 450 new homes. These sites are
available and in a sustainable location and thus can make a contribution to the housing
requirement of the settlement. As such there is no justifiable reason as to why, ‘land
ownership constraints” can be considered a valid reason to severely restrict future housing
development in Tadcaster as proposed.

VI EEERRYRT .

@

Tadcaster is the second largest settlement in the District. Population data from the 2001
Census indicates a population of 6,039 in Tadcaster, around 8% of the District’s total
population. Tadcaster also includes some of the largest employers in the District, together
with a comprehensive range of services including retailing, education and has frequent bus
services to the higher order settlements of Leeds and York. Tadcaster like the other main
towns in the District has been subject to the Urban Renaissance programme. Having regard
to the importance of linking homes with jobs and the existing function of the settlement, we
take the view that the Council’s proposal to direct only 5% of the District’s housing
requirement to Tadcaster would reinforce the on-going decline in the settlement and
undermine the on-going regeneration programmes. As a result it cannot be supported.

On this basis, we consider that at least 8% of the district housing requirement should be
allocated to Tadcaster. This would mean that the Council should identify sufficient land for
at Jeast 560 new homes over the remaining LDF period. We consider that this housing
could be drawn from a mixture of the less sustainable Primary villages as well as Sherbum in

@ Elmet which has a disproportionate level of growth and from the various urban extensions
proposed for Selby.

We consider that the major redevelopment of the Olympia Mills should be supported but ;
object to suggestions that there is need for multiple strategic extensions. We consider that
no other large-scale allocations should be made, and that housing land should be :
accommodated on smaller infilling and rounding off brownfield and greenfield sites in i
around Selby and other settlements within the boundaries of the proposed Selby AAP.

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

We consider that there should be a reduction in the quantum of housing in Sherburn in
Elmet. We would suggest that in the region of 5% of the district housing requirement
should be accommodated here and that the surplus housing should be distributed to
Tadcaster.

Carter Jonas LLP 5 a lwruted lability partnership
registered n England and Wales no OC304417,
Reg. Office 127 Mount Street, London WIK 3NT,



Property Consultants

Question 2 Further Comments

On a more general point responding to Question2 we are of the view that for a “Further
Options” document it appears to be 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. Such an approach is
not consistent with the tests of soundness as set out in PPS12,

As a result we suggest that the Council should comprehensively review the options put
forward in this instance and consider reissuing this consultation to seek the view of
stakeholders on the proportion of housing to be distributed to vanous settlements across the
District and how this housing 1s to be accomodated.

B

Furthermore we ask that any uplift in the level of housing to provided in Selby as part of the
.D Review process 1o the RSS be distributed in such a way that it will contribute to sustainable
growth across the district

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) Site 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

Any other comments?

As we have explained we have concerns about the over reliance strategic extensions to Selby
We would suggest that the only urban extension should be ar the Olympia Mills

.) complemented by a series of modest/small of 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. Any further major Urban Extension into the floodplain is unsustainable and
potentially 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 (Sherbum in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary
Villages? If not please explain why

We consider that market housing should be distnibuted to all settlements throughout the
district including the Secondary Villages and through conversion proposals.

Government Guidance and Regional Policy directs most new development to the larger
more sustainable settlements but also advocates steering modest amounts of development to
smaller settlements to meet the needs of communities and the market and to sustain the

Carter Jonas LLP is a limited liability parcnership
registered in England and Wales no, OC304417
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rural economy. Paragraph 30 of PPS3 supports and appreciates the importance of housing
development in small rural settlements and supports approaches through which this housing
can be delivered. It states:

In provding for affordable housing in rural commumitics, wbere apportunities for delinering affordabile
housing that contribuses to the creation and maintenance of sustainable rurad cormmurities in market tows
and ullages. This requires planning at local and vegional lewel adpting 4 positive and pro-adtive approach
which is inforrmed by euddence, with dear targets for the deliery of rural affordable bousing®

Yet the Further Options Core Strategy suggests that no future market housing would be
favoured in the smaller settlements of the district and that only affordable housing exception
schemes will be supported within the Secondary Villages.

Consequently we consider that there should be an uplift of the proponion of housing
allocated 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 2 single housing site should
identify 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 delivery of this housing, although modest, would result in the
delivery of 6 families and would provide an important boon to the vitality of these
settlements.

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 the district.

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.

This proposal would result in the allocation of land for 252 new homes across the district’s
42 ‘Secondary Settlements’ and would constitute just 2.5% of the total housing distributed to
Selby over the Ifetime of the RSS. It is considered that this housing could be drawn from
Selby and in particular the over emphasis placed on use of urban extensions to meet the
requirements of the settlement.

We consider that in line with PPS7, options for the residential conversion of redundant rural
buildings should be retamed. 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.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a Iimited hability partnership
registered in England and Wales no, QC304417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WIK 3N,
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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. We understand that ARC4 has been commissioned to undertake a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

PPS3 states that 15 units is the indicative national threshold. In exceptional circumstances
LPA’s can set lower minimum thresholds where viable and practical {(paragraph 29), although
any such approach must be justified. We remain to be convinced that the Council has
provided sufficient evidence or justification to underpin such changes.

On this basis we are concerned at the failure of the Council to test the viability of proposed
changes to the affordable housing thresholds. As a consequence we consider that the
Council should test the viability of the proposals before any of further versions of this
document are produced.

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 consider that the Council has failed to provide justification for such a step.

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

Site G- Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H - Burn Airfield
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)

L
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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?
Not at this stage.

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 orlower?

Provided it does not harm the viability of the major development in question we would have
no difficulty supporting such a proposal. However we consider that a more appropriate and
achievable approach 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 oM M

oM M oM

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

We support the opportunities to create a more focused and sustainable green infrastructure
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, 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 can result in

Carter fonas LLP 1s a Bmited fability partnership
registered in England and Wales no, QC3I04417,
Reg. Office |27 Mount Straet, London W IK 3NT,
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suitable potential development sites being left inappropriately constrained. A central 1enant
of PPS3 is that the best and most sustainable of development sites are delivered, this
approach is a key motivation behind the SHLAA.

Consequently we consider that rather those unwieldy and artificial planning policy
designations which includes Green Belts, the Council should favour the use of focused and
indeed usable green infrastructure to assist the setting, image and connectivity of the
distnict’s landscape and settlements.

Q2. Housing Mix

We consider that as per PPS3 the mix of housing delivered in Selby be of a type thar meets
the needs of the housing 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 evidence and call for its findings to be reflected in 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.

Q14.  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 put in the most sustainable locations which would be the main
settlements,

Q16  Other Comments
General Comment

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

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

Carter jonas LLP 15 a limited hability partnership
registered in England and Wales no OC3044(7,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WK 3NT,
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Secondly, we consider that the Core Strategy should set out clear aims and aspirations and a
consideration should be made of how each policy works towards the meeting of these aims.

As an ‘Options’ consultation document there is a marked absence of real options proposed.
PPS12 suggests that stakeholders should be given the opportunity from the outset to provide
comment on the main opuons. We are of the view that there appears 10 be a conspicuous
absence of real options for consideration as most of the principle decisions have been made
by Council in their ‘Background’ papers.

We note that the evidence base underpinning the assumptions of the Further Options is
virtwally non existent. Fundamental information such as the SHLAA, Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and Viability testing of affordable housing pohcy needs to be available to
justify 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 of the District is constrained by the West Yorkshire Green Belt. As such this
should be a major consideration in the development of policy.

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
authorities Shodd satisfy thenselues that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the

plan periad. 'This is particularly important given he ongoing Update of the RSS.

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

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 H (Hons) MSc MRTPI

Planner
For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP

Enc,

Carter Jonas LLF 5 a imred habilicy partnership
registered 1n England and Vales na, OC304417,
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H i DEVELOPMENT
S E L B Y Se_lby Dfstrlct Core Strategy DEVELOPMEN
Questionnaire and Comments Form
for Consultation on Further Options Office use
preTRicT counelt November 2008 Ackd
oveng furward with purposa 1D No

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 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 p!ease contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

The Council is particutarly looking for comments on the followmg 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 last page; or
o 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.
o 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 CARTIR Jonas. (P

Organisation |GR MSTor Pake $sr| Organisation

Address Clo AGsNT Address I3-1s AlReeT £7
HARRSCATS

Postcode Postcode el (Tx

Tel Tel o2y 707 Ro]

Fax Fax

Email Email rachon 2(s h\/fj Qca‘ft&";@paf- cq.

Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 - 3.31) .

Q1 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining anary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.

PUIASE S5 Chccossd L577eq
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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 17 ¥es/No

PLEAST SE€ Smccoseny (s77en

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

PCCASE SS5  Succoscp (STTLE
c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? Mere/Less

- _
FCeASs ¢ ChClossdy (77

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

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

{ ) Site E — Baffam Lane

{ ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Please STl Quceoscd CEr7R

Managing Housing Supply (see para 342 — 3.45) *

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

PLEASE S5 (e cosco ¢prpce
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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.

PUEASS  SEC Crccosed CETTER

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

Pefase  S€C Smccosso ce7vER

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) g Site H — Burn Airfield O
Have you any other suggestions?

PLsAse 588 Siccosgpy (< 77w

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/Pisagree)

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be proiected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” (Agree/Risagree)

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?
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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?

PleAst SLe fwctossp (L7764

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 {o be important.

Broadband

Community Facilities

| Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
- | Recreation open space
Recydling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

AN ANAN

N

YA

Green Infrastructure . . - ‘ :
Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green Infrastructure?

ELZAEE ¢ Snceoten (ST7Cn
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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) Yes/No

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

Pledss  Se¢ Srttoss o CETTsn

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.

(AgreefDisagree) 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/Bisagree) 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 limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. If 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 EImet?
{Agree/Disagree) Option B - In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)?
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, whlch are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add exira sheels)

Wehse SS€ Slgroced (779

Notification

Please tick the boxes beiow if you would Ilke to be mformed when

o The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? 5

« The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Core Strategy? 0

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? o

Signed m Dated /’7/ Rloe

if you have any quéstions or need ‘some further information please contact the

Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by- emall fo Idf@selbv qov.UK.

Please return this form to the LDF Team Development Pol:cy Selby Dlstnct Cquncu 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 =2
From: Barry, Michael [Michael.Barry@carterjonas.co.uk]

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:49

To: Idf

Subject: Core Strategy Consultation

Attachments: Waddington Selby CS.pdf

Sir/Madam

Please find enclosed representations to the Core Strategy Further Options submutted on behalf of Mr D
Waddington

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

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you reguire any further information and it would be appreciated if
., . : y G ¥ PP
you could confirm receipt of this e-mail.

Regards

Michael Barry

Michael Barry BA MSc MR'TP]
Planner

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

Fax: 01423 521373

Mob: 07713 101652

GARTER JONAS

WWW.Lar terjonas,co.uk

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

This email 1s confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual(s} to whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely
those of Michael Barry and do not necessarnly 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 strictly probibited.

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

Carter Jonas LLP is a Limited Liability corporate body which has "Members" and not "Partners”. Any representative of Carter Jonas LLP
descnbed as “Partner” 1s a Member or an employee of Carter Jonas LLP and is not a "Pariner” in a Partnership. The term Partner has been
adopted, with effect from 01 May 2005, because it 15 an accepted way of referring 1o senior professionals,

Carter Jonas LLP

Place of Registration: England and Wales

Registration Number, OC304417

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

18/12/2008
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e 17 December 2008
LDF Team

Sclby District Council
Civic Centre

& Portholme Road

% Selby

{§ YO8 45B

FAO T Heselton Esq :

4
-

Dear Mr Heselton
Sclby District LDF: Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

We submit these comments on behalf of our client Mt D Waddington in respect of his
land interests within Selby District.

We have been instructed to make representations to the emerging Core Strategy, as
necessary including the Further Options document currently published for consultation.

Introduction

s

B

In making representations to the emerging Core Strategy, the main thrust of our comnments

focus upon the Council’s housing aspirations for the district, in particular with respect to

how housing is to be distributed throughout the district. Our client’s particular intetest is in
.) the Settlement of Barlby/Barlby Bridge within the Selby AAP area.

A completed copy of the Council’s Questionnaire and Comments Form is attached; however
our main comments arc provided within this letter.

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.

While we are broadly supportive of the process through which the Primary Villages have
been selected we have some concetns over the diversity of settlements within this category
and in particular Barlby/ Barlby Bridge which is a settlement that scores very well in all
measures of sustainability and has a function far in excess of other named Primary Villages.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a mited hability parinership
registered in England and ¥vales no QOC304417.
Reg. Office 127 Mount Street, London WK 3NT, 1
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Property Consultants
Conscquently we consider that the role of this settlement should be acknowledged in policy

and it be upgraded to the role of a ‘Service Settlement’ alongside I'adcaster and Sherburn in
Elmet.

In 2001 the parish of Barlby and Osgodby contained a population of 4,533 and contained a
wide range of services and a local employment together with easy access to the major
employment locations at Selby. The Analysis of travel to Work Patterns prepared as part of
the evidence base reflects this.

PPS3 supports the forming of links between where people live and work and as such the
focusing of development to Barlby/Barlby Bridge which is close to the main employment
focus of to the of Selby which can be sustainably reached on foot, accords with this
guidance.

amcene
Py

A

LSRR

Within the text of the Core Strategy it is stated that development to the settlement would be

‘D distributed through the Selby Area Action Plan area and while we welcome this, it remains
important that Barlby/Barlby Bridge’s role as a sustainable scttlement in its own right is
supported and it is designated a Local Service Centre.

Within this context we are satisfied that Barlby/Barlby Bridge is a sustainable settlement
offers a logical and sustainable location for much of this growth and as such should be

suppotted for increased development,

Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the vatious 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?

We have concerns over how it is proposed to accommodate housing within the Selby Area
% Action Plan Area and in particular to the suggested dependency on urban extensions to meet

the requirements of Sclby.

.' While we support the Allocation of the Olympia Mills site for housing and mixed uses we
consider that rather than focus on large and unsustainable extensions the Council should
focus development towards existing infilling and rounding off opportunities throughout the
Selby Arca Action Plan Area.

Such rounding off sites are far more deliverable and are capable of making a contribution
towards housing requirements over the shorter term while their development offers greater
flexibilicy than large scale extensions. RSS guidance offers strong support for proposals
which can make use of existing infrastructure and that do not overload services and
infrastructure and we consider that smaller sites which are more casily absorbed by existing
infrastructure best fit in with this aspiration. The viability of developing these extensions in
the current housing market also forms an important consideration.

Carter Jonas LLP s a limited habikty partnership
registered in England and Wales no. OC304417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WK 3NT.
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In this context and having regard to the size of Batlby/Barlby Bridge and its function as an

established service settlement, we consider that this is a settlement which is capable of
sustainably accommodating a considerable proportion of Selby’s housing requirement in a
sustainable manner, and should be supported as such through the LDF.

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

We have no comments to add.

c¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet?
We have no comments to add.

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) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(3) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

(4) Site E ~ Baffam Lane

(5) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

[t is considered that the land towards the north of the village should become the primary
focus for development. Sites here are most sustainable in the context of the scttiement and
the development of this land represents an opportunity to maximise regenerative benefits of
development focusing on an area of the settlement which is highly sustainable in terms of
jobs, services and public transport links, therefore we support the allocation of Olympia
Mills.

We do not consider the identification of further strategic sites in Selby is appropriate
however and ask that development is distributed throughout the Area Action Plan area to
suitable infilling and rounding of opportunitics as detailed above.

Q4 Do you agrec that market housing should only be allowed in the Principal Town
(Selby); Local Service Centtes (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primaty
Villages? If not please explain why

‘We consider that the Council should look to support limited housing growth in the smallest
of settlements, furthermore policy supporting the conversion of rural buildings should be
retained to help assist the process of rural diversification.

Carter Jonas LLP 15 a hmiced hability partership
registered In England and Wales no OC304417.
Reg Office 127 Mount Sweet, Landon WK 3NT
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Property Consultants
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 a reduction in affordable
housing thresholds.

PPS3 states that 15 units is the mndicative national site size threshold, however that Local
Planning Authorities can set lower minimum thresholds where viable and practical
; {(paragraph 29). Lowering thresholds in the manncr proposed is an exceptional measure and
when it 1s sought Local Planning Authorities must cnsure that it is robustly justified.
Although the Council has provided some justification we do not consider it to go far enough

‘b to underpin such changes.

We are concerned at the failure of the Local Planning Authority to test the viability of the
proposed changes to affordable housing thresholds. If the proposed changes to these
thresholds are carried forward into the finalised 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 thtesholds? 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 Council have failed to provide justification for such a

measure.

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

@

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H — Burn Airfieid
Havc 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 cxtension close to the railway station, strategic road
network, town centre and housing. A key premise of both the RSS and PPS3 is the linking
of jobs and homes and we are of the view that this presents the most logical location for a
major employment site.

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

|
Carter Jonas LLP 15 a limited habilicy partnership 1
registered in England and Wales no ©OC304417, i
Reg Office |27 Mount Street, London WIK 3NT,
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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.” (Disagree)

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 secuting
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)

HUT

Any other comments?

o SR T

P
B

A
w

We have no other comments to add at this point.

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?

Provided it does not harm the viability of the major proposal in question we would have no
difficulty supporting such a proposal. However we consider that a more approprate and
achievable policy would suppott 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 considet to be important.

‘ Broadband

F : Community Facilities

- Cycle and walking infrastructure

.' Education

Green infrastructure
Health
Public Realm
Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling
Road infrastructure

T

O I

Carcer Jonas LLP 15 a imited hability partnership
registered in England and Wales ne OC304417,
Reg Office 127 Mount Streec, London WIK 3NT.
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Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green

Infrastructure?

We support measutes to create a more focused and sustamnable green infrastructure, however
this should be combined with a full appraisal of existing ‘green’ designations.

As patt 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 inapproprately constrained. A central tenant
of PPS3 is that the best and most sustainable of development sites are delivered, this
approach is 2 key motivation behind the SHILAA and the unnccessary constraining of land
fails to fit in with this ethos.

Consequently we consider that rather those unwieldy and aruficial 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 of reviewing existing designations.

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 housing 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
asscssment 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 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.

QQ14. Site Details

We considet 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

Carter Jonas LLP is a mited hability partnershup
registered in England and Wales no QCI04417
Reg. Office 127 Mount Street, London WK 3NT,
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Accommodation should be put in the most sustainable locations which would be the main

settlements.

Q16. General Comments

As part of the LDF we consider that the Council should undertake a review of land presently
affected by landscape designations such as trasegic countyyside gaps’. Such a step is appropriate
and would accord with the aspirations and the ethos of the SHLAA in ensuring the best
possible sites come forward for development as failure to conduct such 2 review could result
in the inappropriate constraining of suitable housing land need throughout the district.

Conclusions

If you have any comments regarding the contents of this correspondence please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

MICHAEL BARRY BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI
Planner
For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP

¢
.

Career fonas LLP is a limited liabiliey parmership
registered i England and Wales no. OC3044 (7,
Reg Office 127 Mount Street, London WIK INT
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il Questionnaire and Comments Form
. for Consultation on Further Options Office use
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introduction ‘ '
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Optlons 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 p!ease contact the LDF Team, using the.
details on the last page.
The Council is particularly looking for comments on the fol[owmg questions. You are
‘D 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 last page; or
e Fill in online at www.selby.qov.uk - follow the link from the Council's “in Focus” on the front
page of the websile.
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 Laddigroy Name ]

Organisation Organisation |[CARTCR. Saps <P
Address clo BGLUT Address (35 Akt S7

“Aagrocare
@

Postcode Postcode Hel 15X

Tel Tel Oz 07077

Fax Fax

Email Email OUEZ33 202 B0

Achogl . l:u(na £oCa f‘tzu:m Lo. Uh

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.

Pieass €S CrCCOSCO LST7sr
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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 ¥es/No

AEASL S55 Caccossm Ce77se

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less
M4
¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? More/Less

7

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

(-y Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

( 1) Site D — Olympia Mills

(() Site k= — Baffam Lane

(%) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Plgss  sss  C(mclosed  Cerrsn

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

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

lease explain why

75455 STE SAloSiD [q77¢T
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

Q15 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

Vs ass See Srcresd (g77rer

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

Predse §2¢  Cuctosed CET7LR

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? B/

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

Site H — Burn Airfield U

sase  SLe Spcloscp  (STTRR

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

Q8 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 uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ (AgreefDiSagree) Dis4cRCs

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protecied 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?

NA
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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?

Please  $€€ fctoned eT77¢q

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

«q 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)

MUNYVES |

Green Infrastructure

Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities 1o enhance or create Green Infrastructure?

PLEASE  SS¢ IMCLoSep (s77¢e




Housing Mix (see para 6.9=6.10) ~ _~  © - Itk il et T

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 should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No

PLCASE ST Saccostn (ST 7R

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/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

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/Pisagrae) 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 limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

(Agree/Disagreae) 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)?
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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)

Flease S€¢ 7S Spccossp (67 Tig

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? 0

s The Core Strategy has been adopted? 0O

Signed m Dated /712 (e

If you have any guestions 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, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4S8
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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victoria lawes [
From: Adrian Hill [adrian@aahplanning.com]

Sent: 18 December 2008 10:41

To: Idf

Subject: Selby Site Representation

Attachments: Image (14).jpg; Image (8).jpg; Image (9).jpg; Image (10}.jpg; Image (11).jpg; Image
(12).jpg; Image (13).jpg; Selby LDF Report.pdf

Dear Sir/ Madam,

| have attached our representation for Site E, Baffam Lane. Please see enclosed questionnaire and
supporting document. Could you lease confirm that you have received this document?

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me,
Regards

Adrian

Adrian Hili
BA (Hons)  DipTP MRTFI
2 Bar Lane
York
YOIl 6JU
+44 (0)1904 780 955
www.aahplanning.com

18/12/2008
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This report has been prepared by AAH Planning, Town Planning and
Development Consultants, at the reguest of The York Diocesan Board of

Finance Limited.

12 This report seeks to identify the planning merits, impact on existing
infrastructure and service provision on the site identified as 'Site E' in the
Selby Further Options Report, Baffam Lane, Selby. Each of the key
planning considerations will be addressed in turn. Reference made to
paragraph 3.40 of the Selby District Council Local Development
Framework, Core Strateqy Development Plan Document, Further Option
Report, as this highlights the advantages and disadvantages of the areas

to be considered for allocation, Baffam Lane site being one of these.

1.3 The site extent and location, is shown outlined in red on the site

location plan at Appendix 1.

Baffam Lane Site 3
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2.0 Details of the site

Site E — Baffam Lane

2.1 The site, which extends approximately to 22 hectares, comprises
underused grassland and access to the Selby Canal. The built up
southern suburbs of Selby are sited to the north and the built up area of
Brayton is to the south, The A19 passes to the west of the site and the
Selby Canal borders the site to the east, which has a pedestrian
walkway, which follows the canal, and provides access to the northern
suburbs of Selby and the town centre. Appendix 2 illustrates the sites

proximity to local services and infrastructure.

Baffam Lane Site 4
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3.0 Consideration

3.1 With the ‘Consultation on Further Options’ document, November 2008
the planning advantages of the Baffam Lane site have been identified in

three buliet points, which are set out below.

s Could create opportunities to open the canal up for leisure and
amenity/landscaping purposes as part of the Selby's green

infrastructure network.
¢ Recognisable physical limits to development.

« Low flood risk.

3.2 Each of these points will be addressed in more detail, assessing the

planning merits in respect to regional and national planning policies.
Opportunities to utilise the Canal for recreation and tourism

3.3 The first benefit, if the site was to be allocated, would be the potential
improvements and opportunities created in and around the Seiby Canal.
Improved access and facilities around this area would regenerate the
area, not only for future residents but for the town and district. Planning
Policy Guidance (PPG) 21: Tourism, encourages regeneration, which in
turn increases tourism opportunities. PPG21 states that, ‘the planning
system should facilitate and encourage development and improvement
for tourist provision, while respecting the environment. By creating
improved access, site allocation could present an opportunity for further
redeveiopment and regeneration along and around the canal within the
urban area, in accordance with PPS1: Sustainable development, PP33:
Housing, and PPG21.

3.4 PPG17: Planning for open space, sport and recreation, encourages
high quality well maintained public open spaces. The policy states that
‘Local Authaorities should seek to improve recreational rights of way, to

seek opportunities to provide better facilities for walkers, cyclists and

Baffam Lane Site 5
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horse riders’. As there is aiready a footpath running adjacent to the canal,
any improvements around this area would accord with PPG17.

3.5 Regional guidance, as contained within the Yorkshire and Humber
Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026 (YHRSS) identifies, in policy E6, that
sustainable tourism is integral to contributing to the local economy. It may
be concluded that any canal improvements that would encourage tourism

would have some associated economical benefits for the community.

3.6 In conclusion, by developing this site, as well as contributing to
Selby's Green Infrastructure Network, it will also open a number of
planning and regeneration opportunities to improve the canal area. This
would accord with general planning policies and principles of
regeneration and renewal. There are regional and national examples of
potential environmental and economic benefits that can resuit from canal

restoration projects, which should inspire potential regeneration schemes,

Site parameters

3.7 The second advantage of the site refers to the area, which has
recognisable limits with existing development to the north and south, the
canal to the east and A19 to the west. When considering regional and
national planning objectives, it is important to prevent urban sprawl, as
identified in PPS7" Sustainable development in rural areas. It is important
to concentrate development along existing public transport corridors and
service nodes. The geographical constraints of the site ensure that the
land is used efficiently and would make use of existing infrastructure, in
accordance with PPS1 and PPS3. These national planning policies
recognise the need to build housing in sustainable locations, creating

sustainable patterns of development.

Area in a Low Flood Risk

3.8 PPS525 identifies that, ‘planning policies on development and flood
risk are to ensure that flood risk is taken into account at all stages of the
planning process, to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk

from flooding'. The risk of flooding should be considered at all stages,

Baffam Lane Site 6
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including the preparation of core strategy policies, as part of the LDF
preparation period. Preference to areas in low rnsk should be of
paramount importance, in accordance with national guidance. Regional
guidance as contained in the YHRSS presents further guidance in policy
ENV1, which directs development to areas of low risk prionty.
Considering these requirements, Site E is an attractive site in planning
terms, and should be preferred over and above sites which have the

majority of the area in zone 2 areas.

Accessibility

3.9 An additional advantage to the site is the proximity to local services
and public transpert, in accordance with policies PPS1 and PPS3. The
map in Appendix 2 highlights the sites close proximity to services. This

includes;

+ Schools

s Supermarkets
s Town Centre
+ Hospitals

e Colleges

¢ Churches

The site is considered sustainable, as identified in PPS1, by being

available to these local services.

Baffam Lane Site 7
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4.0 Constraints

4.1 Also included in the report for Further Options, paragraph 3.40
identifies three potential constraints for the site. These constraints are set

out below and will be considered in this part of the report:

= Forms a sfrategic countryside gap between Selby and Brayton,
which is currently protected from development by Policy SG1

in the Selby District Local Plan.

» Western part of the site falls within the Brayton Conservation
Area and development would impact on the views of St
Wilfred's (Grade 1 listed} Church.

= Eastern part of the site would impact on the environs of Selby

Canal.
Strategic Gap

4.2 The first constraint refers to the loss of the strategic gap. In the Local
Plan, the strategic gap policy is clarified. It identifies that one of the
principie aims of the strategic gap policy is to ensure access fo the
countryside, recreation opportunities and to create wildlife corridors. It is
clear from a map (Appendix 1 and 2} that the existing residents of Selby
and Brayton would maintain access to countryside to the east and west,
as only a comparatively small area would be developed. All residents
would still be within walking distance of the open countryside, and
potentially improved canal area. The improvements to the canal area
could encourage more wildlife i the locality and increase recreational
activity, both in accordance with the underlying aims of the strategic gap
policy.

4.3 PPS3 identifies what requirements would make a site suitable for
development as ‘good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure’.
From a planning perspective, the site satisfies criteria in PPS1 and PPS3,

providing any development uses sensitive design and layout, respecting

Baffam Lane Site 8
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the character and amenity of adjoining occupiers. PPS7 also advises
against local landscape designation, preferring a criteria based approach
to local policies that are specifically targeted at the factors which require
protection. The blanket gap policies, and overriding benefits to
development, make a strategic gap policy obsolete.

Brayton Conservation Area

4.4 The second canstraint refers to the impact the proposal would have
upon the Brayton Conservation area and views on St Wilfred's Church.
With regard to conservation areas, PPG25: Planning and the historic
environment, states that conservation areas should not take ‘the form of
preventing all new development. The emphasis will generally need to be
to controlled and positive management of change’. In paragraph 4.17 it
continues, ‘many conservation areas include gap sites, or buildings that
make no positive contribution to, or indeed detract from, the character or
appearance of the area; their replacement should be a stimulus to
imaginative, high quality design, and seen as an opportunity to enhance
the area’. This clearly identifies that suitable development in conservation
areas may be a positive feature. As part of any subsequent applications
submitted to the authority special care and attends should be taken with

the design of any part of the site that lies within the Conservation Area.

4.5 In terms of the views of the listed church, it is maintained that to the
north, south and west the views of the church would be maintained,
particularly from vehicular traffic north and southbound along the A1S.
The views from the east would be interrupted from existing dweliings
outside of the conservation area. Planning law does not make provision
to protect views, It is more important from a planning perspective that the
setting of the listed building is protected. The church occupies a
prominent position within the open land between Selby and Brayton. This
‘isolated’ setting is important to the character of the building and
foreground of open space, which wraps around the church, and which
woulid be retained to reserve the historic setting and maintain its

character and appearance.

Baffam Lane Site 9
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Impact to the Selby Canal

4.6 The third reason refers to the impact potential development wouid
have upon the environs of the Selby Canal. Any development on the site
would have to satisfy ecoloegy and environmental objectives as set out In
PPS9: Biodiversity and geclogical conservation. This states that the aims
are to ‘enhance biodiversity in green spaces and among developments
so they are used by wildlife, and valued by people'. It continues, ‘ensuring
developments take account of the role and value of biediversity in
supporting economic diversification and contributing to a high quality
environment,” With a general presumption that development will improve
the general environment, it may be considered an advantage to improve
the canal area, both from a biodiversity perspective and the appearance
of the area. Any development may also include suitable professional
advice and guidance as how to best preserve the local environment and

imprave biodiversity,

Baffam Lane Site 10
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5.0 Conclusion

5.1 The Local Development Framework Future Options Report for Selby
has to identify Greenfield sites for development in order to meet regional
targets set by the Yorkshire and Humber regional plan. Both national and
regional policies seek to concentrate development around the principle
settlements, which is Selby within the plan area, recognising a need to

extend existing urban areas, where good transport links are available,

5.2 The site provides opportunities to develop on a tow fiood risk area, in
accordance with PPS25, and to redevelop part of the Selby Canal. The
potential redevelopment could act as a stimulus for further development
along the canal banks. The site area would alsc provide an opportunity for

a visually and physically contained urban extension to Selby.
5.3 The development of the Baffam Lane site will meet the objectives of

both regional and national planning guidance, and contribute to the

housing provision, providing significant community and planning benefits,

Baffam Lane Site 11
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victoria lawes \w

From: D DUMBELL ANEEINANIEEEEEEND

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:58
To: terry heselton

Cc: victoria lawes

Subject: Core Strategy

Dear Terry,

The Core Strategy was considered at the recent Meeting of the
Parish Council and | enclose comments as follows :

With regard to QOlympia Park, the Parish Council has no objections

to redevelopment of the roadside (A19) frontage but has reservations
concerning development of the land to the rear, on the other side of
the Selby to Hull railway line for 500 + dwellings. This part of the site
has valuable and well used recreational facilities, the Parish Council
believes that job creation should precede significant housing
development.

Yours
Dianne Dumbell

Clerk
Barlby and Osgodby PC

18/12/2008
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From: Ali, Zulfigar [zulfigar.ali@environment-agency.gov.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 17:00

To: |df

Subject: Core Strategy Response

For the attention of Terry Heselton.
Please find enclosed the Environment Agency's response to your Core Strategy Further Options Report.

Best Wishes

Zulfiqar Ali
Planning Liaison Officer

Tel: 01904 822 626 (Internal 728 2626)
Email: zulfigar ali@environment-agency.goy, uk

Environment Agency
Coverdale House
Aviator Court

Clifton Moor

York YO30 4GZ

Part of the Environment Agency's Yorkshire and North East Region

ENVIRONMENT
A AGENCY
Our ref: DN/2006/000341/CS-
Selby District Council 01/PO1-LO1
Environmental Services Your ref: FP/L140
Civic Centre Portholme Road
Selby Date: 17 December 2008
North Yorkshire
YO8 45B

For the attention of Terry Heselton

18/12/2008
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VO

Dear Sir
Core Strategy Development Plan Document Further Options Report

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Core Strategy Further Options Report
Stage which was received by the Agency on the 10 November 2008.

In developing the further options for Selby LDF Core Strategy, the council must have regard
to the strategic planning context and in particular the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and
emerging RSS review.

Our main concern with your core strategy further options stage is the lack of reference to
the considerations of the environment but also the application of the flood risk Sequential
and Exception Tests in accordance with PPS 25 (Development and Flood Risk). The core
strategy fails to comply with PPS 25. We feel that this is not consistent with national policy
(PPS 25) and the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and could lead to
a soundness issue. A significant spatial issue for the core strategy is the potential for
surface water flooding (as illustrated in the 2000 floods). The strategic sites as proposed
within your core strategy are at a high risk from flooding. Your Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) must consider in detail if these sites are acceptable for development.
In its current format with no Level 2 SFRA in place we would object to any development
within the majority of these strategic sites.

We were consulted in 2005 on your core strategy issue and options stage. The Agency
responded with some comprehensive comments advising Selby District Council of the lack
of polices and very little reference to environmental issues and in particular due regard to
fiood risk. Unfortunately this remains the case with your further options report. Please
clarify to us how our previous comments have been taken on board to influence this further
options report. The core strategy in its current form fails to recognise the environmental
issues facing the Selby District. As a result this could lead to a soundness issue it could
further iead to the failure to comply with the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial
Strategy Policies YH1 policy and policy YH2. It is important to note that Policy ENV1
(Development and Flood Risk) of the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy
states:

POLICY ENV1: Development and flood risk

A The Region will manage flood risk pro-actively by reducing the causes of flooding to
existing and future development, and avoid development in high flood risk areas where
possible.

B Allocation of areas for development will follow a sequential approach and will be in the
lowest risk sites appropriate for the development (identified by Strategic Flood Risk
Assessments).

C Flood management will be required to:
1. Facilitate development in Selby where there is little development land available outside

high flood risk zones, provided the sequential approach has been used to
inform decisions regarding flood risk’

2. Protect parts of the strategic transport network, especially the Selby transport corridors

3. Provide flood storage, habitat creation and managed realignment in areas around river
corridors as required
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4. Provide positive land management for flood alleviation.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)

In order to provide a document based on a robust and credible evidence base the SFRA
must inform the decision making process in determining the spatial element of the core
strategy. The Agency is working closely with Selby District Council to compile the Level 2
study. Selby District Council has completed the Level 1 SFRA.

Key Issues

_F‘*‘araqraph 3.19 Primary Villages

Your core strategy further options report in defining the criteria for Primary Villages refers to
the relative sustainability of setttements. The further options report considers amongst
other things the location of services including for example a doctor’s surgery and public
transport accessibility as measures of sustainability. We feel that in addition to these
defining characteristics it is also imperative that environmental factors are considered. No
reference is made to the fact that large areas of these primary villages are at risk from
flooding or are located within Source Protection Zones (SPZ) or within close proximity to
Major Aquifers. In addition your core strategy fails to address the issue of water resources.
Policy ENV2 of the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy states:

POLICY ENV2:Water resources
The Region will safeguard water resources and encourage water efficiency. Plans,
strategies, investment decisions and programmes should:

A Ensure water resource capacity and provide a reliable and efficient supply of drinking
water to settlements throughout the region whilst safeguarding the integrity of
internationally important biodiversity sites and the wider environment.

B Maximise water efficiency measures, and in particular avoid depleting the Sherwood
Sandstone aquifer in Selby.

We would suggest that this could be achieved by locating development outside areas
where these zones exists. If water abstraction is limited then further development in these
areas identified by your core strategy namely the primary villages and the strategic sites
would exacerbate this problem. Your core strategy in its current format fails to address
these important environmental concerns. In order to achieve a sound level of sustainability
for these primary villages the issues above need to be addressed. | would refer you to the
key principles as set out in PPS 1.

The 20 villages selected must consider the issue of flood risk. The majority of these
settlements lie within flood zone 2 & 3. Where this is the case, strategic policies and any
new development proposed must undergo a Sequential Test and if necessary the
Exception Test should be applied in accordance with PPS 25. Paragraph 16 in PPS 25 is
clear that 'LPAs allocating land in DPDs for development should apply the Sequential Test
to demonstrate that there are no reasonably available sites in areas with a lower probability
of flooding that would be appropriate to the type of development or land use proposed.' If,
and only if, following application of the Sequential Test, it is not possible to develop sites in
lower flood risk zones, then the Exception Test can be applied as detailed in paragraphs
D9-14 of PPS 25

Furthermore, parts of these areas are designated as Source Protection Zones for protection

of vulnerable groundwater. We have dealt with many developments within these Primary
Villages and have previously highlighted the issues of the groundwater vulnerability. We
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would therefore have serious concerns with any potentially polluting development in these
areas. Several of the areas highlighted for future development are located within
groundwater SPZ. These zones are defined so that land use can be managed to protect
groundwater public water supplies.

We have published a guidance document called Groundwater Protection: Policy and
Practice (GP3) which deals with the Agency's approach to deveiopment in SPZ from a
guidance and legislative context.

We would have major concerns to the following developments in SPZ Zone 1 areas:

» Any waste management activity requiring a Waste Management Licence or a PPC
Permit

» Any new discharge of sewage effluent, trade effluent or storm sewage to ground

» Installation of cesspools

» The use of Sustainable Urban Drainage schemes (SUDs) draining roads, parking
areas and public / amenity areas

» Manure & slurry storage

o Any development which will physically disturb the aquifer

In addition, much of the Selby District is located on "Major Aquifers” which contains a
significant water resource which must be protected. In the context of brownfield
development, it is critical that developers are directed towards PPS 23 in their assessment
of potential ground contamination, and to ensure their development does not allow
contamination of the aquifer below.

We would also seek to encourage development which accounts for sustainable water use.
Furthermore while we agree that many factors need to be considered in accommodating
growth it appears that the adequacy of the sewerage infrastructure in capacity and standard
of treatment have not been considered. One factor that would help surface water quality
issues would be a presumption of new development in settlements that have adequate
secondary treatment infrastructure associated with mains drainage.

Proposed Distribution of Housing

We woulid favour any option which has a low probability of flooding taking into account the
principles of PPS 25. In addition the distribution of housing should also take into account
the Agency’s Groundwater Protection Policies taking on board the recommendations as set
out in PPS 23. Furthermore Biodiversity principles as stipulated within PPS 9 must be
adhered to. The proposed distribution of housing must be in conformity with the Yorkshire
and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy with your core strategy taking account of the
environment and sustainable development implications for the Selby District. In its current
form your core strategy fails to address these important issues. Please note that figures
stated in Table 1 distributions of development options may be affected as a result of the
findings of the SFRA Level 2. Findings of the SFRA could potentially have an impact on
the housing figures as defined in Table 1. We would refer to our comments about being
consistent with regional and national policy.

Strategic Housing Sites
The Sequential Test, and where reguired, the Exception Test will need to be applied to all
these sites before any of them can be brought forward. We know it is Selby's intention to

scrutinise a number of sites further through their SFRA. At a national level PPS 25 aims to
ensure that flood risk is taken into account at al! stages of the planning process to avoid
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inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding and to direct development away from
the highest risk. The majority of the identified options for strategic housing sites are at high
risk as identified below. As a result it is evident that these sites have not been subject to

the Sequential Test process and therefore contrary to national policy, which in turn will
render the core strategy unsound. My detail comments on each site are described below:

Site A Cross Hills Lane

Flood Risk

It is correctly identified that the site is at flood risk. The recent Selby Dams study that the
Environment Agency commissioned has shown that the site is at greater risk than
previously shown. As a result, the scope for development of this site is more limited. Given
the nature of the flood risk, it would be difficult to mitigate the effects by building measures
into any development. Similarly, if secondary defences were proposed, as suggested in the
text, displaced flood flows could cause greater flood risk to adjacent parties. |t is proposed
that the flood risk to this site is scrutinised in greater detail in the Selby Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Level 2.

Biodiversity
Cross Hills Lane is shown as encroaching upon the river corridor of Selby Dam and

includes a new river crossing, which we assume is a road link. the section of Selby Dam
within the development area is subject to prolonged flooding and was under water for
several weeks over the summers of 2007 & 8. Extensive and prolonged flooding is even
more likely in winter. The watercourse is known to support a large water vole population (a
species which is now fully protected under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981). We
strongly suggest that any development is confined to the northern part of this area and that
very serious consideration is given to the drainage issues from any development. The river
corridor should be developed as a "Strategic Countryside Gap" and managed for wildlife
and public enjoyment of the same.

Site B Land West of Wistow Road

Flood Risk

The Selby Dams study has further refined our understanding of the flood risk on this site.
Most of the site is still shown to be within flood zone 1 (low risk). An area of higher risk
exists along Cockret Dike. Again, if secondary defences were proposed, as suggested in
the text, displaced flood flows could cause greater flood risk to adjacent parties.

B_iodiversity
we have some records of water vole present in this area, thus mitigation measures must be
considered during any development plan.

Site C Bondgate/Monk Lane

Flood Risk

Flood risk is a significant restraint on this site, we would strongly advise against this site
coming forward for development. The Selby Dams study has shown that a large part of the
site is liable to flood risk. During a flood event on the River Ouse, Holmes Dike becomes
flood locked, once the Wistow Lordship flood storage area is used. As a result, flood
waters are stored on the majority of this site. Any development here would be at a
significant risk as would existing development from the displacement of flood waters. A
number of properties have suffered flooding historically. An additional risk wouid be from a
breach in the flood storage area barrier bank. Any such occurrence would have very
serious implications for any new development and its occupants, as the site would be
potentially subjected to deep, fast flowing water.

Biodiversity
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We have records indicating water voles in this area. This site requires further investigation
as brown rats are also present in large numbers.

Site D Olympia Park (Olympia Mills)

Flood Risk

The report correctly identifies that the site is at a high risk of flooding. Further
understanding of the risk is required and discussions are ongoing about providing this in the

Selby SFRA Level 2.

Site E Baffam Lane & Site F Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Flood Risk

The report correctly identifies that these sites are at a low risk of flooding. Therefore,
sequentially they are more preferable in terms of flood risk than any of the other proposed
sites.

Biodiversity
we have no ecological data for this area, but parts of the adjoining Selby Canal are
designated as a SINC and British Waterways should be consulted on the ecology of the

canal and its corridor.

Site G Olympia Park (Land adjacent to Selby By-pass)

Flood Risk

The report correctly identifies that the site is at a high risk of flooding. Further
understanding of the risk is required and discussions are ongoing about providing this in the
Selby SFRA Level 2.

Site H Burn Airfield

Flood Risk

The report makes reference to determining the extent of functional floodplain in this
location. It is likely that further study will demonstrate that the site is not within functional
floodplain. However, part of the site would still remain within Flood Zone 3 (high risk). It
may be possible to mitigate against flood risk in this location given the likely nature of the
flood risk.

Bicdiversity
Part of this area is a SINGC, but we have no other ecological information on the site.

Selby District is noted for large surviving populations of water vole in the ditches and drains
of the area, and this includes some that might be considered as far from ideal habitats.
Great crested newts are often found in local ponds and still water bodies. All proposed
developments should be preceded by surveys for these and other protected species and
where needs be mitigation proposals made.

There is a problem with Japanese knotweed in some parts of Selby. This is and invasive
species and it is often spread by soil movements from sites where the plant is already
present. It is an offence to cause this plant to spread and civil actions may result if it is
allowed to spread from a site to neighbouring land. Control measures need to be
undertaken well in advance of any construction work. Please contact our Biodiversity
Section for further guidance on how this could be achieved and erdicated through your LDF
process via a suitable policy.

Groundwater & Contaminated Land issues for the Strategic Sites
All eight sites fall within the embargo area of the Selby Sherwood Sandstone Aquifer where
no water is available for abstraction. This means that if any additional groundwater
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abstraction licences were sought as part of the proposed developments, there would be a
presumption against the Environment Agency granting them.

The sites are all located on the Sherwood Sandstone Principal (Major) Aquifer. This
important aquifer is used extensively in the Selby area. It is therefore vital to protect it from
any risk of contamination.

Environment/Natural Resources/Climate Change

In Para 5.1 you make reference to the fact that environment policies should be consistent
with the principles established in regional and national policy. Unfortunately no mention of
PPS 1 is made which prescribes the key principles of sustainable development.
Furthermore PPS 25 and PPS 23 must be acknowledged within this section. We support
Selby District Council's Biodiversity Action Plan as advocated within this paragraph,
however we are disappointed that very little focus has been placed within this document on
biodiversity concerns and issues for the district. We would support development that
contributes more positively to the enhancement of biodiversity.

Para 5.4 - We look forward to commenting in detail with regards to the policies proposed.
We feel however that polices surrounding, energy conservation, renewable energy and
flood risk, biodiversity, water resources and groundwater management be discussed in
detail within your core strategy. Unfortunately no evidence has been presented to show
that these policies have been developed within this further options report. Your core
strategy further options report has not been accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal. We
reserve the right to amend our consuitation response once we receive this information.

Climate Change

The core strategy should also consider the impacts of climate change. We strongly
recommend the efforts towards preventing and adapting the effects of climate change be
reflected within this document as emphasised by PPS 1 & PPS 25.

The Agency would strongly suggest that where development is proposed in flood zone 1
flood risk assessments taking into account pluvial flooding be considered. Wherever
appropriate the use of SUDs is advocated. Sustainable drainage is a process for achieving
integrated surface water drainage design with the objectives of:-

* reducing the flood risk from development within a river catchment;

- minimising diffuse pollution arising from surface water runoff;

» minimising environmental damage, e.g. bank erosion, and damage to habitats;

« maintaining or restoring the natural flow regime of the receiving watercourse;

» maintaining recharge to groundwater subject to minimising the risk of pollution to
groundwater;

« achieving environmental enhancements, including improvement to wildlife habitats,
amenity and landscape quality;

» minimising the amount of surface water runoff and infiltration entering foul and surface
water sewerage systems.

Request for a meeting
We would welcome the opportunity to meet with yourselves to discuss any of the issues

raised here and work with you to resolve them. Please contact me to agree a convenient
time to meet.

Yours faithfully
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Mr Zulfigar Ali
Planning Liaison Officer

Direct dial 01904822626
Direct fax 01904822649
Direct e-mail zulfigar.ali@environment-agency.gov.uk

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

else.

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

before opening it.

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

recipient, for bhusiness purpcses.

If we have sent you information and you wish teo use it please read our terms and conditions which you
can get by calling us on 08708 506 S506. Find out more about the Environment Agency at
www , environment - agency . gev.uk
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victoria lawes \52

From: geoff willowsm

Sent: 18 December 2008 17:06

To: idf
Subject: Re: Core Strategy Development Pian Document (Consultation)

On 12/18/08, geoff willows _ wrote:

Geoff Willows,
25 Northlands,
Adwick-le-Street,
Doncaster,

DN6 7AX

O Circuit Planning - Jehovah's Witnesses

oA

Firstly may I contgradulate you on a comprehensive and informative questionaire. I would like to

- comment on Q8A
[ agree with this proposal. Often these undeveloped sites have proved to be suitable for community

~or "faith groups”
usage, particularl if located near residential areas.

Q10 "Community Facilities” With an ever increasing problem of drug and alcohol abuse and now
even gang warfare
in some areas, the need for genuine communication with younger members of our society is vital
in helping with

' moral guidance and giving them a "purpose in life" to obtain a "sustainable well integrated
society".

» * "Any Further Comments” In any sustainable civilised society we would hope that provision is

made for "faith groups"
+ to build places of moral and social education. A place where the "meecting of minds"between

generation groups can
meet to resolve many of the increasing social behavior problems. We have found in our own
church that the problems
of drug and alcohol abuse, anti-social behavior does not exist. We endeavour to involve as many
people as possible
in a Bible education work, believeing this can help in developing a sustainable community.
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Questionnaire and Commenis Form

for Consultation on Further Options
November 2008

Introduction

The Core Sirategy document Consultation on Further Opt: 15
from ‘Atcess Selby’ and comajf centras in Sharburm and T23ca3%
District. The document is split into chaptars on-iing, and the ‘,ue:'-L;C}ns ‘
by 2 note of the paragraphs 1‘hﬂ* re auct o each subleci, for sass of compis
{o be senl a hard copy of the consultation documeri please comact the LDE Team. using the
detaits on the last pags.

The Council is particularly leoking for comments on the following questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Straiegy Further Options.

‘DOW to make comments:
i

i
|
i
i
i
;
i
|
|
i
1
|

Please compigte the form in dark ink (add extra shests if vou wish) and send o tne

address on the last pags: or

e Fillinoning at www, s Eb gov Uk - follow the hnk from the Council’'s "in Focus™ on the iront
page of the wapbsite.

¢ Please submit your comments by Spm on Thursday 1& December 2008.

s Please provide your coniact details below e do nof eCoetl anonymaoys commen's

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

Housing
| Scale and Distribution of New Housing (s3g par

l
!

5 3
Q11 Do you agres with the Council's eritsna for asfining Primary Milagss and, if s0. o you agres

with those 20 vmuges sglected” if not please explan wiy

i
i
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commeniary on the role of the vanous setilements znd the overriding
objective of concentrating growih in Setby

a2} Do you agree with the overall distnibution of housing as indicated in the proposed
i mubutlon Table 17 Ye€/No

Yookells &w_;, i e D~ Addlsr
ﬂawﬂ& miej —Ne oﬁﬂzd@‘é’fuaj— U n eesenrhlo DA
oy In aﬂmﬁ,uiar, shmld therd/ be more or less housipg in Taacastsr’? MorEiless

c) In particuler. should there be more or {ess housing it Sherburn in Elmet? MerdTless

;EP]eese olain why in gach case. M ‘o_:_ét/\&l“&m\ ;
RET Y.V . ’t{lﬁw.— Soxth of

rategic Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)

i
| Sin

f Q3 Please lell us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for strategic nousing
d velopment on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowast)

| { ) Site A — Cross Hills Lane , ) .

|( )} Site B — Wast of Wisiow Road m /(7 /‘?Kuaj A«A/R'-vll
()} Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane N |; S {;

P S la Mi ;a:

: { )
A

Site D — Olympiz Mills
Sne E ~ Batfam Lane /L&w
Site F — Foxhill Lana/Brackenhill L.ane

;Aﬂy other comments? . fz
WW o 9 o
Bk Bl ,{ " ot %J o
bw&k?féa £ Ledds — ApPRove g‘ag\( Towil 'DF “j; = Cu‘(*f

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3:42 - 3.45)

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be aliowed in the Prmt:|p=i Tf“wn (Semy)
L.ocal Service Centras (Shearburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why
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- Climate Change Issues (szg para 5.7 — 5.

o
—

' Q8 Do vou soree L2y of the energy requirements of major develcpment
' schermes should be Dr from on»site rere :*b|e-5 or from other deceniralised renewable or
iow carbon suppies? hould thu percentage be higher or }ower‘?

| Sustainable Communities (see para A 1 — 6.8}

| Infrastructuie Frovision ' e

;
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using Mix (see para 6.9 -6 10) L :
Qui Do you consider that

I I
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Gypsizs/Travellers and Sh

I Gvpsies znd Traveilers

' Q13 In making 2pprops E

the following ocptions (i a

| (&z==/Disagree) Option ; o : i
| {Agree/Risacree) Option B *\ch shes Ju,-u%d Celocaied it OF CICS2 10 the 1OWNS 2nC LIMEly

. ‘Jiélaces. — NXT o Fevier STH e

|
|
|
|

Q14 Do you agree or disagres with the
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Q15 The indications are that only hmited provision is required within Seiby Drsinct for ravailing

|
|
j
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|
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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.availabie on the Councﬂs

| wehsite: (plzase add exira sheets) , )
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Pieam tick the boxes heiow if you would like to be ormad when

The Core Sirategy has been submitied to the Secretary of State for mdmendent
sxamination? g

+ The recommeandations have bean published of any person appomted to Carry outan
independent examination of the Core Strategy? B/ : L

The Core Sirategy has been adopted? LV/

Dated \3/ u—:. 200‘5"1

If you have any-questions or need some furiher information’ please contact'the, . -
Local Dav elo?.zmem Framework Team on 01757 232063 or by ¢ emdil tQ: 1df@seibv qov u

i Signed

Plagse return this form to the LDF Team Develcpment: Policy: Se by Distr'c‘ Councﬂ CIV
Centre, Portholme Road, Seiby, North Yorkshire. YOS 4SB.. '
Ne later than 17:00hrs {5pm) on Thursday 18 December, 2008
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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 questions. You are

welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

Ibow 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

e Fillin online at www.selby.qgov.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.

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

2) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name S L WALR Name
Organisation Organisation
Address BT Radw AR G Address

B&T0 BATH junG
BURN

@ Saer

| Postcode Yoz BLE Postcode

| Tel JIEEER 2 Te

 Fax 4 v Fax
Email_____ (R 2
Fousing

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

YES




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? Yes/g

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/é#s
3 . ¥ Las - e ]
Tehias WM%%W Mt}lﬁ‘[x& J«s,f\-.,J WY
Mb\m\j N-YRP P _ﬁ-—q%«( Wu%vu-;j 4o ( f nAes

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/L&5g>

Sevane s Abbose -

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

{1) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(W) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(3) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(2) Site D — Olympia Mills

(&) Site E — Baffam Lane

(5) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

hn placg B aa T ow 5o O™ prraken o celenbhein
%m MMwWW%mck

VMA-‘-HB

- Managing:Heusing Supply (see para 342~ 3.45) .

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

NES




§ Sl

Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3 59)

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

=N

G16 in order to help meet the need for affordabie housing, do you agree with the use of
| commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not please explain why

o
o Sppeet Al divolopicnt sSehermes hiwerer Sneil o contebite
@ il fewends afoinble hovsivy il ) ek S efie Zef bt
oal Lndindiond Iessaiey An Slepwenits

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
approgriate location?

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass} EZI/
Have you any other suggestions?

Site H — Burn Airfield [J

"r'\-s.l L CliuarSa on e'€ Site G —k)ﬁ;ﬂtu mfk"’! Anirhn _@JM-‘Film‘!W‘i’ S teg mlhw e
§>‘,\?A-ss 1‘.\"\@—.) MM\@" ¥ -cumi,\m.tﬂw'i' Gabes wn Re  Saftana Fﬂx(*dzg =
Aashrel atnal MLz c.cm;'ha(/ ‘L@W\zj‘m weily e c'J.::ﬁwJ-e i SernZ iy
Mf‘u»—-?fw%-}' Arid$ L,\_;_v’(\alw:t” e whclomenn. o Sde # ‘?z«m Byréukd Lhnde -
ALY emasin ad A Wwbe 282 el Sonn Sl at b beld b mesow bey o Rblund

Fannizuad uk‘a«%mj te rd s dd ot o gt bcm:.f’-,i»i’w haste (fle pobic dowey .
Qﬂployment 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/PA&Agréey

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

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

D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
development.’ Lég'f Disagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1-5.5)

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

\/ES on o bose fou 2l S SVEUVEE V7T

e w5 ZG@\AMJ\L.L \rua;fz’be», A \

L%Aa‘wc wrovld  dQker mu%aw,\r/i

‘Sustainable Commumtres (see para 6.1~ 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

Q10 The Government is introducing a Communsty 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
Heaith

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

SISIKN

<Je]<

‘Green Infrastructive

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

N
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| Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

(12 Do you consider that

or
b} More housing shoutd be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/ﬂé

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Y£4/No

. Gypstes/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.17 - 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/BiSdGyee) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.

‘;g@éé/Disagree) Option B - \N/ew sites should be locatad in or close to the towns and primary
tilages.

(R GrEe/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

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

“ pitches plus individual pitches.

Trevelling 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:

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




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

Notification’

Please tick the boxes below if you would like 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? O

« The Core Strategy has been adopted? {1~

Signed ) Dated "Co\ 2|0k

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

Piease return this formto the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Porthoime Road, Selby, North Yerkshire, ¥Y08:4SB -
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Introduction =
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www. seibv gov. uk
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

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

")W 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
e 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 L O DN D Name
Organisation QOrganisation
Address (R OS2 | Address

PSS D
SA, “f
. POV N
oIS R 2
Postcode YO WX Postcode
Tel AN
Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 - 3.31)

Q1 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.

—_———

P S Tt S,

"\\

PN E SEE BRI PREGT



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

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

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

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

Please explain why in each case.

Strategic. Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)

Q3 Piease tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following optrons for strateglc 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 — Otympia Mills

( ) Site E — Baffam Lane

{ ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

‘Managing-Housing Supply (See.para.3.42=345)" STy e

Q4 Do you agree that market housing shoutd only be allowed in the Prmcupal Town (Selby)
| ocal Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Viilages? If not
please explain why




1SS
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) [ Site H ~ Burn Airfield [
Have you any other suggestions?

nnployment Land (see para 4.13)

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

A - Land allocated for empioyment 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 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?




Climate Change Issues (see.para §.1—5.5)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy reqwrements of major deveIOprnent
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)

o

Q11 Do you have any VIEWS ON opporlunmes to enhance or create Green lnfrastructure'?




1SS

‘[Housing Mix {see para 6.9 — 6.10)

{212 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of smali dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/No
or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No

‘Gypsies/Travellers and Show Feople (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.

‘\greelDlsagree) 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 traveliers distributed across the District.

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

o pitches plus individual pitches.

Trzvelling 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:

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




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) ' i
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Please tick the boxes below if you would iike to be informed when

o The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent

examination? “gj .

e« 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™\r

" 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. ..

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby-District Council, Civic
: _ Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North. Yorkshire, YOB 4SB '
. No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday. 18 December 2008.
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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 questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

How to make comments:

‘D » Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or

» Fili in online at www.selby.qov.uk - foliow the link from the Council's “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.

o 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 wigs F MOHUiE | Name
Organisation Organisation
" Address MiLLen) Wi« | Address
ar mlciovw 2oAN
SExLf
.rPostcode Yok 3 Postcode
Tel Tel
Fax Fax
Email Email

Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1~ 3.31)

' Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

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

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? Me¥sH-ess v

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

‘PDIease explain why in each case.

Rottes Lns Fo mAVAYS - M1 Agar A

Strategic Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)
Q3 Please tell us whether you egiiseskdisagree with the following options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(3) Site A — Cross Hills Lane . _ :
(1) Site B — West of Wistow Road # ﬁ shougly, disogree that™ Keese §ibed
(2) Site C -- Bondgate/Monk Lane X cosid Do boiE Upfa .

(5} Site D - Olympia Mills - P
Site E -- Baffam Lane
(@) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments? . ) ) .
0 e Pfe.feﬂ"fmﬂ. oSeAS : WLD’CM( 3 Olju‘»&{){a. adls iR
i we  waaseat to W best sind s eg e bypasn ol flus
maild Wf— coase. w@mﬁm mejm (o Yo Edby AN orYA -

| 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 Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not

1 please explain why
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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.

Toe Wrodholds chand S Hai aleas ey e afitcled 1o
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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
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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? E(

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

Sharloodra / (hitech featan I Boslow Pr(,;f(ejéf:

' Employment Land (see para 4.13)
“18 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 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?
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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
tow 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.

, lease 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?
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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 smalt dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes{No

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

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):

(A‘g\mmsagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.

| (Agree/Disagree) Option B — {\I{ﬁl\g s;tses should be located in or close to the towns and primary
"(Agreeﬂpls@wg) Option C — Expagnding 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 limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. if provision is required, should an area of search be:

(Agtes/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Bisagen) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)7?
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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 extra sheels)
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Notification
Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be informed when

e 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? 0

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? E!/

Signed JE: Dated !ﬂfl o g

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.

Piease return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B

No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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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 questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.
"Iow 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
» 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 Piease 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 R FeffESTer. | Name
Organisation QOrganisation

Address Fewe i {:E;\_L Address
i s

Postcode Postcode
Tel Tel

Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.1 - 3.31)

Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.




St

Q2 BRearing 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 housmg as indicated in the proposed
distribution Tabie 17 Y&a/No 2
e @ N S m
ool Atha s T /i

b) In particular, should there be more or less housmg in Tadcaster’? Morell:as&

(J <
(/W*F- W@u g S— ~ Ef A
¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? Morefhws‘

lobwin (o Tosenthe)  shacdd  Lave oo
‘!’Iease explaln‘why‘f in each case. g—é"dgz/ | ol § - ﬁx)ﬂé

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

Q3 Piease 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)

(1) Site A — Cross Hills Lane
2, Site B — West of Wistow Road
(3 Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane
Site D — Otympia Mills
&) Site E - Baffam Lane
Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Managing FHousing 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 Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
| please explain why

Qf:k ot Upip i . e
N ; S —tkzal @re ebﬁaérb e a{fddﬂ
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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.
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Q67in order to help meet the need for affordable hé:(smg do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not piease explaln why
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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) [ Site H — Burn Airfield II]/
Have you any other suggestions’?

/

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

mployment Land (see para 4.13)
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/Disaegros)

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

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

Any other comments?
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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 shouid be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?
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Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 —6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

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

Broadband

v Cormmunity Facilities

| Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

»” | Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
v | Recycling

/| Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

| Green infrastructure
Q111 Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green infrastructure?
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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) YesZ¥®-

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

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

Gypsies and Traveliers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

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

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

(214 Do you agree or disagree with the foliowing options:
(Ageere/Disagree) Option A - Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.
(Agree/Disagsee) 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 limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. Hf provision is required, should an area of search be:

(AgEefDisagree) Option A — In or ciose to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in EImet?
(Agree/Bigagee) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and Ab4)?




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

‘Notification: -~ =~ » % - o e e

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

h examination?
= The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an
independent gxamination of the Core Strategy? M

Dated < ) gee 2508

#ions or need some further information please contact the
ework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to ldf@selby.gov.uk.

Please retu g m 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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The need for responsible and directed growth in the villages.

There is inadequate recognition by the core strategy document of the washover
from the Golden Triangle and the necessity of higher value market houses to
satisfy the unmet demand and increase the number of entrepreneurs/senior and
middle managers into the northern area of the villages. There has to be a
balanced growth in middle and lower value houses for upper middle class
villages without community facilities simply stagnate and this cannot be a
responsible policy. Contrast the vibrancy and community cohesion between
Bilbrough and Colton.

So what sort of growth? Prospectively in say Appleton Roebuck sized villages at
the rate of 0.33% year on year on bedrooms built, and at the rate of 1% in the
smaller villages. To provide housing for the elderly | propose additional housing
numbers for bungalows with up to 3 bedrooms on the ground floor and with an
3106 condition that they must forever stay with such ground floor bedrooms and
ground floor living rooms.

The character of villages is pastoral, space around buildings, there must be an
end to high town style densities in the village areas.

The proposal for unlimited affordable houses in the smaller unserviced villages
does not make too much sense, but could make sense if there was appropriate
bus services to service centres.

The population is aging, but there has been little or no growth in ground floor only
construction (bungalows). The current survey of unmet demand will probably not
throw up the demand as the style of questions do not provide such an appraisal.
So what is the unmet demand for aged persons housing beyond that of social
aged persons housing?

ft is not acceptable to have little or no growth in the unserviced villages because
it leads to stagnation, to an aging population and house prices that wilt only
escalate and prohibit young families and flowing from this the acceleration to
even greater decline in social cohesion brought by young families, especially into
the infant/primary schools. When my son was at school in Appleton Roebuck in
the seventies there was a school role of 130, Bolton Percy school was
flourishing, now the school is down to 90 and diminishing and Boiton Percy
school has closed. The numbers are staying high because of the reputation of
the school and attracting children from beyond the schools historic catchment
area. Butis this not the case at Tadcaster Grammar School as well?
Youngsters need other youngsters to play with. The youngsters in Colton village
all go to private schools. And rarely have the opportunity to mix, this is bad for
social cohesion.

g
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The age when people get married and have children is increasing, young people
going to HE and FE leave the villages and Tadcaster and in the main do not
return, primarily because if they do then they have to live with their parents
because of house prices. In the main those young people who remain in the town
and the villages have generally not been to FE or FE. The town and the villages
are loosing the input that FE and HE can bring.

Clustering and better focused public transport to community activities is a
solution, Copmanthorpe and Tadcaster have good young peoples activities with
scouts, guides, brownies, youth clubs, so on the nights when these activities are
available then have focused affordable public transport.

Those villages with village halls have good social cohesion, those without do not.
People will congregate given reasons, but they tend to want to congregate
locally. Village tribalism is evident and needs to be broken down. Sharing with
obvious joint ownership and commitment is achievable. There is a strong case
for most villages to have good village halls, the SDC have studied the Dutch
maodel, why not bring over to the District.

Brian Percival

7 December 2008
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From: John Mackman [johnmackman @ googlemail.com]
Sent: 12 January 2009 21:56

To: terry heselton

Subject: Fwd: Selby Core Strategy Development Plan

Attachments: MDSmith_CSDP_Response.pdf

Hello Terry

Just seen this on my e-mail

Have you also recvd this correspondence ?
Would you like to suggest a suitable reply
John M

——————————— Forwarded message ---=------

From: Martin D Smith <mdsmith.1957 @tiscali.co.uk>
Date: Thu, Jan 8, 2009 at 11:43 AM

Subject: Selby Core Strategy Development Plan

To: jmackman @selby.gov.uk
Cc: John Grogan <GroganJ @parliament.uk>

To Members of the Planning Committee and Selby North Councillors
Dear Councillors,
Response to the Core Strategy Development Plan

1t is disappointing that public consultation on proposals included in

the Selby Core Strategy Development Plan was so poorly publicised: my
attention, for example, was only drawn by the local neighbourhood watch
committee. It is also disappointing, though perhaps predictable, that

just three weeks were set aside for consultation on plans of some
considerable importance.

Of direct concern to me is the listing of land adjacent to Bondgate and
Monk Lane as a potential site for the construction of 1000+ houses. This
raises the usual issues relating to traffic and urban sprawl impacts,

but these are likely to be common to many potential development sites
and objections on this basis inevitably risk a charge of ‘nimbyism’. In
this particular case, however, there are specific grounds for concem
over flood risk (the site is on undeveloped land designated high-risk
Flood Zone 3a) both in the immediate vicinity and in terms of potential
knock-on impacts. There are, of course, flood concerns with several of
the potential development locations. However, it is the Bondgate/Monk
).ane location with which I am intimately familiar,

1 am not qualified to comment on estimates of future housing
requirements in Selby district, though I would note that any such
calculation is based on a number of a priori assumptions of long-term
social, demographic and economic trends which may or may not be
justified. I do, however, strongly support arguments for centring any
development in the town of Selby rather than furthering the

13/01/2009
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environmentally unsustainable growth of dormitory villages.

I do not wish to entangle myself in the dog-eat-doggery business of
listing sites in order of preference, as requested in the consultation
questionnaire. Instead I am submitting a detailed response in the

attached PDF document. I hope will take the time to read my paper which
is in three sections: the first two deal with the current state of

climate science and the economics of climate change; the third section
relates these issues to planning for increasing flood risk, with

specific reference to the site in question.

I hope you will bear the arguments I have raised in mind.
Yours faithfully,

Martin Smith

31, Bondgate

.D Selby

YO8 3LX

13/01/2009
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Climate Change, Flood Risk and

Future Development in Selby
A response to the Core Strategy Development Plan

Martin D. Smith *

Published 8 Jan 2009

Abstract

In recent years the UK has been battered by a succession of major flooding events, at
huge cost. Science suggests that floods will become more frequent and severe during the
coming decades, as the effects off global climate change are felt. Whether floods become
more damaging or not will be determined by the extent of regional climatic change, the
scale of investment in adaptation, and by local planning decisions. In particular, increas-
ing urbanisation of the floodplain is likely to significantly increase the risks to life, limb
and property. | argue that planning decisions must take into account increasing flood
risk and the potential costs to future generations of inappropriate development.

Keywords: flood risk, climate change, Selby development

1. The State Of Climate Science

Untﬂ quite recently most politicians, perhaps reflecting a wider public apathy,
seem to have regarded climate change as a somewhat peripheral issue. Con-
cerns over the environment and humankind's impact on it were generally deemed
subservient to those policy matters which have traditionally dominated the polit-
ical dialectic — economics, crime, social policy, national security and so forth.
Undoubtedly, public acceptance of the importance of tackling climate change was
not helped by a persistent and concerted campaign of disinformation by sceptics
who sowed seeds of doubt in the public - and political — psyche'. Just five years
ago, Sir David King (2004) raised a few quizzical eyebrows when he described
global climate change as “"the most severe problem that we are facing today -
more serious even than the threat of terrorism”. His detractors (most of them, it
should be said, from outside the scientific community) cautioned that the govern-

*Address for correspondence: 31 Bondgate, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 3LX.
Phone: 01757 290344, Mobile: 07870 440779. Email: mdsmith, 1957@tiscali.co.uk

! Sceptics claimed variously that: global warming is not happening; the world is warming but it's a natural
phenomenen; even if the world is warming and human activity is the cause, the economic costs of reversing
the trend are too high, etc. The more vociferous of these scientific contrarians are linked to free-market think
tanks largely funded by US-based fossil fuel industries. Their tactics have closely paralleled the criminally
disreputable manoeuvres of the tobacco industry throughout the 1950s, '60s and ‘70s in its campaign to un-
dermine the science linking smoking to sertous disease. Despite repeated claims to the contrary, most of
science (what the philosopher of science Thomas Kuhn termed 'normal science’) is a process of consensus
building. In this case an overwhelming consensus has been reached amongst climate scientists, that man-
made global warming is a lact.

Revision 68 08/01/09
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Climate Change, Flood Risk and Future Development in Selby 1. The state of climate science

ment's then chief scientific advisor had gone beyond what could be sustained by
the data.

1.1 The Stern Review

It was not until two years later that Sir Nicholas, now Lord, Stern (2006) brought
climate change into the mainstream of British political debate. Stern was not a
climate scientist but a distinguished economist, the head of the Government Eco-
nomic Service and a former chief economist at the World Bank. His landmark
review spelled out the scale and urgency of the problem in language which politi-
cians could understand: climate change is a serious threat; human activities are
the cause; an urgent global response is required.

The message of the Stern Review remained upbeat however, for whilst the
problem is serious, it argued, it is nonetheless manageable — given the political
will and sufficient commitment of resources. King and Stern were agreed: tackling
climate change would be expensive but not prohibitively so. Stern famously cal-
culated that the total cost need not exceed 1 percent of global GDP per annum; in
contrast, the total economic costs of inaction, he estimated, might reach as much
20 percent of global GDP per annum - in perpetuity).

It is clear now that both commentators’ qualitative assessments of the over-
arching political, economic, social, and environmental, importance of climate
change were correct. Quantitatively, however, it is becoming increasingly appar-
ent that the Stern Review underestimated the likely scale of climatic change - and
the speed at which it would unfold. Lord Stern himself conceded as much earlier
last year, commenting that,

Emissions are growing much faster than we'd thought, the absorptive capacity of the
planet is less than we'd thought, the risks of greenhouse gases are potentially bigger
than more cautious estimates and the speed of climate change seems to be faster.
(The Guardian 2008)

Stern had based his report on the most authoritative science then available,
the Third Assessment Report (TAR) of the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change (IPCC) published in 2001, with additional input from more recent
published research. The IPCC's major assessment reports represent the views of
2,500 leading climate scientists from around the globe and their governments.
Their reports are consensual and authoritative but, some critics argue, tend to be
overly conservative”. Furthermore, because the IPCC bases its reports only on
published, peer-reviewed data, it necessarily sacrifices currency for authority.
The 2001 TAR - and thus to some extent the 2006 Stern Review — thus represen-
ted a summation of the state of scientific knowledge ca. 1999/2000.

1.2 Beyond TAR and Stern

Last year the IPCC {(2007) published its Fourth (AR4) Assessment Report which
consolidated the conclusions of the TAR. Warming of the climate system is now

2 A number of European contributors to the IPCC's 2007 assessment report complained that some of its
findings had been watered down to placate representatives of China, Saudi Arabia and a number of other not
entirely scientifically disinterested nations.

2 Beyond TAR and Stern © Martin D. Smith 2009
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considered to be ‘unequivocal’, for example. The more recent data available to the
AR4 authors suggested that carbon feedback mechanisms are likely to be more
important than had previously been thought.® This observation increases the un-
certainties in forecasting future climatic change. Because positive feedbacks seem
to predominate in the earth’s climate systems, the overall effect of such mechan-
isms is likely to be to amplify and accelerate the current warming trend and its
associated impacts. The AR4 authors therefore raised the upper limit on the po-
tential increase in global temperature and whilst, somewhat controversially,
revising downward their estimate of the most likely rise in global sea-level, re-
moved any upper bound. Of course, the same caveats mentioned previously in
relation to the TAR report also apply to the AR4 assessment.

Recent (post-AR4} evidence indicates that climate change is accelerating. At
high latitudes temperature is rising faster than computer models have predicted?
and ice, both at sea and on land is melting at an alarming and accelerating
rate®s, In 2002 the annual growth rate of the atmospheric concentration of CO,
rose sharply from an average of around 1.5 parts per million {ppm) per year dur-
ing the 1980s and 1990s to an average of 2.1 ppm per year. One source of this
increase may be the rise in global emissions (driven in part by increased coal
burning in China). There are also indications however, that global carbon sinks

3 Feedback is a feature of non-linear dynamical systems with multiple variables which interact in complex,
unpredictable ways. Positive feedbacks act to amplify the effects of dynamical forcing such as the radiative
forcing which results from increasing atmospheric CO; concentrations: negative feedbacks tend to cancel the
effects of forcing and pull a system back towards equilibrium. Earth’s climate is a function of non-linear in-
teractions involving the atmospheric, oceanic, cryospheric (involving land and sea ice), geological and
biological processes in which positive feedback appears to dominate. As a result abrupt transitions {rom one
quasi-stable equilibrium state to ancther very different state are known to have cccurred in the past and
may well do so again (Alley et al 2003). Feedback mechanisms are not well-understood, the thresholds or
‘tipping points’ at which they trigger are a matter of debate, hence the IPCC’s reluctance to include them in
their predictions. It is likely, however, that the crossing of feedback thresholds is either imminent or already
underway in some syslems.

% In eastern Siberia air temperatures have risen by as much as 5 degrees in the past decade. The consequent
melting of permafrost is thought to be responsible for a reported 200-fold increase in local melhane concen-
trations (Monasterslky 2008}, Methane is a more potent greenhouse than CG.: after a decade in which global
methane abundance remained stable levels began to increase in early 2007 with a possible northern hemi-
sphere origin (Righy et al. 2008).

5 The loss of Arctic sea ice began to accelerate around 2002 consistent with positive feedback models — but
many decades ahead of IPCC predictions (Serreze & Stroeve 2008). If the trend continues, the Arctic may be
ice free during the boreal summer within a decade.

6 Recent observations of the lce sheets of Greenland (Chen et al. 2006) and West Antarctica suggest melting
has begun to accelerate. Ice sheet melting is a strongly non-linear process which, once underway, can pro-
gress rapidly under the influence of multiple positive feedbacks. Such mechanisms seem (o be responsible
for the observed acceleration in both Greenland and West Antarctica. In Greenland surface meltwater percol-
ates to, and lubricates. the base of the ice sheet (Zwally et al. 2002). In contrast, the West Antarctic ice sheet
{WAIS) seems to be responding to the recent collapse of several small ice shelves around the Antarctic penin-
sula ‘uncorking' the outflow of glacial ice from the interior (Scambos et al. 2004; Elliott. 2008). It is
cautionary to note in this context that the possibility of ice shelf collapse was suggested 30 years ago by the
late British glaciologist John Mercer {1978). Mercer argued that a southward wave of shelf disintegrations
and associated glacler accelerations might presage the collapse of the WAIS itself. It has been argued that
abrupt non-linear collapse of elther Greenland or the WAIS cannot be ruled out, with major consequences for
global sea-level rise (Hansen 2007; Hansen et al. 2007).

3 Beyond TAR and Stern © Martin D. Smith 2009
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may be approaching saturation, as seems to be the case in the Southern Ocean
(Le Quéré et al. 2007) and North Atlantic (Schuster & Watson 2007)°.

1.3 Future emissions scenarios

One reason for the range of uncertainties in climate forecasts is that we do not
know how much carbon will be emitted in coming decades. Researchers therefore
base their calculations on a number of ‘emissions scenarios’, some assuming hu-
manity makes early and dramatic reductions in greenhouse pollution, whilst
others feed more moderate cuts into the computer models. The worst-case scen-
arios, rather ominously dubbed ‘Business as Usual’ (BAU), assume that we carry
on pretty much as we are, churning out carbon from fossil fuels to sustain a
growing world economy. But one observation beginning to alarm climate scient-
ists is that global greenhouse emissions since the turn of the present century
have increased at a faster rate than even that assumed by the worst-case scen-
ario {Raupach et al. 2007) One recent scientific paper argues that unless we
reverse this seemingly remorseless trend within just seven years, and make big
cuts in the world's emissions every year thereafter, we have little or no chance of
avoiding what scientists have termed ‘dangerous’ climate change, likely to resuilt
if the world's average temperature rises by more than 2 degrees C above pre-in-
dustrial levels (Anderson & Bows 2008). In fact, the authors believe that we
should prepare ourselves for 4 degrees of warming, a level which the independent
committee established by the Climate Change Act recently defined as the
threshold of “extreme danger” (Committee on Climate Change 2008). If this worry-
ing trend continues, the range of likely warming effects will have to be revised
upward, perhaps dramatically so.

I have summarised the current state of climate change science because I be-
lieve that policy-makers do not yet fully appreciate the scale of the challenge we
face. Whilst politicians have recently begun to pay lip service to the issue, action
remains weak. Indeed in some cases, such as aviation and road building, policy
runs contra what is needed to reduce emissions. Of course, the economic land-
scape looks rather different now than it did a few months ago and doubtless the
current disarray will be seen by some at Westminster — and beyond - as an ex-
cuse to push climate change still further down the list of political priorities. So
while politicians may have begun to ‘talk-the-talk’, they have thus far signally
failed to ‘walk-the-walk’. In an article published earlier this year, before the im-
plosion of the world’s financial markets, three leading British climate researchers
sumimed up this sense of complacency:

We have lost ten years talking about climate change but not acting on it. A curious op-

timism —- the belief that we can find a way to fully avoid all the serious threats of climate

change ~— pervades the political arenas of the G8 summit and UN climate meetings. This
is false optimism, and it is obscuring reality. (Parry et al 2008).

? Anthropogenic carbon emissions currently total 7 billion tonnes of carbon per year (7GtC yr™') of which ap-
proximately 1.7GtC yr' are absorbed by the oceans. The net fiow of CO, from the atmosphere to the oceans
represents a small fraction of the total CO; flux across the ocean surface (90GtC yr') suggesting that the
cycle may be very sensitive to environmental change. It is quite possible that as CO, levels in the atmosphere
increase a significant tipping point will be crossed as the oceans flip from net carbon absorber to net emitter
(Turley et al. 2006},

4 Future emissions scenarios © Martin D. Smith 2009
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Two strands of action are needed to tackle the growing threat of climate change.
The first of these, mitigation, seeks to attack the root cause of global warming by
first reducing the growth in, then reversing, anthropogenic greenhouse emissions.
Mitigation is a matter for each of us as individuals and for humanity as a whole.
The second strand, adaptation, aims to allow us to cope with those effects of cli-
mate change which are already either inevitable or highly probable. A policy of
adaptation does not represent defeatism, but merely an acceptance that a degree
of climate change is inevitable. The earth's climate is possessed of inherent iner-
tia: changes in the chemical constitution of the atmosphere take from decades to
centuries, even millennia, to play their way through the system. Even if all global
carbon emissions were miraculously to cease overnight, the climatic con-
sequences of the elevated levels of greenhouse gases already in the atmosphere
would continue to increase in severity well into the future.

Unfortunately, we are unlikely to break off our love affair with fossil fuels in
the near future. But the less we do as a species to wean ourselves off carbon, the
more we will have to prepare to deal with the consequences. Adaptation is essen-
tial, whether or not we act in concert to reduce emissions, but it is dependent on
a realistic assessment of the likely impacts at the local and regional scale at
which planning occurs. As we have seen, however, the range of uncertainties is
large. Accumulating evidence suggests that impacts are likely to be serious and
damaging - and we cannot exclude the possibility of runaway climate change with
truly apocalyptic consequences.

2. The Economics Of Climate Change

lanned adaptation to climate change requires a proper discounting of the fu-

ture: policy-makers and soclety in general need to consider the economic
costs and benefits of short and medium term policy decisions in the light of the
cost to future generations. The Stern Review has been criticised by some com-
mentators, most notable amongst whom is the Yale economist William Nordhaus
(2007), for its adoption of a relatively low (1.4 percent) time discount rate in
weighing up the present and future costs of climate change mitigation. Critics
claim that we need to assign considerably more weight to our own needs than to
those of future generations who do not yet exist and who, they argue, will be bet-
ter placed economically to deal with the consequences of climate change.

2.1 Climate change and morality

Nordhaus takes issue with Stern’s assumption of a utilitarian ethical dimension
in calculating his discount rate. The central question here of the relative weight-
ings we should apply to our own social and economic welfare versus that of
future generations yet unborn is one for moral philosophers but, for reasons I
shall outline, my own view is that Stern is correct.

Economists are unused to dealing with existential crises, the costs of which
extend beyond what can be measured in purely economic terms. As events of the
past year or so have demonstrated, the global economy is neither as stable nor as

5 Climate change and morality © Martin D. Smith 2009
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resilient, even to internally generated insults, as many had come to believe: the
regional impacts of climate change -~ rising temperatures, shifting rainfall pat-
terns, de-glaciation and so on - are likely to bring unprecedented economic
disruption in their wake. But more than this, the wrong decisions now may bring
into doubt the long-term persistence of the human species.

Prioritarian philosophers might argue that in the most extreme climate
change scenarios - those which lead to a catastrophic collapse of the human pop-
ulation or even extinction — the loss of all succeeding generations is in fact cost-
free. The economist and moral philosopher John Broome {2008) adopts a utilitari-
an stance but nonetheless expresses this prioritarian point succinctly: “If non-
existence is a harm, it is a harm suffered by nobody, since there is nobody who
does not exist. How can there be a harm that harms nobody?” There are,
however, a range of possible outcomes of unmitigated climate change which fall
short of extinction, but which will nevertheless involve enormous costs in terms
of human misery. Even in the case of actual extinction, billions of living people
would doubtless suffer as their lives were cut short. It seems to me only right
therefore that we consider the potential for such harm brought upon our des-
cendants in our decision-making processes.®

2.2 ‘The Wealth of [future] Nations’

Catastrophic outcomes aside, Nordhaus argues for a high rate of discount on the
grounds that future generations will be more affluent and thus better able to af-
ford whatever costs climate change might impose. Stern, however, responds that
without action to limit climatic change now, the costs arising will increase dra-
matically in the future (Prospect 2008). Nordhaus assumes a priori growth in
national and per capita GDP continuing indefinitely far into the future. Yet there
is, it seems to me, no fundamental law of economics which demands continued
growth; there is, as it were, no ‘arrow of wealth' pointing fixedly in the upward
direction®. One might argue on inductive and empirical grounds, of course, that
Nordhaus's assumption constitutes a not unreasonable working hypothesis for,
with the exception of a few temporary recessional blips, the trend since the indus-
trial revolution has indeed been one of unbroken economic growth and increasing
per capita wealth. But there are, as statisticians are frequently at pains to remind
us, dangers in extrapolating too far from a linear trend.

During the next century or two, it is likely that humanity will come face to
face with a global, existential crisis.'° The burden placed on the world economy by

8 This notion is not without precedent. The post-war generations are familiar with the concept of a debt owed
by us to the wartime generations. That suggests that we accept the existence of inter-generational currency.,
of the exchange of moral and economic capital on the basis of things done before we existed. If earlier gener-
ations can be cwed a debt by their descendants then, cannot the debt flow in the opposite direction?

¢ | have written elsewhere (2007) of what | have termed the ‘central dogma’ of modern political life: economic
growth is good: more economic growth is better; limitless economic growth is best of all. Since the birth of
agriculture 10,000 years ago, economic growth has been linked to our capacity to harvest the earth's natural
resources. But we now find ourselves bumping against the buffers of planetary finitude. We urgently need to
find ways of sustaining our economies without raping the natural environment or, alternatively, accept life
with less.

'° There ts evidence from history that successful economies can indeed succumb in the face of envircnmental
stresses — sometimes self-imposed as appears to be the case the prehistoric inhabitants of Cont'd on p.7

6 ‘The Wealth of [future] Nations' © Martin D. Smith 2009
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climate change and its effects will be substantial and pervasive. Economies, it is
now clear, are not the well-behaved, mathematically predictable, linear entities
that Adam Smith envisaged. Rather, they behave as chaotic systems in a manner
somewhat analogous to that of climate itself. In the case of economics, however,
there is a further complicating factor: people often behave irrationally, in ways
which are contrary to their own and the collective interests.!' Applying the les-
sons of chaos theory then, it seems to me quite conceivable that econcmies might
undergo dramatic changes of state given sufficient forcing from the environment.
We cannot, I would argue, assume that our theories of the behaviour of econom-
ies will continue to hold true in such unprecedented and radically challenging
circumstances as we are likely to face as this century progresses. Given the large
uncertainties, the systemic potential for abrupt shifts in regional climatic equilib-
ria or even runaway climate change on a global scale, I find Stern’s analysis the
more compelling.

2.3 Discounting the local future

This discussion might appear esoteric, abstract even, in the context of this paper.
Yet time discounting is as relevant a factor in local planning decisions as it is at
the scale of global economics. Calculations of the relative weighting of short-term
gain versus future costs are ones which policy-makers, and indeed all of us,
make all the time. It is human nature, it seems, to apply a relatively high time
discount giving overwhelming weight to short term gains over long-term costs.

Consider, for example, the subject of road building. The research evidence
clearly shows that building new roads and increasing the capacity of existing
ones does not, in the long run, alleviate traffic congestion. In fact, road use ap-
pears simply to increase to meet the available space, so that environmental
problems associated with road transport increase in totality to no long-term eco-
nomic advantage. Indeed one might argue that this practice comes with a
significant economic downside, because money spent in a futile chase after road
space could have been put to use more profitably elsewhere on the transport in-
frastructure. We know this yet we continue to build roads because each scheme
appears to offer a solution to an immediate problem.

Local planning decisions on where, or even whether, to build must include
consideration of all economic, social and environmental costs - including those

Cont'd from p.6 Easter Island, sometimes climate-related as in several cases in Mesoamerica. Europe faced
its own regional existential crisis during the Black Death of the fourteenth century. Throughout that century
the long-term growth in total GDF seems to have gone into reverse. In some parts of Europe at least. eco-
nomie (principally agricultural) output seems to have collapsed under the onslaught of disease. Indeed, it
was not until the sixteenth century that national GDPs recovered to their 1300 levels.

"' Readers who take issue with this statement should consider the recent behaviour in the world’s financial
markets. Note, for example, the continuing run on the Northern Rock bank even after the government had
guaranteed savings. In this respect, economies diverge from complex systems in the physical world: whilst
complex physical systems behave in ways which are non-predictable In practice (see Footnote 3), in principle
their evolutions are entirely Newtonian and deterministic. In the case of economies, however, the tendency of
indtviduals to behave irrationally from time to time introduces a fundamenial indeterminacy. It is the com-
bination of classical complexity and the fundamental indeterminacy of human behaviour which, it seems to
me, has foiled the attempts of neoclassical economists to establish the discipline as a rigorously mathematic-
al science in the way in which Galileo and Newton did for physics.

7 Discounting the local future © Martin D. Smith 2009

A



®

Climate Change, Flood Risk and Future Development in Selby 2. The Economics of Climate Change

likely to be incurred by future generations. In relation to the potential for flood-
ing, decisions should also take into account increasing risk with time.

At this point we need to pause and think about what we mean when we talk
in terms of risk. The risk associated with an adverse event is not a simple correl-
ate of its probability of occurring. Rather, risk represents the product of the
probability times the costs incurred if the event occurs. The risk associated with
an event might be deemed high even if its probability of occurring within a given
time-frame is low, if the consequences (and time-discounted costs) of its doing so
are disastrous.!? Conversely, a high-probability event with negligible costs can be
considered a low risk. The costs of serious flooding are high both in economic and
human terms; as recent events demonstrate, homes can be wrecked, lives can be
lost. The likelihood of serious flooding occurring on areas of the floodplain is high
(typically 1 percent in any given year), a probability which is almost certain to in-
crease in response to climate change and changes in land use.

It is the way of things in politics that economics — and especially short-term
economics — tends to trump all other considerations. Ultimately, though, we all
depend on the natural environment for our survival. Thus a short-term economic
gain may turn out to be a long-term economic own-goal. The example of road
building is instructive here: building homes on flood land may offer a way out of
an immediate perceived economic bind, but if floods render those homes uninsur-
able or uninhabitable or, worse still lead to loss of life, then any short-term
economic advantage vanishes. As climate change begins to bite therefore, long-
term economic priorities must be assessed in the light of, and brought into con-
vergence with, the requirements of the environment.

3. Flood Risk And Local Development

n 3 November 2000, following days of unprecedented heavy rain, the highest

floods ever recorded on the River Ouse inundated more than a hundred
homes in the Selby area. Many of the worst-affected properties were in an estate
only recently built in the shadow of the earthwork barrier banks, on the flood-
plain at Barlby. There were many lessons to be learned from these events, among
the more obvious of which was that building on greenfield land on the floodplain
can put homes at increased and unnecessary risk of flooding.

3.1 The Bondgate/Monk Lane proposal

It is, to say the least, perplexing that consideration is now being given to the con-
struction of a thousand homes on land very similar to that at Barlby which
suffered so badly just 8 years ago. But this is what is proposed, albeit provision-
ally, in the Core Strategy Development Plan (Selby District Council 2008), which

2 85 million years ago an asteroid wiped out the dinosaurs and 70 percent of the species then alive. Estim-
ates suggest that such an impact has occurred on average once every 100 million years. The odds against a
similar impact occurring in any given year therefore are 100 million te 1 - quite literally astronomical. But
the consequences of an extraterrestrial strike on this scale would be truly cataclysmic. Thus the risk (prob-
ability times cost) is sufficiently high for sctentists to have begun to give sericus consideration to ways of
averting it.

8 The Bondgate/Monk Lane proposal © Martin D. Smith 2009
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lists just such a location as one of six potential sites for a major housing develop-
ment. It is argued that building on fields adjacent to the Holmes Dike and the
residential areas of Bondgate and Monk Lane could help to meet the district’s re-
quirements for new housing in the next 15 years. Yet this is an area of low-lying
farmland, encircled by a tidal river and by a main drainage channel that traces
the ancient course of that same river. That land, moreover, borders existing flood-
prone houses and was itself submerged under several feet of water in 1947, 1982
and again in 2000.

The Bondgate/Monk Lane site is located in a high-probability 100-year flood-
plain designated Flood Zone 3a (FZ3a) in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(Selby District Council 2008a). The FZ3a designation is applied to land with at
least a 1 percent probability of flooding in any given year and is therefore con-
sidered generally unsuitable for residential development. General planning
guidelines are laid out in Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS-25) (Department for
Communities and Local Government 2006):

Only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should de-

cision-makers consider the suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3, taking into account the
flood risk vulnerability of land uses and applying the Exception Test if required. (p.21).

In relation to any proposal to develop in FZ3a, the Exception Test requires that:

i. it must be demonsirated that the development provides wider sustainability benefits to
the community that outweigh flood risk; and

ii. the development should be on developable previously-developed land or, if it is not on
previously developed land24, that there are no reasonable alternative sites on develop-
able previously-developed land; and

iii, the FRA must demonstrate that the development will be safe, without increasing flood
risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall.

The one-percent annual flood risk assessment for the Bondgate/Monk Lane site
is based on historical flood records. Although the site has benefited from recent
improvements to the town's flood defences, the risk assessment does not take
into account the likely future effects of climate change. Records show that floods
on the Ouse have become higher and more frequent in recent decades. This in-
crease seems to be largely the result of changes in land-use throughout the Ouse
basin and predates ~ and is independent of - the effects of global climate change
(Lane 2003).

3.2 Local climate impacts

It is likely'® that Europe has experienced significant anthropogenic warming in
the past 50 years (IPCC 2007). In the UK, Central England Temperature (CET) -
the longest continuous temperature record in existence, dating back to 1659 -
has risen by 1 Celsius degree since 1980. Temperature increase has been
greatest in the winter months: in the Yorkshire and Humber region, mean daily
winter temperature increased by 1.9 degrees between 1961 and 2006 (Jenkins et

al. 2007).

'3 Probability > 66 percent.

9 Local climate impacts ® Martin D. Smith 2009
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IPCC (2007, pp. 255-8) AR4 notes a statistically significant trend of increased
annual precipitation across northern Europe beginning around 1980. However,
this observation is not (thus far) reflected in the UK, where annual precipitation
has remained rather stable over the past century.'® Although annual rainfall has
not increased in the UK, a trend of increasing seasonality has been observed:
winters are now wetter relative to summers than at any previous time in the 240-
year instrumental record. There has, moreover, been a significant increase in the
proportion of winter precipitation falling in intense rainstorms, a trend which has
been particularly noticeable in north-eastern England (Maraun et al. 2007). One
might argue, of course, that this simply represents natural climatic variation but
the observation is nonetheless consistent with the predictions of numerical mod-
elling of the effects of global warming in the Britain: the UK Climate Impacts
Programme (UKCIP) forecasts that while our summers will become significantly
drier on average over the coming century, winter rainfall in our region will in-
crease in both volume - by up to a third by 2080 - and intensity (Hulme et al.
2002, pp. 28-41).

3.3 Climate and flood risk

If the volume of rain falling during the winter months increases significantly, soils
both in the upper catchments and in the lower river basins are likely to be at or
close to saturation throughout the season. Coupled with the predicted increase in
rainfall intensity, episodic rapid rises in river-levels and a concomitant increase
in the risk of damaging floods seem inevitable. High-resolution models suggest
that changes in patterns of precipitation will translate into a five- to ten-fold in-
crease in the risk of flooding on the Ouse by 2090 (WS Atkins 2002, p.32). At the
top end of this scale of risk, the odds against a typical FZ3a floodplain flooding in
any given year may fall from 100-1 to a mere 10-1. On average, then, such a site
might be expected to be inundated on the order of once per decade by the
late-21* century.

The Ouse at Selby, moreover, is tidal and will thus be further affected by the
inevitability of rising sea-level and by a possible increase in the frequency and
severity of North Sea storm surges, which act to push water up the tidal reaches
onto the riverine floodplain. The UKCIP (2007) predicts a net rise in sea-level at
the mouth of the Humber of as much as 77 cm by 2080, a combined result of
rising global sea-level and the long-term isostatic subsidence of the south-eastern
part of the British mainland. The IPCC's estimates of global sea-level rise, upon
which the UKCIP calculation is based, assume the major contribution will come
from thermal expansion of the oceans, in part because the dynamics of ice sheet
melting - a potentially much bigger cause of sea-level rise — are poorly under-
stood. However, recent data suggest that the vast ice sheets covering Greenland
and West Antarctica are melting much faster than anyone had previously thought

“ We ought not to regard this fact as in any sense undermining of climate change science in general or of
numerical modelling In particular. it simply illustraies the difficulty in disentangling the long-term global cli-
mate signal from the short-term. locai variability due to natural climatic cycles such the North Atlantic
Oscillation (NAO}.

10 Climate and flood risk © Martin D. Smith 2009
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possible.’S On the basis of studies of past climatic change, NASA's James Hansen
and several other leading climate scientists have argued that a sudden non-linear
collapse of the ice this century cannot be ruled out, with the concomitant risk of
a change in sea-level of the order of several metres per century (Hansen et al
2007). Hansen has claimed (2007) that “a ‘scientific reticence’ is inhibiting the
communication of a threat of a potentially large sea level rise.” Recent, somewhat
more conservative, research places constraints on the extent of global sea-level
rise taking both hydrothermal and glaciological factors into consideration: the
bad news is that the calculated upper bound is a rise of 2 metres by 2100 (Pfeffer
et al. 2008).

An increase in the frequency and severity of flooding is unavoidable, but the
worst effects can at least be alleviated by sensible local development decisions.
Unwise development, on the other hand, will compound the risks still further. A
2004 study by the government's Office of Science and Technology identified urb-
anisation - building on previously greenfield sites — as one of the more significant
compounding factors (Evans et al. 2004). Amongst other effects, for example, re-
placing farmland and other green spaces with tarmac and concrete dramatically
increases the rate of rainwater runoff into the watercourses: typically 70 per cent
of the rain falling on impermeable surfaces finds its way immediately into the
drains and rivers. Increased runoff in turn increases the speed at which river
levels rise, making serious flooding more likely.

The effects of climate change will force us to view our riverine systems and
the way we manage them in a radically different light. To some extent increased
flood risk can be balanced by improved flood alleviation schemes (and indeed,
since 2000 Selby's river defences have, at considerable expense, been upgraded).
Paradoxically, however, the OST also cautions that improving flood defences may
actually increase flood risk if it encourages further inappropriate development on
the floodplain. Flood management has traditionally centred around engineering
solutions — canalisation, the construction of culverts and barrier walls, and so on
— but these too can make problems worse elsewhere. In the more challenging
world ahead a new approach will be needed involving the setting aside of agricul-
tural land as floodwash zones, perhaps even the abandonment of some land, as
well as engineered defences. And much tighter restrictions on building and urb-
anisation are essential. The OST report (Evans et al. 2004a p. 224) notes:

Targeting pathways near source, especially in the rural and urban catchment through,

for example, catchment-wide storage, reduces the probability of flooding downstream...

Targeting receptors, especially through land-use planning, reduces the consequence of

flooding... There is the potential to build a long-term solution to the problem by targeting

people, industries and built environments - the receptors of flooding. There is, however,
an obvious tension here for current policy-makers.

The dangers of developing a high-risk, greenfield location like the Bondgate/
Monk Lane site can be seen, therefore, to be threefold. First is the rather obvious
danger to those who move into homes in such a development - the risk to life,
limb and property if a flood occurs. Second, is the probability of making flooding
more likely elsewhere as a result of increased runoff. Finally, and also exacerbat-

¥ See also Footnote 6.

11 Climate and flood risk © Martin D. Smith 2009
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ing the general flood risk, is the loss of potentially valuable, flood-alleviating
washland.

4. Postscript

thousand years ago, a Norse king sat on the foreshore at Southampton and

emonstrated to his sycophantic courtiers that even he, Cnut, master of all
England, could not still the waves. The story may be apocryphal, but it has a ker-
nel of wisdom. In the centuries since Cnut, mankind has harnessed engineering
ingenuity to achieve some of what he could not. But, as the residents of Barlby
know to their cost, there are limits to our ability to bend the forces of nature to
our will —- be they the titanic global forces which govern our climate or the more
local, but still devastating, tantrums of our streams and rivers. Whether we like it
or not, damaging floods will become an increasingly common feature of our lives
in the years that lie ahead. Whatever the economic and social benefits of increas-
ing Selby’s stock of housing, high risk areas of the floodplain are not the place to
do it. The problems of flooding are not peculiar to the Bondgate/Monk Lane site:
the arguments I have put forward could apply equally well to many locations in
the Ouse basin. The events of autumn 2000, and others elsewhere across the
country since, demonstrate the vulnerability of the built environment - our
homes, schools, places of work and the infrastructure that binds them together —
to the forces of nature. The lessons are there to be learned.

MDS
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caroline sampson

From: Martin D Smith [mdsmith.1957 @tiscali.co.uk) »P\ A
Ve ZL’ l }"Oo)

Sent: 13 January 2009 15:20
To: caroline sampson

Subject: Re. Core Strategy - Further Options Response

Dear Ms. Sampson,

I should be grateful if you would treat my submission as a formal response to the consultation. As |
mentioned in my covering message to councillors, | was only indirectly made aware of the
consultation at a late stage in the proceedings. Given the long-term significance of the proposals, and
the time needed to gather together and digest the relevant literature, I did not feel that I could do the
matter justice any sooner.

1 was unable to locate a return address for responses to the LDF team, but I did nonetheless also wish
to address councillors directly.

In the circumstances, I hope that councillors will see fit to consider all relevant responses.
Best regards,
Martin Smith

Dear Mr Smith

Cllr Mackman has passed on to the LDF Team a copy of your e-mailed response to the Core Strategy -
Further Options consultation. As this response is addressed to Members of the Planning Committee and
Selby North Councillors, [ would initially like to clarify if you would like this to be treated as an official
response to the consultation, or if you intend to simply target the Councillors mentioned? If you would
like the response to be processed as a response to the LDF team, then [ have to alert you to the fact that
the 6 week consultation period ended on 18 December, therefore this will be considered a late response -
and Councillors will soon decide if they wish to allow the number of late submissions we received to be
considered along with those received on time.

1 would be please to hear your response to this at your earliest convenience.

Regards - Caroline

Caroline Sampson Paver

Senior Planning Officer (LDF Team)
Selby Distriet Council

Tel: 01757 292115
Fax: 01757 292 090

The snfurmanen i this e-mail. and any atlachiments, is conlidenua! aidd may be subject 1o legal professional prvilege 1018 mtended solely
Jur the atienuon and use of the named addressec(s). s contents do not necessady epresent the views or apimons of Sclby Mistnct
Counal 1T you are nat 1he muended 1ecipient please notify the sender immediately. Uinless vou are the intended recipient. or histhet
representatve, you are not authonsed o, and must nol, tead, copy. distnbute. use of retain this message or any part of it

Selby Disinet Coungil. Crvie Ceniry, Portholme Road. Setby, North Yorkshire. YOR 483
DN 27408 Selby

13/01/2009



