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From: Sara Robin [sara.robin@ywt.org.uk] ( (QO
Sent: 08 January 2009 15:37
To: caroline sampson

Subject: Response to LDF Core Strategy consultation on further options

Thank you for asking the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust to comment on the LDF Core Strategy consultation on
further options. As | explained in my phone call we are submitting comments after the deadline due to iliness
and the Christmas holiday. | hope you will be able to take our comments into account.

Yours

Sara Robin

Conservation Officer (Ptanning)

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

1 St George's Place

York

Y024 1GN

Telephone; 01904 659570

Email: sara.robin@ywt.org.uk

Website: http:/iwww.ywt.org.uk

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is a company limited by guarantee. Registered in England Number 409650.
Registered Charity Number 210807. VAT Number 170391475. Registered Office: 1 St George's Place, York,
Y024 1GN.

08/01/2009
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F D LLOCALDEVELOPMENTFRAMEWORK

Introduction R R AR S e T T
The Core Strategy-document ‘Consultation‘on‘Further Options’ is' available at www:selby:gov-uk; +
from ‘Access Selby’.and contact centres ifi' Sherburn.and Tadcaster, and all'libraries/in-the'Dijstrict..
The document is splitinto* chapters.on-ling;‘and the: questions, below,are accompanied, by.ainote of
the paragraphs that rélate to-each:subject; for gase of completion. Should you wish to'be-sénta~ .
hard copy of the consultation document please contagt the LDF. Team, using ttie details on.the last
page. - . Coet T “ W o R R R -
The Council is bé;ticuIarly;lbbj('i'ij“gf_fbf,EBﬁiﬁ%e*ﬁtsio
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is particilarly for Corimants.n'the following qiestifis: Yoi are ;"\
welcome.to add further comments relevant to:the'Core Stratégy 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

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

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

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Sara Robin Name
Conservation Officer
Organisation Yorkshire Wildiife Trust Organisation
Address 1 st George’s Place Address

York
Y024 1GN
Postcode Y024 1GN Postcode
Tel 01904 659570 Tel
Fax 01904 613467 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.

Environmental criteria should be taken into account when defining Primary Villages in particular the proximity to
nature reserves and SSSI. Some examples of villages with areas of ecological importance are: Fairburn
(Fairburn Ings), Barlby (Skipworth Common), Brotherton (River Aire acts as a wildlife corrider), Camblesforth
{Barlow Common) and South Milford (Sherburn Willows $S5I). Each site would need to be considered
individually for ecological value. Buffer zones should be enforced around SSSi and Sites of Interest for Nature
Conservation SINC.
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

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

It should be noted that previously developed land may still have high conservation value and each site should be
considered individually. The sites should be located close to jobs to reduce travelling and near to good public
transport links and cycie routes.

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less
The area around the river in Tadcaster should be avoided as this may provide a wildlife corridor to other areas.

¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? More/Less
Housing should be restricled around Bishop wood and Sherburn Willows S885I as these areas are of high
conservation importance.

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)

(=3) Site A — Cross Hills Lane - due to flood risk and potential use of ditches by water vole, otter and great
crested newt but has potential for green infrastructure development
(=3) Site B — West of Wistow Road - due to potential use of ditches by water vole, ofter and great crested
rnewt but potential for green infrastructure development

(=3) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane — due to high fiood risk and potential use of ditches by water vole, otter
and great crested newt but potential for green infrastructure
development.

(1) Site D - Olympia Mills - as already built on and has green infrastructure potential

(=2) Site E — Baffam Lane - as in Brayton conservation area and strategic countryside gap

(=2) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane - due to location in strategic countryside gap

Any other comments?

It is important for the sites chosen to have good transport links such as cycle routes and public transport links,
Before final decisions are made it will be important for the authority to have more survey data and evidence of
the ecological value of the exact areas to be allocated.

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be ailowed in the Principal Town (Selby); Local
Service Centres (Sherbumn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not 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.

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?

Olympia Park is the most appropriate as the site is already built on, has good rail links and is closer to housing.
Bum Airfield however is further out of the town and close to the canal which could have some wildlife value.

Any site chosen should be near housing so that travel is reduced and also have good public transport/cycle links.

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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)

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

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

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

Any other comments?

Housing and employment premises should be close together to reduce travel.
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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?

The Wildlife Trust is supportive of renewable energy schemes. The 10% should only be a guidance and greater
use of renewable energy should be encouraged where possible. If wind turbines are to be used the effect on
wildlife should be taken into account. The highest pessible standards of house building are also important so that
homes are energy efficient.

Green roofs and sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) could also be used to help reduce the chances of
flooding by allowing water to drain away more slowly. Green roofs and SUDS can be enhanced to increase
biodiversity on the site. See hitp://www.ciria.org.uk/suds/?lang=_e and
http://www.thegreenroofcentre.co.ukfindex.html

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

[0 Comrnunity Facilities

M Cycle and walking infrastructure
{3 Education

¥ Green infrastructure

L] Health

(1 Public Realm

M Rail and Bus infrastructure
¥JRecreation open space

& Recycling

[0 Road infrastructure

O Other (please specify)

Green infrastructure can have a positive effect on the health and well-being of a community and should therefore
be a high priority.

Green roofs could help to reduce the risk of flooding whilst also benefiting local wildlife and should therefore be
considered for a Community Infrastructure Levy.

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

Green infrastructure should be encouraged due to the health benefits as previously mentioned but it also

lencourages wildlife to the area. Green infrastructure should be used to create connectivity between nature areas
linking different habitats. The Trust would be interested in plans for Green Infrastructure for the Selby Area as we
have been involved in a Living Landscapes project for Yorkshire looking at how to increase habitat connectivity in

the county.
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

2) 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
Should be based on an assessment of need in the area.

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

Gypsies and Travellers

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

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

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

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the foilowing 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.

iTravelling Showpeople
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for traveliing
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 Elmet?
(Agree/Disagree) 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
levidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add extra sheets)
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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? &4

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

- The Core Strategy has been adopted? I

Signed Dated

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to |di@selby.gov.uk.
Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic Centre,
Portholme Road, Seiby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.

Vs
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Questionnaire and Comments Form=Y st
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(‘S E E‘ B Y Selby District Core Strategy

) for Consultation on Further @pti‘onsw--—- Foftes

Moeving iorward with purpose |
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[ Introduction
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby. gov.uk,

irom ‘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:

e 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.

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Mis Y MAST Name
Organisation e Yagisa (ouncy Organisation
Address Y CLOFT EREM Address
CXACOE LG
VAT

Postcode LS25 D Postcode
Tel i, | T

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 piease explain why NO-
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Q2 Bearing 1in mind the commentary on the role of the various settiements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

a) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Y&=3/No Sre omGaow ©e Qoesnen Coe

b} in particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/kess . .
M E::\u-\.;w\c"
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c) In particular, should there be more or iess housing in Sherburn in Elmet? Mege/Less
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Please explain why 1n 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
cevelopment on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(:3) Sile A — Cross Hills Lane

(s) Site B ~ West of Wistow Road

(+) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

('} Site D — Olympia Mills

(1) Site E — Baffam Lane

(-0 Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

‘.'ny other comments?

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45) = :
Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Pnnapal Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not

please explain why A
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| Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.58)

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

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) d Site H — Burn Airfield U
Have vou any other suggestions?

Save G- Clymghe Orre & PreCersed Bacowsz o P
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mployment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’ (Agpee/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 batanced with an appropriate level of new business
development.! (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?
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" Climate Change Issues {see para 51— 5.5)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?
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| Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 — 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

10 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development.
>lease indicate vour priorities for using the funding receivad from the Levy. Piease tick those that

you consider to be important.

v~ | 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 .~ :

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)

12 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) ¥as/No
or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses YesA&
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| Gypsies/Travelfers and Show People (see para 6.11—6.15)

Cypsies and Travellers
G113 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
thie following options (please mark your choice):
(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
‘P&!Dlsagree Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.
(Agree/Disag®ge) Option C - Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagrae with the following options:

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

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

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

o 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:

(Asgsme/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agree/Dizegmse) 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
avidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add extra shesets)

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? EZT

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

e The Core Strategy has been adopted? ﬁ

Signed JHNNAN Dated to\y2\ 08

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

Please 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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| Selby District Core Strategy iy DEVELOPMENT
e - FRAMEWORK
Questlonnatre and Comments Form
S for Consuitation on Further Options Office use
A November 2008 Aokd 22 [ 1 [0y
ovil arward wi urpose D NO [(9)

nt -oddction - ' ‘ CoL T i ! T s
'T, i fCo; e Strategy document "Consu}tailon on Further Opt;ons S avarlabie at www selby qov uk
from ‘Access: Selby’ and ‘Contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, arad all Ilbranes inthe
Blstnct Thedocument is split: into.chapters on-line;and. the questions’ b_eiow are- accompanted
: a(agraphs thatrelate:to éach subject for ease of comp1etion Should you: wish . '
, a _d copy of. the consuitatlon document piease contact the LDF Team usmg the -
‘detan]s on the:last page. i o
The Counm S .partlcularly Iookmg for comments on the followmg questlons. You are
welcomie to-add further comments rélevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.
How to make comments:
g Please compiete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or
« Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
« Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
 Piease provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details: ‘ a) Agent details if you are using one
Name K puchie Name

Organisation Organisation
Address 2R ersiow Road Address

Se.\"oi\

0

Postcode MeB 3wt Postcode
Tel - Tel

Fax o Fax

Email “" Email

‘Housing - s AT ' i :
Seale-and D;smbutfonfof New Housmg (see para 3. 1 3 31 ) L .
Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, |f so, do you agree
witn those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.
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QZ Bearing in'mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

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

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

) o
Piease explain why in each case.

“Stratégic Housing:Sites st Selby (see para-3:3243.41% o -_ U e
Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree-with the followmg optlons for strateglc housmg
development on the edge of Seiby (please riumber in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

(v) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

() Site B —West of Wistow Road

(s) Site C - Bondgate/Monk Lane

(4) Site D — Olympia Mills™

(2) Site E — Baffam Lane ~ -

(2} Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane
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Q4 Do you agree that mérket housing should only be allowed in the Principal Town (Selby);
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
pleasz explain why
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Aﬁarﬂab!e Housing: (see paral 36— 359) A

E Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housmg’? If not please “
explain why.

N "‘.«f,/g
.

Q6 In order to heip 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

_\56 5
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-Economy: - -

Strategic: Empioyment Sn‘es (see para 4 3 4 12)

Q7 if a strategic employment site is provided Wthh of the followmg do you consnder is the most

appropriate location?
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) v

Have you any other suggestions?

Site H — Bum Airfield [

k»f.‘.‘) CC:\—‘Q\OQ . %'.'1’_;\;&-.‘\\\;\\?-\6 S\ke‘

vioyment Land {see. para4:13) -

Q Please tell us whether you agree or dlsagree w1th the followmg statements

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

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’ {Agreg/Disagree)

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

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

Ay other comments? X , Co0 . 0
A a 4\ cod e oek o PR X Ve WX oack GEees 2
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Q9 Do you agree that approxumatety 10% of the energy requrrements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

Sued ke haepnel

=Sustaipable: Commumtres (see par 6 -68) L —

- Infrastriicitire. Provision

Q10 The Government-is mtroducung a Communlty Infrastructure Levy on new development
ease 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 Reatm
v’ | Rail and Bus infrastructure
i/” | Recreation open space
v | Recycling :
v/ | Road infrastructure
Other (please specify)

~

“CrBer Tasticties

Q111 Do you have any views orn opportunlties to enhance or create Green !nfrastructure'?




GG VR (eee para 60 6 A0).

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

. Y ST
‘& o\ \(\fC&_, e L o \< \\e i \.\JF“’Q\ \'\e(“ e ‘pl \’\?‘J‘J\ 1‘.\
-, .

TCypsies) Iravellers and-ohow People {566 para
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):
(Agret.fDlsagreé) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
(Agre%gree) Option B - \r\/lelalw sites shouid be located in or close to the towns and primary
ilages.
\greeIDlsagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
@greelesagree) Option A = Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
,,,,,,,,, twelve pitches.
(Agree@@ Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

(AgreéJDlsagree) 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 Seiby 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?
(Ag;?e}emisagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
T and AB4)?

b7



CeShinme Al

. R R R b"._ A<
Sy ek c_c:y C Meoss '\~3 esiCeX B

A ° -
@3&% \RCD‘JS\—‘C AN \(,_',ko\"t.
-

N &U‘ NPTV L

\'\Ac(‘e (:‘_F_ ?Q}\%\"-e—

LS u.C\‘E-“"; TloSe ‘&'t W

higrré*g\g \hC’r‘sz:\«CA
ot 4 wnCreesed

CQ;V‘\M\)E\F\C“} -

k . [PTAY (\eeér
2\)\“\3\‘\6“"\:3 ©

.' 2, WS 56-*—3 Nredulel desacwd
| ) ) N Cred X
et XY chiens <\ Glokeney

| 1\\" R LN DL ualesS {\O_\/l Com
\O\,J 'C.,\‘,\\—--J—S‘.‘J S \\Dﬁe‘_oﬁe. O LD (’i“ 7

s(,(e.v \ho\‘;‘-;a'\.-\ClI 'S 21‘“'1(‘(\_3
5 \L ot
Sekfy <

- Le l‘-’g“"r{]\k /

Maed v

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

o The Core Strategy has been submitted tcj the Secretary of State for Endependent
examination? [

‘. The recommendations have been published of any person appointed to carry out an

independent examination of the Core Strategy? [

e The Core Strategy has been adopted? =

Signed 5_L Dated |7{ 1z} 6%

B R AVe .fiquestlans or need some further information’ plgase: contact e . T
Lec,ai@evelopment Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by em"’ 1o- Idf@selbv qev uk ‘ _'

Pieclse return thrs for: :t_q the LDF Team Development Pohcy, Setby:D1stnct Councu CNlc' - :
S : Cenitre; Portholme Road.: Selby, ‘North Yorkshire, YO84SB -~ - S
No later than:17.00hrs {5pm).on. Thursday 18'December 2008
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—ra e e,

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ JS available:atww,selby.qovATE
irom ‘Access Selby’ and contact céntres in Sherburn and Tadcastér, and all libraries inthe™ |7~
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 consuiltation 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:
e 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.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
e Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
 Name ™M Ceochie Name

Organisation — Organisation

Address g ek QD Address

‘E:’e-_\\::c—j

Postcode MeE S Postcode
Tel Tel

Fax Fax

Ematl 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.

— ~ ) .
pacy iced (\ aness
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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 Yes/No>

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

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

Pilease explain why in each case. ‘
& [P \r\

ST A U R W N S
A
_—

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

(2} Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(&) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(5) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

(2 Site E — Baffam Lane

(4 Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

"‘y other comments?

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3:42—=345) "

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

AN R men ek e
3 \\(‘:\S‘:’S AR L._.T\‘\S_\_ RYSY en
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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.

-
N e
W."5
LA

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

[
N
"

[Zconomy

| Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3—4.12)

QA7 1f 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) 4 Site H — Burn Airfield [J
Have you any other suggestions?

o0y \:, "}C'JJ

]'nploymenr Land (see para 4.13)

(A8 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.’ @_reejD:sagree)

C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.’ @reelDlsagree)

D - 'New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level Of riéw business
development.’. (AgreeIDlsagree)

e

Any other comments?
S

Bo- o {en.evnd en
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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-siie renewables or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

| Sustainable Communities (sée para 6.1 —6.8)

infrastructure Provision

10 The Government i1s 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

Cornmunity Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
-~ | Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

<<

Pe
.

Grizen Infrastructure .~ 7 L

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

Chesi\b ke ?cS\kw‘:i‘-— ?0\(-:“3
D M




‘ [ Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

a) More housing shoutd 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@

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

Giypsies and Travellers

Q113 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and traveliers, do you agree or disagree with

the following options (please mark your choice):

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites shouid 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:
((5g;ree§5Disagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
T 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 Showpeopie
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:

(Aglge@gag_@:e,)@ption A —In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Aaree/Disagree) Option B ~ In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)?

/¢



Piease add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are aiso available on the Councils

website: (please add extra sheels)

H

Natification -

Please tick the boxes below 1f you would like to be lnformed when

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

« The recommendations have been published of any person appainted to carry out an
independenfjexamination of the Core Strategy? 0

Signed _ Dated c"f Ti2 [c®

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

Please return this form to the LDF Team, - Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8-45B
No iater than 17.00hrs (Spm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Sycamore
139 Moor Lane
Sherburn in Elmet
Leeds

LS25 6DX
Tel: 01977 683574

15 December 2008

Dear Sir,

As a member of Sherburn in Elmet Parish Council I have been asked to complete the
attached on their behalf.

If you feel it more appropriate to contact them directly you can do so at
sherbwnmnelmet l@tiscali.co vk

Yours truly,

Aryospe;

Barbara Wilson

PLANNING

1o PEC 200 T4 JAN 1008

DATE RECEIVED LAST REPLY
& LOGGED DATE

————————— - e e o
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Selby District Core Strategy ED » DEVELOPMENT

Questionnaire and Comments Form
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SELBY
SEITIREE

for Consultation on Further Options Office use
November 2008 el oy

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Moving forwaed wilk ourpese

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

ﬁ_Postcode L8325 DX, Postcode

| a) Personal details a) Agent detaits if you are using one
Name SARCARA niso~ | Name
Organisation [3Hess 20 2, £77¢71 Organisation

| Address 139 ~oor ~a~e | Address

SHERBIRN [N Eir1eaT
NORTH YoRksHIRE

Tel {l_-lﬁ Tel
| Fax Fax

Email Wmail

 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.

We agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and with those villages selected.
However we feel that levels seem higher than needed and therefore we are not convinced that the suggested

level of development reflects housing needs.




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 YesiNo

Basically we agree with the overall distribution of housing but if any adjustments were to be made we

suggest it should be downwards for Service Centres and Primary Villages with a larger concentration on

Selby.

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

No evidence has been supplied to indicate housing needs in the town and taking into consideration the
number of empty properties it would appear the needs are not high.

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburm in Elmet? Morqfﬁa?s /
Sherburn in Elmet has been over-developed to saturation point over the last ten years or so0. No evidence has
been supplied to indicate housing needs in the village. As most of the new residents travel to work in various
towns around the area we would suggest that future building should reflect the housing needs of only those
who live here. Does the proposed distribution comply with the Regional Spatial Strategy?

‘r'lease 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)

(£4 Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(7)) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(1) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(2) Site D — Olympia Mills

(&) Site E — Baffam Lane

(5) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

‘) Matters relating to building on floodplains and the way lighways will be affected need to be addressed
before any decisions are made.

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 - 3.45)

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

please explain why

We agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Principal Town, Local Service Centres and the
20 Primary Villages. It is unlikely to be sustainable elsewhere and would be completely out of place in the

smaller settiements.




Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

QS5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

No we do not agree. We think the lower threshold (3) should be applied to developments outside Selby

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 piease explain why

We agree.

@

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.12)

Q7 If a strategic empioyment 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 [J
IHave you any other suggestions?

Qlympia Park is more accessible. Burn Airfield is isolated and therefore would encourage more car use. The
infrastructure would need to be developed to open up the site.

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

‘PQB Please 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.’ (AgrediDisagree)

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 busifiess
development.’ @isagree)

Any other comments?

The first three options need to be assessed on their merits using specific, prepared criteria. Though we agree
with D we wonder how it could be achieved. How do you ensure that the skills of new residents will match
those required by new business development?




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1 —5.5)

Q8 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
iow carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

We agree with the statement.

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1—6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

I 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
.lyou consider to be important.

- Broadband

v/ | Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

+~1 Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
v”| Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

Improvements to existing open spaces and footpaths should b jori
. . e .
. lighting of these facilities. P made a priority as should ensuring the

" Green Infrastructure

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

A waste recycling facility in Sherburn in Elmet to serve Sherburn and the i i
oo n e surrounding villages should be

oy



Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

With regard to (a) flats should not be considered under any circumstances in the Local Service Centres or
Primary Villages. Terraced houses would be more acceptable.

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

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

the following options (please mark your choice):
(Agree{Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
(Agree{Disagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close fo the towns and primary

) Villages.
(Agrggh)isagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
{AgreelDisagree) Option A — Sites shouid be sought that accommodate between eight and
—_— twelve pitches.
(Agree/Disagree) Option B - Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
(Agree{Disagre€) Option C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and tweive
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:

(AgreelDisagree) Option A ~ In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
@_J,_rglbisagree) Option B - In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)7




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)

Notification

Please tick the boxes below if you would fike 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
0 independent examination of the Core Strategy? n

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? ll:}/

Signed M Dated _/ f)/// Q// L OO

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

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.

ot
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Introduction ; L IR '?
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Optlons is-available at www, selbv gov. uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaste[ ‘and:all libraries in thes
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the: guestions below are accompanied -

by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish

to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
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

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

» 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 JMm.m Cray Name
Organisation |eame Sarmiv P c.| Organisation
Address Wed ™ Llepsc Address
WEW LBMFE

Ao v SAemon

Postcode L5245 7K Postcode
Tel ARy | T

Fax Fax
Email | AR Ema
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.

1£S




[X

D

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 theayerall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table ‘r’?‘No

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

AT TH R

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

ET THEN

®

Please explain why in each case.
we Péee cATTor 1S CoadDEXED V2

Pa SATISFRSTOAY

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

)3 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 Hiils Lane

(3) Site B ~ West of Wistow Road

(& Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(87 Site D — Olympia Mills

(4 Site E — Baffam Lane

() Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

'hy other comments?
s5mATesle AlOA G APS

DEVELe I ED
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Managing Houwsing Supply (see para 3.42 - 3.45) -

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should onty be allowed in the Princrpai Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres {Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? if not

please explain why

VEs




[ Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

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

/£5

7)6 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
| commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? if not please explain why

J£3

El

"Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.12)

C'7 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) d Site H — Burn Airfieid [
| Have you any other suggestions?

mployment Land (see para 4.13)

QB8 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
if there is no realistic prospect of employment
Disagree)

development coming forward.’
B - ‘Existing emplioyment premises-& d be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’ (4 Disagree)
C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing small/mediung sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.’ isagree)

D - ‘New housing devi||iment should be balanced with an appropriate level 6T hew business

development.’ pYDisagree)
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?

fo - Spowp (Be Lower

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 - 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

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)

NNSK

N

‘ 10 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development.
lease indicate your prioritias for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that

Green-Infrastructure -

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

g P €. Sopoos3 THE ConvccPT




"Housing Mix {see para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

 Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6:17—-6.15)

Gypsies and Travellers

(113 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and traveliers, do you agree or disagree with
the followiresptions (please mark your choice):

(Agreq(Disagreey Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
\gre Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary

) Villages.
(AgreeQDisagreej Option C - Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do ge or disagree with the foliowing options:
(Agree/lfisagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.
(Agree Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
e choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
(AgregDisagree) 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
shcwpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

isagree) Option B ~ In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,

(A I@Q Option A — In or ciose to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in EImet?
éree)l)
and A64)7

Iy



"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)

Natlftcatlon

' Pl=ase tick the boxes below if you would hke to be informed when

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

" examiration? @’

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Otise Crenn Dated { 1=/ 2 2wo &

e any guestions or need some further information please contact the
| Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to Idi@selby.gov.uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Seiby District Council, Civic
- Centre, Portholme Road, Seiby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs {5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.




i

¥ | OCAL

Selby District Core Strategy

Yl DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK

Questionnaire and Comments Form

. DG ofcey

for Consuiltation on Further-Optigns |

Uk D2 e |

i
DISTRICT COUNCIL ; 7 '
Moving forward with purpose - November 2008 ?‘“'f s = '::-‘«.1 h; DY NG - g g e ik
i (ee a.
i [ IRyIrS :
! PO B {
: ;
Introduction LA REUEN D e REPLy

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ js availabigatiwww,. selby. govalk,

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.

from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all librarigs i the” "

‘ow to make comments:
» Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the

address on the last page; or

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

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

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name BianPed Fosoad] Name e
Organisation | K&t ngron R | Organisation
Address z Noeth lveg Address

ors=trAl

s | M

Postcode wég U Postcode
Tel ) Tel

Fax ) Fax
Email Wmail
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.

Pr: Uo(Laf, m-n.yfm.za,ol&-:r;a.a
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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 Yes/No
v

b} In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less
M ere
¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less

M oore
0o

Please explain why in each case.

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

Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following optlons for 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

(s) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(%) Site D — Olympia Mills

(@) Site E — Baffam Lane

(1) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

"y other comments?

| Managing Housing Supply. (see para.3.42 — 345} .

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

| please explain why




-

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.

e,

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

A 2

e

Economy

| Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3—4.12)

Q)7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most

aspropriate location? Ei/
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H — Burn Airfield [
Have vou any other suggestions?

!nployment Land (see para 4.13)

Q38 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/Disagreer—

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?

oz

Systainable Communities (see para 6.7 - 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

10 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

vou consider to be important.

V1 adband
_ Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure

}ducation

Green infrastructure
Health

ublic Realm

Il and Bus infrastructure

Recreation open space
Recycling
Road infrastructure
Other (please specify)

~

Green infrastructure - el

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

© Y ryvgs ngv:r Setflemo tr,
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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

(ot F~
(ypsies/Travellers and Show Pecple (see para 6.11-6.15)

(Gvpsies 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.

i?greelDieag:ﬁee) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.

(agres/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 ailow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

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

pitches plus individual pitches.
o

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?
(AgeesiBisagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)?




w

m

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

[2 o010 )(o\,/w‘kf éc—ww.d,/% fratd Ao
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Notification LN .

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

e The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for indepandent
0 examination?

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

« The Core Strategy has been adopted? D/

Dated _/7/12/C ¥

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

Please relurn this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
‘Centre, Porthoime Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs {(5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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[ introduction oo H T
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’is available.at www:selby:gov.uk;’
irom ‘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. Shouid you wish
io 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
welcorne to add further comments reievant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

@)ov 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.gov.uk - follow the link from the Councif’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 S C Buacek Name
Qrganisation Organisation
Address 7 Houltoew Cnnss [ Address
MeDLoms PARLW
SELRY

NorTH '\/f:;QbCS HIRE

Postcode Yoy HUR Postcode
Tel eenlilglp T

Fax Fax
Emal SNSRI Eai
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.

Llje.-'ss .
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overricing
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

z) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing 2s indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Y@eild  No.

h) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Lass~

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

®

Please explain why in each case.

Courrent overlourden ore prirmcny rac'.l'.}—}es and romd hrenSport

retuest N He Setbtj areo. ord the laclke of Pork'.nﬂ FacilikNes at amenibes
armd Soperrrosiets.

| Strategic Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)
(A3 Fiease tell us whether vou agree or disagree with the following options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, & = iowest)

(£) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(s) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Otympia Mills

(3) Site £ — Baffam Lane

(4 Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

')ny other comments?
s Lome Sitke Loould Trvolve He constructhen ofF acasss reads

The Cross H
IE%s a Unown OGNS pProven. f‘looc{ plaine a~d uerer'mme,

S @ LOr?d.ge
cle\el_%:)ment wovld Srudve a e and 5?5{:\c..cerr\ent bt a lets OF

LAlAthe , Prircipally loild fout / birSs .

-Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42-3.45) . . .. .. . . S
Q)4 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 Viliages? If not

| please explain why

w?th the aeel‘fcatﬁm G‘F adve Alligence Sn rebeecf’ f:sg' the ’CronsPort
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[ZAffordable Housing (see para 3 46 — 3.59)

Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds propesed for affordable housing™ | not please
. 2xplain why.

Hes.

_QG 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

Yes

o

' Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3~ 4.12)

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

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

A Qe-éevebfament o the CleSing Qj:é Site and the a5 Bocrmn sike.
B. Dockk area.

g'mployment Land (see para 4.13)

C18 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.

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

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

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

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

development.” (Agree/Disagree}

Arny other comments?




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1-5.5)

Q89 Do you agree that approximaiely 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewabie or

low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

Jes.

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1~ 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

10 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development.
lease Indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. Please lick those that

you consider to be important.

[11] Broadband

G | Community Facilities

1o | Cycle and walking infrastructure
15 | Education

-
g | Green infrastructure
v | Health
% | Public Realm
12 | Rall and Bus infrastructure
v | 2 | Recreation open space
7 | Recycling
v | 1| Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

Green Infrastructure s - - S

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




o .

| 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) ##s/No

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

Sypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6. 11-6.15)

Sypsies and Traveliers

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

ihe following options (please mark your choice):

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

‘kpaelDisagree) Opticn B — {\I/f:e”w sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
ilages.

(AgreeZhsggree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

(Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

(#%gee/Disagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.

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

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

h' 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:

«Aegee/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Basfigree) Option B — in close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M&2, A1,
and A64)?

_\__}
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
avidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’

website: (please add extra sheets)

‘Notification ]

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

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

P examination?

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

e The Core Strategy has been adopted? E/

[

Signed ‘ ‘ Dated l'-!-Dec, 2008

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Seiby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.




Questionnaire and Comments Form

S E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy W ?ﬁ@gggw

R for Consultation on Further Options Office use{ [ .
BISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd )2(V1|C
\Movmg forward with purpose November 2008 ID No L\Jg

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

rom ‘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

10 be sent a hard copy of the consuitation 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.

o 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.qov.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. GR2ZCowe Name
Organisation Organisation
Address Wotd> wmena | Address CENTRAL SERVIOES
(ﬁ__‘é“s‘\’.i Ly D=
2. ‘ -
= 22 DEC 2008
[ W S e
., N - or2e S i CECENED
| Postcode 1oz & Postcode
Tel R | T
FFax Fax
 Email Emall
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.

\.hé S
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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 Yes/ARD

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

N CO N
o

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 (piease number in preference order 1= highest, & = lowest)

(%) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

() Site B — West of Wistow Road

(<) Site C —~ Bondgate/Monk Lane

() Site D — Olympia Mills

{¢) Site E — Baffam Lane

(s) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

.lny other comments?

" Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

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

 please explain why




[ 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.

E®

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

'flé =

' 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
epprepriate location?

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) %4 Site H — Burn Airfield U
' Have you any other suggestions?

urhete oleadyy P wse o O i e, ot g ol
Necans to be wwp¥ {’W C\L_C)huLU’UJ&L ube

!’n?bloyment Land (see para 4.13)

Q)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.’ (Azgee/Disagree)

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

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

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

Any other comments?




[Climate Change Issues (see pars 51— 5.9)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major davelopment
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or

 low carbon supplies?_If nof, should the percentage be higher or lower?

HES

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1~ 6.5)

'nfrastructure Provision

‘IIM 0 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

vou consider to be important.

Broadband

Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure

v | Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Vv | Recycling

v Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

Green Infrastructure - - T

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

N T fa@d" 19
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9 —6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

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

Gypsies and Travellers
Q13 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
the following options (please mark your choice):
(Agree/Bisagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
}greelDisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.
(/xgree/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

C))UJ M L-‘s OJI‘DCAL_F\(; .
{fn'cLﬂ o> Hee wudlh v’-.v(] R
_ u

The. sfe o
[V Aum ke, lorice .
( { . . | | | _‘
Brean At G - =l Vi Q@ Mealt Vaz e

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.

(AgreefDisagree) 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

P pitches plus individual pitches.

Travelling Showpeople
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeopie. 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 Elmet?
(Agree/Disagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?
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“Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
ayvidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add extra sheets)

.

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
P 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?

N If yoha y questions or need some further information please contact the

Loca! Development Framework Team on 01757 282083 or by email to ldi@selby.gov.uk.

Please 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.




+

~

T LOCAL

{ B Yo DEVELOPMENT

S E L B Selby District Core Strategy EEAMEWORK
| il Questionnaire and Comments Form
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November 2008 o

Introduction

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
‘rom '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
{o be sent a hard copy of the consuitation 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

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

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

« Please provide your contact details below. We do nof accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
 Name e Ye N rews Name o
Organisation Organisation CENTRAL SERVICES |
Address Address |
L0 1 N f\':,-\—n Ll 77 DEC 1008 :
o T Ly W e {
P | RECEWVED ]

') - 7'7(‘/" ' {
. ‘L"L -

Iy e 4

| Postcode M ¢ T uil Postcode
Tel Tel
Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

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

€1 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 Yes/Ng:

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 Elmet? More/Less

Please explain why in each case.

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

Q3 Flease 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

() Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

( ) Site D — Olympia Mills

( ) Site E — Baffam Lane

() Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhili Lane

"ny other comments?

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 345}

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
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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.

i
i /"

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

2 ..
.D i LA

[ 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
appropriaie location? P

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

b'nployment Land.(see para 4.13)

Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the followmg 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.” (AgreetDisagree)

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

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

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

Any other comments?

- — a A \\< A
PR S G N S L b UL AL
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"Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1—5.5)

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

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 —6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

10 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development.
Piease indicate your priorittes for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that

vou consider to be important.

| Broadband

< | Community Facilities

, ¢| Cycle and walking infrastructure
3| Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

1 Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space

| Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

RN

~
L E| g

Creen.infrastructure ... .

G111 Do you hava any views on opportunities fo enhance or create Green Infrastructure?
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 Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)
Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

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

Gypsies and Travellers

(213 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.

‘b\greelajsaagfee) Option B — l\\l/gnw sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
ilages.

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

r" ¢

. e - e T TV R
AR T e vt - oo [

G114 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
0 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/Disagtée) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Disagrae) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and Ac4)?




ey

[ 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’
-'webssite: (please add extra sheets)

o

MNotification - .

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

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

signed _ Dated \ % - s = ol

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

Plaase return this form to the LDF Team, Deveiopment 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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Moving forward with purpose 1D No I:\‘O

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-iine, 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 |.DF 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.

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

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

« Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2003.

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

’ ow to make comments:

| a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
| Name Gtlr. @M Heanes | Name
Organisation | Buwew fgesu ceened Qrganisation - ,Tﬁ_:l,“;;";;g_,.,r.ég,
Address B i Faom | ADAress
Dot v 11 DE[ ZBGB i
P SELRY i
RECEIVED |

Pﬁ

Postcode O B Postcode

Tel Tel
Fax Fax

E:mail U R, 2

Housing

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

Q11 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.

ViTS
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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 Yes/d&

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

MO oM AT

¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less
WY can NEATT

®

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

(7) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(3) Site C - Bondgate/Monk Lane

(j) Site D — Olympia Mills

(¢) Site E — Baffam Lane

(s) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Managing-Housing:Supply (see para 3.42=345) - .. - -

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed m the Prihcipal ATown (ASeItv)y); |
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not

please explain why




Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

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

_expiain why.

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

JES

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 I1s the most

appropriate location? I]Z/
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H — Burn Airfield [
_Have you any other suggestions?

LAND AT ECCEeA s d AWEHR SRS Tuve £ ITER.

- e L o N ek E
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lDEp!oymerrt Land (see para 4.13)

Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the foliowing 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 markei 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/Disagtee)
D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business

development.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?
BsACZEE wiTH BuiconvE HOUBES 0N LEUD RENEECY 3Es

Ol P NDUSTREY AND P POV Dt (TN O R TT —E S PEaiee O S SCH s PSR

TR SHNO T eUID e SSER USEDR T CRERIE EN P R
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Climate Change Issues {see para 51— 5.5)

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced frem 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

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

[ 1 Broadband

Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
./| Recreation open space
Recycling

;/f Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

~ @
l

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 small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/®

or Milny < crw TEHAR AEERS v EpE SR O R T O ret

b) More housing shouid be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/to
Melihiy IV R Rl WERS Fel pLPER PPEUTLE T FRA TS

Fiv D wive MEE MORE =TT W TRER G 8y

Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.117 ~ 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.
\gree/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
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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.

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

(AgreeiDisagree) 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, shoutd an area of search be:

(Agwree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherbumn in Elmet?
(Agree/Biszgree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?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 availabie on the Councils’
website: (please add extra sheets)
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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
0 examination? [~

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

« The Core Strategy has been adopted? ;,”

Signed Dated /¥~ /2-U%

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 282063 or by email to |df@selby.gov.uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YOB 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

t> be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the

cletails 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.

P to make comments:

« Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the iast page; or

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

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

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

—é) Personal details ~ a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Qir Hrs & . wuwa3Name
| Organisation [ ew mrisa (e o< Organisation
Address - ., Address S
Sl Do i
) : CENTRAL SEEVICES |
WIST AaR= %
Dty 2 P
N 27 DEC 008 |
.' A %
Postcode YOS T Postcode
Tel AR Tel
 Fax Fax
Email Emall

Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.7 — 3.37)

Q1 Do you agree with the Councit'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
disiribution Tabie 17 Yes/Ne

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

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

Please explain why in each case.

| Strategic Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3 32- 3.41)

QA3 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 4

) Site B — West of Wistow Road >

) Site C —~ Bondgate/Monk Lane >

) Site D — Olympia Mills  {

) Site E — Baffam Lane >

) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane ¢

.Pny other comments?

' IManaging Housing Supply (sce para 342 — 3.45)

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

| please explain why

w”’,
b
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| Affordable Housing (see para 346 - 3. 59)

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

Q86 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
sommuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not please explain why

L Ey
/

-

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) Gl Site H — Burn Airfield [
| Have you any other suggestions?

‘F:})U\CL) \i.ﬂf E oA [N [T A S TA ST AT Ar AN
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)
!Emp!oymenf Land (see para 4.13)

Q)8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

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

- ‘Existing employment premnses should be protected from redevelopment where there is
gvidence 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
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

A ;S

K

~

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1-6.8}

Infrastructure Provision

10 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

vou 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}
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| 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 small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/Ne

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

 Gypsies/Travellers and Show Peoplée (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.

‘.greelDisag&ee) Option B - {xl/ew sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
illages.

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

o 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:

(hgree/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 AB4)?




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

Motification :

Pleass 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
Q 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? —

Signedm Dated /5/ ’d-,/c*-s

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 2920863 or by email to |df@selby.qov.uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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16" December 2008

Terry Hesleton
Principal Planner
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Porthoime Road
SELBY

YO8 4SB

Dear Terry

Re —-Sel 1, Leeds Road, Selby

W-A-HARE & SON LIMITED

BUILDING CONTRACTORS
JOINERY MANUFACTURERS

94 MAIN STREET »KELFIELD »YORK YO19 6RG
TELEPHONE. SELBY (01757) 248188
FAX: SELBY (01757) 248999
Email’ accounts@wahare.com

www.wahare.com

I note an alternative access route has been suggested in your consultation document.
This route would give an unnecessarily large piece of development which is not needed
by your own assessment of the availability of development land and it would therefore

cause unnecessary environmental harm to the area.

it also flies in the face of the conclusion reached by The Planning inspector who spent a
long time considering all the options and conciuded that the route should go through the
access which has already been built, i.e. through Meadway.

You have already been given a copy of the updated land registry plan which shows the
boundary allows the road to be extended. It has been returned to its original position,
after the attempts by Mr Bryston to re-position the boundary have failed.

Yours sincerely

Nicholas Hare
Managing Director
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Charman NW. Hare ¢ Managing Director J N W Hare B Sc. (Hons} » Director: J M Hare = Company Secretary, A E, Hare BA
Company Registered in England No 782052 » Registered Cffice 94 Mamn Street » Ketheld » York YO19 BRG « VA T Registrabion No, GB 181 3231 80
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g E E B Y Selby District Core Strategy
Questionnaire and Comments Form _

P O T

] for Consultation on Further Optlons i TomeE u'fs,“e %
PSTRICT cc UNC R Y S &

. RF’ November 2008 ka2 2 |69
Aoving forward wiln purpose ; L ) 1D NO [} }
[introduction ‘ —‘31 ‘E»"Zi‘uu:p ' \,':, ﬂ

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options s available 'at wiww.selby.gov uk ™

from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you

details on the last page.

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

District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
i0 be sent a hard copy of the consuitation document please contact the LDF Team, using the

The Council is particularly looking for comments on the following questions. You are

wish

“ow 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

page of the website.
o Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.

o Fillin online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front

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

:a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Me A Livsey Name
Organisation Organisation
Address (i HOLDEN (¥Roens Address
SELGA

o

 Postcode Mog HR Postcode
Tel GERmEEnE o
Fax | Fax
| Email | Email
Housing

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

with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.

Q1 Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree

\les




Coey

-

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

2) Do you agree with the averall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 1@3/:«:

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster?@{ess
¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet@ess

Please explzin why in each case.

| Strategic Housing Sites at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.41)
Q3 Piease tell us whether vou agree or disagree with the foilowing options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

( ) Site A — Cross Hills Lane &

( ) Site B — West of Wistow Road 2

( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane '[

( ) Siie D — Olympia Mills 2

{ ) Site E — Baffam Lane i

( ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane S

']ny other comments?

| Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 = 3.45)

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

please explain why
Ves




v

| 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.
V&5

(26 In order to help meet the nead for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed triresholds? If not please explain why

He

ED

Eiconomy

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) B’ Site H — Burn Airfield [
| Have you any other suggestions ?

.mployment Land (see para 4.13)

C'8 Plzase 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.shauld be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” {Agree/Disagree)

C - ‘For new business developme e focus should be on securing small/medium.sized

business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations .’ (@rrgelbisagree)

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

Ary other comments?
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| Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1-55)

QS8 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?

\j\‘t 5"3\’5 i

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 - 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

‘310 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new devetopment.
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)

<
~

Y

e K 1NC

" Green Infrastructire -

Q11 Do you have any views on opportumt]es He) enhance or create Green Infrastructure'?




| Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

(212 Do you consider that

or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family housea@\l

z) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing)@lNo

Gypsies/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 optens (please mark your choice):
(Agreé Optron A — New sites should be spread across the District.
‘}grelsagree ption B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary

Villages.
(Agree@ Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14.R0 you agree or disagree with the following options:

greej,Dzsagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and

— twelve pitches.

_4\) p
(Agree@) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.

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

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

—T B
{(Agr elg:;W) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
@we agree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,

and A64)7

)
s
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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 sheets)

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
0 examination?

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? B/

Signedmm Dated Z}{j@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 [di@selby.gov.uk.

Please return this form.to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Porthoime Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Your ref: Transport & Land Use Strategy — Special Projects
Highways and Transportation

Our ref: County Hall, Northallerton
North Yorkshire DL7 8AH

Contact: Martin Parker Tel: 01609 532925

Fax: 01609 779838
E-mail: martin.parker@northyorks.gov.uk
www. northyorks.gov.uk

23 December 2008

Dear Sir,

Core Strategy Development Plan Document
Further Options Report — Consultation Response

Further to your recent consultation on the above document, the County Council as Highway
Authority, would like to provide the following comments in response to:-

Question 3 — the Highway Authorities preferences for Strategic Housing Development Sites
within the Selby are:-

Site A — Cross Hills Lane 1
This site, if accessed from the A1238, has good connectivity to the highway network and does
not present any major issues in terms of network capacity,

Site B — West of Wistow Road (5)

This site would be accessed from Wistow Road which, based on local knowledge, does not have
the capacity to accommodate a development of this scale and due to physical constraints on the
ground we feel suitable mitigation measures are not available to alleviate the additional impact on
the network. The County Council would therefore not support the inclusion of this site as a
Strategic Housing allocation.

Site C — Bondgate / Monk Lane (9]
As site B,
Site D — Olympia Mills (2)

This site is the subject of ongoing discussions with the County Council and as such, issues
relating to access / capacity have already been investigated and possible solutions / mitigation
measures outlined. As with Site (A), this site has good connectivity to the highway network and
does not present any major issues in terms of network capacity.

Site E — Baffam Lane (3)
This site has good connectivity to the highway network and does not appear to present any major
1ssues in terms of network capacity.

Site F — Foxhill Lane / Brackenhill Lane  (4)

This site has good connectivity to the highway network and does not appear to present any major
1ssues in terms of network capacity. However, it is noted from the document that access would be

CORE STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT - selby/1
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via Foxhill Lane which is not suitable for this scale of development, therefore, considerable
infrastructure investment would be required to facilitate the delivery of this site.

The above comments are based on ‘local knowledge’ of the proposed sites and prior to providing
detailed comments on the feasibility of each individual site, the Highway Authority, would
require further analysis of the sites in terms of network capacity. We would propose the testing of
the individual sites using the ‘Selby Traffic Model’, the results of this exercise would then be
used to inform further testing of specific combinations of sites if required.

Question 7 — the Highway Authorities preferences for Strategic Employment Sites within the
Selby are:-

Site G — Olympia Park (1)
Site H — Bum Airfield (2)

Question 10 — our prionties as Highway Authority, in line with those set out in the Local
Transport Plan, are:-

Cycle and walking infrastructure
Rail and bus infrastructure
Road infrastructure

The above priorities represent those of the County Council as Highway Authority and may differ
from other directorates / departments within the County Council.

With regard to the other questions contained within the ‘Core Strategy Development Plan
Document’ we feel that they do not relate to highways issues and therefore have not provided any
comments.

Yours sincerely

Martin Parker
Special Projects Engineer

FAO  Terry Hesllon
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
YO8 45B

CORE STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT - selby/2
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" B BRI LOCAL
S E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy | S DEveOneT
| « b L Questionnaire and Comments Form
S for Consultation on Further Options Office use _
YISTRICT COUNCIL November 2008 Ade;?fo/ O‘"]
Weving forward with purpese ID No (. ?_S

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 refate 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 locking for comments on the following questions. You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core Strategy Further Options.

ol-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

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.

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

"a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name DINNE Name
Organisation | tecom a3s(d&7 4 | Organisation T el e
Address FlEM3soF S D Address
EorISLCTITION g
PaET

(ARG CRET

FAMARLSTEW T
&2y - el

Postcode VoR | TR v Postcode
Tel O | C

 Fax os abos 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 Beanng in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

2) Do you 2gree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Yes/No

]\lc, My Jom Fn,.-v;mf \,/E,L_Lﬁ-éq?g

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

/ Ess

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

?-)4;.(2 E ’

Please explain why in each case. Gmoue B B
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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

(2) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

{ ) Site D ~ Olympia Mills

{4) Site E — Baffam Lane

(S} Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

"ny other comments? Mias A TEIS ShHov! N
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WManaging Housing Supply (see para 3.42 = 3 45)

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

No
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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
axplain why.
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Q6 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
~ommuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? if not please explain why

YéS

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?

L Asy YRS W coony BT -PAsS

“.nployment 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)

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

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

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

development.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments? _
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Clirnate Change Issues (see para 5.1-55) .

Q19 Do vou agree that approximately 10% of the energy requirements of major deveiopment
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised renewable or

low carbor supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

Yo

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 - 6.8)

 Infrastructure Provisfon

"Q’EO 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

/| S | Public Realm

- | ¢ | Rail and Bus infrastructure

+ | « | Recreation open space
Recycling

v 2 | Road infrastructure
Other (please specify)

Green Infrastructure e

Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities o 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 housingo

or \
b} More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes@
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Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11 - 6.15)

(Gypsies and Travellers

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

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

0 Villages.

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

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Disagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M&2, A1,
and Ab4)?
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy inciuding the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add exira sheets)
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Notification :

Plazse tick the boxes below if you would like to be informed whan

« 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? &

ESlgnedLi.; @i M8 e 7P MATRE Mred Mridl Dated 18 fZ/D\'f

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

Please 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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Delivering the UK's wind, wave and tidal energy

Renewable Energy House

Terry Heselton 1 Aztec Row, Berners Road

Principle Planner London, N1 0PW, UK
Selby District Council
Civic Centre T +44 (0)20 7689 1960
Portholme Road e e F +44 (0)20 7689 1969
R o 7 LSS T S “'T‘ﬂ? ! A
Selby auuwwcgé’l:’é(( MISTRICT COUNCE 1 w\f;)@gwea.com
r ; w o PR w.bwea.com
North Yorkshire | BEANMING | e
YO8/ 4SB i o e s T T
08 4S5 %ﬂm— r
k _ T AR 0% i
| L5 N 75 181 -E
2 ey 3
: AuTE )ECEWVED Lag 1 RERL
LRy OATE gemma@bwea.com
1 2 LOGGED
i

]
(= i 8 T

R www. bwea.com

E— NS
e T T

!
;
1

13™ December 2008

Dear Mr Heselton,

RE: Selby District Council - Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

BWEA welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Council’s Core

Strategy Further Options Document and provides this submission on behaif of the
UK wind energy industry.

BWEA was established in 1978 and is the representative body for companies active
in the UK wind, wave and tidal energy market. Its membership has grown rapidly
over recent years and now stands at over 450 companies.

The UK has a rich variety of renewable energy resource, including 40% Eurcpe’s
wind resource. This resource will need to be utilized if the UK is to deliver its share
of Europe’s 20% renewable energy target by 2020. Given the UK's low base-line
levels of renewable heat, the majority of this target will need to be met through
onshore wind. It is therefore important to support and encourage the growth of

the sector if the UK is to meet its national and European renewable energy and
carbon reduction targets.

In representing the wind industry, BWEA is in a unique position to comment on the
circumstances which affect the future growth and development of the sector. BWEA
would be pleased to clarify any issues raised and offer any further information
which may be required.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Further Options
Document. If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Gemma Gr
Planning Advisor
BWEA

020 7689 1936

Registered Office as above
Registered in England No, 1874667 VAT 432958530 GB
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Selby bistrict Council ~ Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options -
Comments from BWEA

BWEA welcomes the preparation of the Council’'s Local Development Framework
(LDF) and wishes to emphasise the important contribution that the Council’'s
policies can make in contributing to both the national and regional targets for
renewable energy generation. BWEA strongly recommend that the Council
introduce specific policies designed to deliver greater production of renewable
energy and increased levels of energy efficiency, in order to minimise the impacts
of climate change.

Please see the following specific comments regarding the Further Options
Document,

Environment / Natural Resources / Climate Change

paragraph 5.1 states that: ‘It is intended that the environment policies are
consistent with the principles established in regional policy and national guidance
including Planning Policy Statements on Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
(PPS 7), Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (PPS 9), Planning and the
Historic Environment (PPG15) and Greenbelts (PPG2)’. If this policy area also
intends to address natural resource and climate change issues, as indicated in the
chapter title, it is imperative that Planning Policy Statements on Renewable Energy
(PPS22) and Climate Change (Annex to PPS1) are also included for detailed
consideration in the development of the Council’s policies. BWEA provides further
guidance on minimising environmental impact below.

BWEA welcomes the Council’s intention to develop policies on energy conservation
and renewable energy and that other Core Strategy policies will support renewable
energy projects within the District, including the introduction of Merton-style,
prescriptive policy requiring developments to incorporate on-site renewable energy
generation. BWEA provides further guidance on renewable energy policies below.

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

Yes, BWEA 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, and encourages the Council to be
more ambitious in its objectives. Please see further comment on achieving Low
and Zero Carbon Developments, below.

Minimising Environmental Impact

BWEA strongly recommend that the Council avoid using generic phrases which
simply seek to encourage the use of energy efficiency, renewable energy and the
minimisation and management of waste and pollution, for example, as such
phrases lack the detail and commitment necessary to ensure that such aspirations
are achieved. BWEA therefore strongly recommend the inciusion of an
overarching climate change policy within the Core Strategy document, addressing
the above issues, and the inciusion of discrete, proactive policies on energy
efficiency, renewable energy, sustainable design and construction, within the
Development Control Development Plan Document, in order to provide detailed
policy direction on each issue and to ensure that such environmental measures are

delivered.

Renewable Energy Policy

The LDF should include a robust criteria based policy that will be used to assess all
applications for renewable energy developments. It is important that the Plan
presents a positive, objective and robust approach to renewable energy for the
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wider and local benefit. As such, BWEA recommend that the Council include
specific development control policy on renewable energy, focusing on the key
criteria that will be used to judge applications, and providing direct reference to
PPS22. More detailed issues may be appropriate to supplementary planning
documents, and guidance on these issues can be found in the Companion Guide to
PPS22.

Planning Policy Statement 22 states that local development documents should
contain policies designed to promote and encourage, rather than restrict, the
development of renewable energy resources. BWEA therefore recommend that
policies designed to safeguard the character and setting of listed buildings,
conservation areas and greenbelt, for example, have regard to the positive
contribution that renewable energy can play in reducing the Council’s overall CO2
emissions and in mitigating against the environmentally damaging effects of
climate change.

Landscape and nature conservation designations should not be used in themselves
to refuse planning permission for renewable energy developments., Planning
applications for renewable energy developments in such areas should be assessed
against criteria based policies set out in local development documents, including
any criteria that are specific to the type of area concerned. Local authorities
should ensure that any local approach to protecting landscape and townscape is
consistent with PPS22 and does not preclude the supply of any type of renewable
energy other than in the most exceptional circumstances,

Planning authorities should not make assumptions about the technical and
commercial feasibility of renewable energy projects (e.g. identifying generalised
locations for development based on mean wind speeds). Technological change can
mean that sites currently excluded as locations for particular types of renewable
energy development may in future be suitable.  Simi8larly, local planning
authorities should not require applicants for energy development to demonstrate
either the overall need for renewable energy and its distribution, nor question the
energy justification for why a proposal for such development must be sited in a
particular location.

All information requested of applicants should be proportionate to the scale of the
proposed development, its likely impact on and vulnerability to climate change,
and be consistent with that needed to demonstrate conformity with the
development plan and the Climate Change Supplement to PPS1. Specific and
standalone assessments of new development should not be required where the
requisite information can be made available to the planning authority through
other submitted documents - for example, as part of a Design and Access
Statement, or Environmental Impact Assessment.

An applicant for planning permission to develop a proposal that will contribute to
the delivery of the Key Planning Objectives set out in the Climate Change
Supplement to PPS1 should expect expeditious and sympathetic handling of the
planning application.

Practical guidance and support for the implementation of the policies in the
Climate Change Supplement to PPS1 can be found in its companion guide.

Low and Zero Carbon Developments

The planning system needs to support the delivery of the timetable for reducing
carbon emissions from domestic and non-domestic buildings, and local planning
authorities are expected to actively encourage smaller scale renewable energy
schemes through positively expressed policies in local development documents, as
stated in PPS22. Alongside criteria-based policy developed in fine with PP522, the
Climate Change Supplement to PPS1 recommends that local authorities consider
identifying suitable areas for renewable and low-carbon energy sources, and

X\
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supporting infrastructure, where this would help secure the their development.

BWEA emphasises the contribution that small renewable systems can make, and
strongly urges the Council to implement a policy for the mandatory requirement of
onsite renewables, as requested by Yvette Cooper, the Minister for Housing and
Planning, on the 8th of June 20061, Such a policy would require onsite renewables
to provide electricity for at least 10% of all new buildings’ needs (including
refurbishments), in addition to stringent energy efficiency/building performance
requirements. Recent research by the Department for Communities and Local
Government found that around a third of Local Authorities surveyed are introducing
such polices within Development Plans?. Following this research the Government
has urged all Council’s to include such policies in their Local Plans®.

The following wording is highlighted as an example:

‘All non-residential or mixed use developments (new build, conversion, or
renovation) above a threshold of 1,000m? will be expected to provide at
least 10% of their energy requirements from onsite renewable energy
generation.

All residential developments (new build, conversion, or renovation) of 10 or
more units will be expected to provide at jeast 10% of their energy
requirements from onsite renewable energy generation.’

Wwhile building regulations will be strengthened over the next decade, BWEA
recommend the inclusion of a discrete policy on sustainable design and
construction methods, and the introduction of minimum efficiency standards for
extensions, change of use conversions, and refurbishments / listed building
restorations. Such a policy would help ensure increases in energy efficiency within
the existing building stock, as well as in new build development. BWEA
recornmend looking at the Renewable Energy Toolkit for planners, developers and
consultants, developed by the London Energy Partnership for further guidance“.

In accordance with the Climate Change Supplement to PPS1, planning authorities
should have an evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and potential
for renewable and low-carbon technologies, including microgeneration, to supply
new development in their area. Drawing from this evidence-base, local authorities
should:

1. Set out a target percentage of the energy to be used in new development
to come from decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy sources,
where it is viable. The target shouid avoid prescription on technologies and
be flexible in how carbon savings from local energy supplies are to be
secured,

2. Where there are particular and demonstrable opportunities for greater use
of decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy than the target
percentage, bring forward development area22 or site-specific targets to
secure this potential; and, in bringing forward targets,

3. Set out the type and size of development to which the target will be
applied; and

4. Ensure there is a clear rationale for the target and it is properly tested.

! http: //www.themertonryle.ora/

2 httD://www.communities.qov.uk/index.aso?id= 1500549

3 httD://www.communities.aov.uk/lndex.asp?id= 10028828PresshoticelD=2167

4 h‘cto://www.london.qov.uk!mavorlenwronrnent/enemv/docs/renewables toolkit. pdf
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In addition, BWEA recommend that the development plan provide a brief outline of
the different renewable energy generation technologies, and equally encourage and
promote all forms of renewable energy (solar, biomass, wind, geothermal, hydro
etc). The potential for an Energy Services Company and site-wide CHP should also
be considered for inclusion.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on these documents. BWEA
looks forward to future opportunities to participate in this consultation. If you have
any queries please do not hesitate to contact BWEA.



