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The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is ava:lable at Www, selbygoviiK ™
from ‘Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

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

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

address on the last page; or
e 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 Dy, GR.WooLLEY Name

Organisation | .. &6 Yo 4 Senvy. | Organisation

Address IWoodsteck  House Address

Chuntih Streer

Barkstorm Bk

‘. Tadeasber:

Postcode LS 24 4ry Postcode
Tel Tel

Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

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

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

No —~ Sec finst pese fw veasra




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

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

e ;T Swppnovied 5-1 tmnenerand  dogolop menk

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less
st . Gawenty  Dalldiy o Fuovw g Migae.
Mmoe  wwald Aiam  RAT fac g Wl Lot T ladrv Lcedf_

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

(w) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(¢) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(5) Site D — Olympia Mills

(1) Site E — Baffam Lane

(1) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments? Prforc  clebomiied on hasis oF (o) Fona res b

anid (B Aed F,,,, "‘.?“‘""““‘" w:fyql-nul’-.rv V\:--Pfum.

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 = 3.45)

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

q‘“""“ﬂ ayres t however "“"ﬂ'\‘h‘* Showma de qlv;n “. pfuvdh-',

{ Srrokid lUH- sonY kl—-tu’ [ Yta&..dw Vv‘nlﬂas.

Y?.
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3 59)

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

&,-u

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

Diiﬁim. Treva  wnld e vetentmot  ts  bha povin A4 v decdtonemenr

‘, s Pz *M{l\lﬁld - ffd-‘-ﬁu-, M‘,Cf

' Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3—4.12)

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

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

Site H — Burn Airfield [J

Subjeck & Salafroney I

bnployment 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 i1s undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ (Agree/Disagfee)

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/Disagfee)

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

Any other comments?
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Climate Change Issues (seec 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?

R&A‘uw At rnddi § hamld Bl e gl ,

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 tha
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)

@

-GGreen Infrastructiure -

Q11 Do you have any views on opportunmes to enhance or create Green lnfrastructure'?
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4

Housing Mix {(see para 6.8—6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) }e’s:’No

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

' 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):

(AgﬁélDisagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
wreelesﬁgree) Option B — New sites should be iocated in or close to the towns and primary

Villages.
(Agree/Disﬁ,’ﬁee) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

(AgreelDisag‘(e'e) 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: '

(Agr&@/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)?




A,

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 Ilke to be mformed when

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

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

« The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Signed A Dated / Decumre Lt

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.

Piease return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Coundil, Cl’wc
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 48B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Selby District Council - Core Strategy Questionnaire and Comments.

QUESTION 1

The definition of Primary Villages amounts to a succinct guide to sustainable viliages in so far that
they are considered to be sustainable as far as basic services, in their own rights. However, the
definition has no regard for settlements, often Secondary Villages that provide through routes to
those Primary Villages. Such a village is Barkston Ash and to a lesser extent Saxton.

Transport problems in Barkston Ash were acknowledged by the Planning Inspector in his Report on
the Triesse Public Inquiry in August 2003. Paragraph 73, page 17 of his report and recommendation

to the Secretary of State says "There are no HGV movements via Barkston Ash, as there is a 7.5

tonne weight limit. However, this is the most direct route to the Al and therefore the present traffic
Slow of 1500 vehicles per day is likely to increase by some 258 (a 17% increase). The road through
Barkston is narrow and winding and often obstructed by parked vehicles. There are working farms

in the village and the movement of larger farm vehicles and of service vehicles can cause ,
congestion. As part of the proposal, a village gateway would be created which should have the .
effect of slowing down traffic on the approach from Church Fenton. Having regard to this, and to

the scale of the present iraffic flow, the predicted additional traffic would in my view not be so

great as 1o give rise to unacceptable problems of highway safety or congestion”,

In fact the village gateway, comprising a section of red macadam with the fogure 30 on it has had
no affect whatsoever! It has not reduced the dangerously hi gh speed or frequency of traffic entering
the s bends of Common Road or Church Street.

1 December 2008
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Help shape the future of Selby
district!

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

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

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

This consultation ends on Thursday the 18th of
December at Spm. The results and subsequent

report on the outcome of this consultation will

become available on www,selby.gov.uk.



O

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

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

Alternatively, you can pick up a paper copy of the
document from 'Access Selby’, Sherburn Library or
our Tadcaster office. You can also request a copy
by writing to Caroline Sampson Paver at the Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, YO8 4SB, by
emailing csampson@selby.gov.uk or by
telephoning 01757 292115,

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

Please Note

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

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this

document
Please let us know your details below
Name elaine lawrenson
Organisation (if relevant) none
Address 8 gorse close
Postcode YO8 9X|
Telephone number
Fax number

Email address



Are you using or are you an agent?
Q vyes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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

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

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

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20

villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.
Worried about impact cn green land areas

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

Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as
indicated in the proposed distribution Table 1?
Q vYes M No

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Too much housing on small areas

In particular, should there be more or less housing in
Tadcaster?
&  More O Less
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Please tell us why you say that in the space below.

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
don't know

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

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

1
Site A: Cross Hills |
Lane

Site B: West of a
Wistow Road

Site C: a
Bondgate/Monk
Lane

Site D: Olympia
Mills

Site £: Baffam Lane O
Site F: Foxhill O
Lane/Brackenhill

Lane

Cc 8 O»
0D o oW
g o oo

3
O
a
Q
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(W]
o O

0o
oo
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Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
seems alot of housing for such small areas. Concerns about green
belt land. Flood plains etc.

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

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

O Yes I No

Please tell us why in the space below.



Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for
affordable housing?
O yes d no

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

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

O ves O no

Please tell us why in the space below.

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

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

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

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

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

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

you have any other suggestions..please let us know!
what will happen to derilict sites of local industries closing eq. rigid
paper etc

ore;



Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

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

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

op&;



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

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

M yes QO no

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

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

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

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

important
Q Broadband Q  Public realm
M Community facilities M Rail and bus
infrastructure
M Cycle and walking 8 Recreation open
infrastructure space
M  Education 1 Recycling
M Green infrastructure M Road infrastructure
0 Health

o2



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

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

space below.

developments mus'nt be allowed to spoil the countryside.
Implications n wildlife. Concerns about 3 lakes canal Baffam Lane
area.

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

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

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of small dwellings

(flats and terraced housing)
M vyes Q no

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

family houses
O ves M no

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

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

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

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

o3



Option B New sites %] |
should be located

in or close to the

towns and primary

vilages

Option C: The Q %]
existing sites

should be

expanded

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

Option A: Sites Q Q

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

QOption B: 4] Q

Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A u a

combination of A

and B; one site of

between eight and

twelve

pitches plus

individual pitches

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

I agree I disagree
Option A: In or a Q
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?



ot

Option B:In close %] Q
proximity to the

strategic road

network (such as

the M62, Aland

A64)?

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

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

space below.

very difficult to access information contained in this document. Not
well publicised . How can people agree to something they no little
about? Very concerned about conservation isssues. Beautiful natural
areas of Selby disappearing forever. Possible misuse of flood plains.
These isues need to be out in the open.

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

I would like to be informed

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

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

The Core Strategy Q
has been adopted?



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

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

Ty
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Help shape the future of Selby
district!

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

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

Idistrict.

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

This consultation ends on Thursday the 18th of
December at 5pm. The results and subsequent

report on the outcome of this consuitation will

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

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

Alternatively, you can pick up a paper copy of the
document from 'Access Selby’', Sherburn Library or
our Tadcaster office. You can also request a copy
by writing to Caroline Sampson Paver at the Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, YO8 4SB, by
emailing csampson@selby.gov.uk or by
telephoning 01757 292115.

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

Please Note

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

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this

document
Please let us know your details below
Name Trevor Marrow
Organisation (if relevant) N/A
Address Taygarth. Doncaster Road,
Brayton
Postcode YO8 9EG

Telephone number
Fax number



Email address

L)
Are you using or are you an agent?
Q vyes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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

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

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

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20

villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.
No Ido not agree with the criteria. The 20 villages proposed are
already over populated and further development will errode the
quality of the villages. It would be better to create new villages and
provide these with a network of of basic services.

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

Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as
indicated in the proposed distribution Table 1?7
O Yes @ No

O2%
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Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Selby is already overpopulated and the infrustructure is at breaking
point.

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Tadcaster as opposed to Selby is far less populated

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

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

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

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

2
Site A: Cross Hills
Lane

Site B: West of
Wistow Road

Site C:
Bondgate/Monk
Lane

Site D: Olympia
Mills

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

Lane

O o g©Ww
o o go

3 4
O %]
M Q
Q Q

A O O+

a
Q
Q

()
Do ®
oo O
oo O
jNO O
0ol O

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

By developing areas F and E there will no longer be a seperation of
Brayton from Selby and what is left of the village environment will
be lost for ever.

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

O Yes M No

Please tell us why in the space below.
Any new housing is better spread aroud as many locations as
possible in order to limit the impact.

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for

affordable housing?
U vyes M no

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

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

aQ vyes M no

Please tell us why in the space below.

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

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

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

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



M Site G: Olympia Park
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)

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

Thinking about employment land (see para

4.13)

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
Existing
employment
premises should be
protected from
redevelopment
where there is
evidence of market
need

For new business
development the
focus should be on
securing
small/medium sized
business space and
general industrial
premises in suitable
locations

O Site H: Burn Airfield

I disagree

o2%
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New housing I a
development

should be balanced

with an appropriate

level of new

business

development

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

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

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

M vyes O no

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

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

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



C2%

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

important
M Broadband O  Public realm
B Community facilities M Rail and bus
infrastructure
Q Cycle and walking O Recreation open
infrastructure space
B Education O Recycling
Q Green infrastructure M Road infrastructure
M Health

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

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

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

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

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of smail dwellings

(flats and terraced housing)
O  vyes M no

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

family houses
B vyes 0 no

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

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople



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

I agree I disagree
Option A: New sites | Q
should be spread
across the district
Option B New sites Q 4§
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages
Option C: The o %}
axisting sites
should be
expanded

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

Option A: Sites Q %

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

Option B: | Q

Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A a ™

combination of A

and B; one site of

between eight and

twelve

pitches plus

individual pitches

2%



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

I agree I disagree
Option A: In or a ]
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?
Option B:In close i a

proximity to the
strategic road
network (such as
the M62, Aland
A64)?

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

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

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

I would like to be informed

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

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

O2K



The Core Strategy Q
has been adopted?

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

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

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options' is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in She-burn arid Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
Distnct. 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 piease 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
+ Fillin online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front

page of the website.
s 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 _ |[RiuaRD  GriicinsoaName
Qrganisation Organisation
N7 TSELEV DISTRICT COUNDHL i
Address 2 lmErize Address 1' SELB D;:JL.-’:E[??;\](EN‘:? S
GROVE, SERY | 'i
; ~ DEC A PRES N |
" | s ueceEveEr SRR
j 3 LOGGED CAVE L
Postcode o8 ¥ Postcode '
Tel (e | c
Fax Fax
Emal AR
Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3.7 - 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.

VE =




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 %@s/No
Lies 1 SELRY 40w

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/lz¢8&

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/lL.ass—

MaoRE

Please explain why in each case.
%Dczqaﬂ:? AND  DHERBRURN ARE A SvwWutAR Sz g TC Sffl.?:‘/
[ERY OHould NoT Have <7/ %HOLLD BE MORE LVENLY Suda

\J

@

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

Q3 Piease tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 8 = lowest)

(¢) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(2 Site B —West of Wistow Road

(2) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

(%) Site E - Baffam Lane

(\\.) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhili Lane

Any other comments?

| AM ONLY IN  FAaVBuR OF oLYmPia Mills WuicH 53 P

AN EYES0RE THE REIT RARc QurstanDING ARGAs
Lyt Lo V&’Ly/ CounTRYSIDE, THEY SHoulLd NoT
BF' IOLCH - D

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

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

YES .




CI2C

Lffordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

-

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

N '/ -
7

(6 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

VES

Zconomy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3~ 4.12)

M'QT If a strategic empioyment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most

Have you any other suggestions?

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

Bugn HRS  ExceuimnT MeTorwWAY LinKs  olsm fia
Covly TAKE DMost GF THE Houses Efﬁu;fc‘éo.
A LIC U LD Resolh i UEss CounNTZra D Serd
LT AReund SELI Y,

'.nployment 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.” (&@ee/Disagree)

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

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

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

development.’ (Agree/Disageee)

Any other comments? | Ron A Smac( f Businegss, 3537
NeEds  MCRZ SMallER AFREDABLE UnFs  7C
EnCouRAe 2 Sm;u.g/\qggw,h Sz s Res nIss | RuPa
AMRFiELy Weued g p Sood Lecntiodd -




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?

(G /| SEEMS VERY (oW THE Aim SHoud Bz Mers
AmBiTious . 2ol 25

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 prionties for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that
you consider to be important,

/é‘oadband
/| Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

reen infrastructure
v1 Health
Pubiic Realm
. | Rail and Bus infrastructure
| Recreation open space
ecycling
/| Road infrastructure
Other (please specify}

“Green infrastructure, - -

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

FlasTic ReEcLING,

AN LPG FilLing STATION 1IN SELRY WoulD

EnCoURAGE MORE GRegner VEWicLES  TLE TEsco
SrRTiIoN  WAS A CHAawNnce MiSsed '
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| Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

(312 Do you consider that

a} More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/hNo

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

Gypsies/Traveflers and Show People (see para 6.17—-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):

(~ge/Disagree) Option A - New sites should be spread across the District.

‘ﬁlﬂisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close o the towns and primary
Villages.

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

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

b pitches plus individual pitches.

Treveliing Showpeople
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Seibx Drstrict for travellmg
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/Digageee) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)?




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

| LAS REALLY |HockeD LWHEN | SawW THISE  flans

SELRY 1S A Goed PlaceE o LIvE ThkinG LARGE CHUNKS
clymPia PMIELs

OF  CounTrRva\pe /S NoT THE ANSWER,
Bu i nd

Slevld  BE  DeveloPzp 17 1S AN EYESCRE.
RIRFIZLD WeulD BE GooDd For COMERCIAL USE,

Aue Covncil SHould  Look To DEVELGP AnY AREAS 1N

AW Th AT ARE Em"";//f\;o-r‘ vsep . 1 RELEVE Theg
NREAS  HIGHLehTEp FPkinG  CounrRysipe WouLld BE
A Dispstep Fok Tie Fown., 1T will R TAKE @

Lot oF The CHARM ey BRavron LOVELY (WALKS VIFWS

+
- Fiaxiey Remd  1ir RiDie Sewroak

A HAVE  CHIlDREN pnp i pee
= £Es  RAFFRDARY » N

b URGE TvE  Counci noT o Deveror AnY LanD

Lowld BE Lest .

®

CTHER Tl OlympPia  Mhii(s Whic 15 A Mess

Notification s

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

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

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

independent examination of the Core Strategy?

e The Core Strategy has been adopted?

®

Signed L’ Dated

If you have any questians or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to Idi@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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Introduction
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.qov.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
Ey 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
cetails 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:
s Please complete the form in dark ink {(add extra sheets if you wish} and send to the
address on the last page; or
e Fillin online at www_selby.gov. uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
¢ Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
¢ Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

| a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name -3 4AMB  |[Name
Organisation Organisation | oo g oy
= . = — BY S IS LS i
Address CRess r_(th\:' | Address SE‘j“ ” j‘__'ﬁzé?yg'h&,'}g” &{
LEAS FANE T |
SEATon - 4 DEC 200 ERUSL
=2 PATE RECEIVED b |
o HY 11 SRE. TERT R
Posicode Postcode
Tel Tel
Fax Fax
. Email Email

Housing

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

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

{)\(C’)s\«-&'_&»_ ‘ Uf/?) l‘ ﬁ/:'—; ;)\ Nt ‘




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

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

LQ,‘\,.S Voo "34—\ PR Q:},t..\\,g0 e S
o2 "\ — (}t— — e J \\\c._px_g/-\ Qﬁ—\)‘—"‘:—‘\'“\

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

SoruveN o = e\ eu\:j ) Cbcw_r.._g\p J b\:}ﬁ-\:“ L.RTQLO—':\
gL\_,c_g\Q Q/u_u_’rtz—:z_

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

Please explain why in each case.

Strategic Housing Sites af 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)

(o) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(1) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(&) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(%) Site D — Olympia Mills

({0 Site E — Baffam Lane

(3) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

C l\‘:» M\;‘N‘\l %’0‘0 A O&‘c-\auz \.C,‘J}
?"—O é);u;\f“m-"“--_. ) A‘\> - ?--:r\_n-— =
?wa\.q |

Managing Housing Supply [see para 3.42 —3.45)

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

Agre=




C20
Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

C15 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
| explain why.,

—— 4 H ! - — A= \ . .\—\)
y \a&u (O h b .:.L\ﬁ L2 L) 1in=o \,*\,,,\'5\\

—

% (“:l / :D-«u A, TeEE ’_]\1::’ (= \:\-}\V{' — R

| Q6 I 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)

(A7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most

appropriate location?
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) [ Site H — Bumn Airfieid [
Have you any other suggestions?

l\,,\.‘.‘; ‘\ rj T '-i- \\( “&\_y«i (..:“"A , \-“") ‘k/\_j_\}}\‘\ ~ ,S.__ ‘_S\,\__e\:) \-‘\ z‘\';

\‘;_,_-é. Q 4\‘ \:'\; l‘frab$ o feu_,a—\;\(s\_'l.k ~
iy N e x ‘ N A\
- Q\-\;?__} :ﬁ’“ u}\)\f‘s — = c\\ik_“:éL . -‘\’\‘,\"‘__:...\} R " _)\_
l:\\l‘? \_}\m.‘)-\ = \C—ﬁ_ Ol T k:"’ Lr: = ‘(-\5\,‘] ~3
‘.ployment Land (see para 4.13) * SO

(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 passibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.” (Agree/Disagree)

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

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

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

development.’ {Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues {see para 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 renewabies or from other decentralised renewable or
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

ol o gesw NSNS

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.7 — 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 tha
you 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

/| Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (piease specify) . '
N \~—h q:c&r‘uv\,'\ %,29.\-—\ e’\““?"‘"_@*% b%\—w ‘

@

Green Infrastructure

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




e=e
[ 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) Y&so
or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses YeShn

‘—KPQW Lot r_'rr\‘: \@"J - v»_\ x¢§ B 3\’ R "-'l\‘ O~
. . by e P
(\2{-’*'”* A o o PN a e

‘\\é:\;t_) W &*‘-a._ L"‘-..\\ q.‘: "&‘-Q’ -

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

Gypsies and Traveliers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

‘ﬁguoelDisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.

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

(14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
(AgreefDisggree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
. twelve pitches.
choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
(AgreelDisageee) 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: : o

(Ageee/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agree/Bieagree) 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)
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Notification ) - ’ Adeead Mﬁ@&é\
Please tick the boxes below if you would hke to be informed when <J N

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

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted?

-

o\
Signed_a‘ Dated _\ b,ﬂ-h Aed

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 Councl, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs {5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008,
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Dear Sirs

0 RE: SELBY DISTRICT CORE STRATEGY QUESTIONNARE - NOVEMBER 2008

Please find enclosed a completed copy of the Selby District Core Strategy
Questionnaire for consultation on further options November 2008, for your

information.

Should you wish to discuss further or reguire any further information then please do
not hesitate to contact me.
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Questionnaire and Comments Form

S E L BY Selby District Core Strategy Eﬂﬁ ﬁ&g@y

for Consultation on Further Options Office use
DISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd
November 2008 DNo 52\

Introduction

The Core Strategy document ‘Consuitation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document 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:
s 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.qgov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s “In Focus” on the front
page of the website.
+ Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
« Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

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

Name Name PAUL BIELBY

Organisation Organisation | DARNTIN E4S LD,

Address Address THE COcH HOUSE
MINK FRYSTUN HALL
MonK FEYSTON
LEEDS.

Postcode Postcode L5725 5D

Tel Tel 01977 68100/

Fax Fax 71917 £8/006

Email Email PAuL. BIELgY @ DARNTINESS. (UM

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.

NO, | DONT BeLiEve A PIST OFFICE IS A UEY SERVICE, FURTHERMORE, WiTH

A PES TH ED
PIANNED  PIST OFFICE (LOSURES, wWiLL ESL“QgJELB LA LAGES BE L
FoLLgwinGg A DAST OFFICE CLOSUEE ? PLANNING
- § DEC 2008 2 4 DEC 2008
DATE RECEIVED LAST REPLY
8% LOGGED DATE
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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? Yes/No

NO, THEGE IS MO ALLOWPNCE MADE FA@ SECONOBRY VILLAGES, ShouL BE

LESS ALLPCATION T) SHERBURN IN ELMET WHICK LACkS ADEQUATE BUPER-

MPRUET FALILITIES . _
b) iIn particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less

Diste18uTioN K

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

LESS ALLocATION,

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)

(2) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(4) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(3) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

(¢) Site E — Baffam Lane

($) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

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

MO, ALL LANDOWNERS SHOULD BE ENTITLED T) THE SAME RIGHTS T) DEVELYP
THEIR JWN LBND. FUPTHECMUPE, WHY SHOULD AFFOPUABLE HOUSINK Peovision’ BE
PERMISSPBLE IN SECONIDEY VILLAGES wien BY YK ONN STANDREDS THESE ULLAKES
ACE NOT SUSTAINABLE LOCATIONS Fle MBRWET JEVELIPMENT




O2\
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.

N0, THE Pejmpsep THREsHoLD OF 5 DWELLINGS N SHERSURM I ELMET %
TADCASTER  # 3 DWELLINGS ELSEWHEPE WILL MAKE MBNY DEVELOPMENT SMES

NO LoNGEP VIRBLE.  THESE SHOULD AISo B€ SUBJECT TO THE 10 DweLunk

THRESHOLD.

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

MO, Theee Swoulp BE AN Adpeed THEESHoL) TO PPUIDE AFRIEORBLE RAKING
WITH NO (OMMUTED Sums BEWW THE TeEstoL), TR (WD FURTHER

‘. SEOPACDIZE THE VRBILITY OF SMALL DEVELOPMENTS.

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?

‘. Employment Land (see para 4.13)
Q8 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:

A - Land allocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there is no realistic prospect of empioyment
development coming forward.’ (Agree/Disagree) A4LREE

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

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

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

development.’ tAgree/Disagree) DI\SAGREE

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? |f not, should the percentage be higher or lower?

YES.

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 — 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

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

Broadband

/| Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
, Education

/| Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

i Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

ANANN

Green infrastructure

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

M.
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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) Yas/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)

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 shouid be spread across the District.

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

(Agree/Disarp==g) 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.

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

(Agree/Bisagrae) 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:

(Agres/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Risagrar) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and A64)?
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’
website: (please add exira sheels)

Notification S :

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

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

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

o The Core Strategy has been adopted? B/

Signed Dated ZﬁZ/ﬂb

ny questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by email to Idf@selby.gov.uk.

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

. D DATE
Mr T Heselion % LOGGE ]

Principal Planner (LDF Team)
Selby District Council

Civic Centre

Portholme Road

Selby

North Yorkshire

YO8 55B

Dear Mr Heselton,

. SELBY DISTRICT LDF ~ CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION ON
FURTHER OPTIONS

| refer to your consultation and attach a response on behalf of Barratt
Developments PLC.

This response is made only to those questions which are directly relevant to
Barratt Developments PLC.

| would be grateful to be kept informed of prcgress..

Yours sincerely,

-

o / ROY DONSON

; Regional Planning Director

Narthern Office
& Alpha Court, Monks Cross Drive, York, Y032 9WN
Telephone 01904 417660 « Fax 01904 675165 » Web www barratthomes.co uk « www dwh.co uk

Barrail Hames ang David Wilson Homes are trading names of BDW Trading Limned Registered in England and Wales Registered Number 03018173 Registered Office Barrati House, Cartwright Way, Forest Business Park, Bardan Hill Coatville, Leicester, LES?
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SELBY DISTRICTY LDF — CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION
ON FURTHER OPTIONS

RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF BARRATT DEVELOPMENTS PLC

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

a) Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as indicated
in the proposed distribution Table 1?7

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster?
c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn-
in-Elmet?

In each case please explain why.

1. The distribution of dwellings reflects the Regional Spatial Strategy and as such is
supported. However, in the absence of background information such as a Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment it is difficult to judge if the distribution is
realistic. Therefore, rather than these figures becoming cast in stone, the Council
should accept that they are indicative of their strategy approach and may be
modified at the margins in the light of further available evidence.

Question 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 Hills Lane
Site B West of Wistow Road
Site C Bondgate / Monk Lane
Site D Olympian Mills
Site E Baffham Lane
Site F Foxhill Lane / Brackenhill Lane
2. It is unclear from the document the extent to which it is anticipated that the dwelling

requirement is intended to be met from these sites. Table 1 established that there is
a requirement of 2774 dwellings in new allocations to be developed up to 2026. It
also says at paragraph 3.33 in addition to 700 dwellings at Olympian Park “at least
one other strategic site is likely to be required”. However, the sites range from 500
dwellings to 1000+ dwellings but the overall target is unclear. It is also unclear if the
Olympian Park site is already regarded by the Council for the purpose of this
consultation as a site which will be brought forward.

3. Of the choices the sites have various advantages and disadvantages but the type of
disadvantage can be severe or minor. For example, a site in the functional flood
plain or liable to flood should be given low priority. Similarly, a site which gives rise
to traffic issues which are incapable of resolution should not be regarded as
acceptable,
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4. Applying the tests in PPS25 puts sites F and E at the top of the priority list.
Consideration of traffic issues would also go against sites B and C, whereas site D
requires expensive infrastructure, which may be difficult to deliver. Sites E and F do
raise issues about breaching the Strategic Countryside but this is capable of being
ameliorated by significant tree planting. Even so the development of E would result
in the joining of Brayton with Selby which counts against the site.

5. In the light of the above the following priority order is proposed:-

Priority 1 Foxhill Lane / Brackenhill Lane

Priority 2 Baffham Lane (but only with a capacity of not more than 300
dwellings)

Priority 3 Cross Hills Lane

Priority 4 West of Wistow Road

Priority 5 Olympian Park

Priority 6 Bondgate / Monk Lane

6. It is recognised that Olympian Park is a brownfield site but its potential for flooding
is a major concern. Consideration should be given to wholly developing it along with
site G as an employment site in preference to the Burn Airfield, which is relatively
remote.

Question 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 Villages? If not, please explain why.

7. PPS3 makes it clear at paragraph 59 that windfalls should not be included in
assessing the first 10 years of supply. It follows therefore that there is no need to
restrict the suppiy of sites coming forward on the basis of windfall development. The
release of land is a fundamental component of the locational strategy, which should
be addressed through the Core Strategy. Delegating decisions on the release of
land to an SPD is not providing greater detail of a policy but amounts to making
policy via SPD contrary to paragraph 6.1 of PPS12.

8. That said it is noted that there is general concern about garden subdivision and it
may be a matter which is subsequently restricted by a change in planning law. Until
that time it is a contrived mechanism to seek to penalise such a proposal by limiting
it to affordable housing only. In order to justify such a proposal the Council will need
evidence to demonstrate that there is a need for a 100% affordable housing policy
in such villages. Secondly, there will be a need to demonstrate why in planning
terms affordable housing is acceptable but market housing is not. It is unlikely that
without evidence and justification this approach will be found to be sound.

Question 5: Do you agree with the different thresholds for affordable housing?
If not, please explain why.

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

9. The discussion of any affordable housing policy is premature in advance of
evidence provided by a Strategic Housing Market Assessment carried out in
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accordance with Government Guidance and affordable policies, which are
economically viable. None of this is available and so any policy presumption is
meaningless. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment is not a roll forward of any
earlier document but is new evidence.

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

10. By the time the Core Strategy is adopted, Code Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable
Homes will be operative and Building Regulations will have changed to increase the
energy performance of dwellings beyond the current provisions of Part L. Therefore,
a 10% on-site renewable policy is irrelevant for housing.

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

¢ Broadband
Community Facilities
Cycling & Walking Infrastructure
Education
Green Infrastructure
Health
Public Realm
Rail and Bus Infrastructure
Recreation Open Space
Recycling
Road Infrastructure
Other {Please Specify)

Question 11: Do you have any views on the opportunities to enhance or create
green infrastructure?

11.  There appears to be a fundamental misunderstanding of the recently passed
‘) legislation in respect of the Community Infrastructure Levy. It is not a duty upon
local authorities to implement it but if they do it should be based upon coming
forward with a scheme which sets out the requirements for infrastructure to support
development. It is not a “wish list” for consultees to vote upon. The Act provides for
a definition of infrastructure to be:-

- Roads and Transport Facilities

- Flood Defences

- Schools and Other Educational Facilities
- Medical Facilities

- Sporting and Recreational Facilities

- Open Spaces

- Affordable Housing (possibly)

12.  In order to justify the Levy at a subsequent public examination, the Council will need
to show that the infrastructure being costed is necessary to support the
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deveiopment. In this context the priority choice from the list in this question is
irrelevant.

13.  In terms of the green infrastructure, there is the opportunity by developing site F
(Brackenhill Lane / Foxhill Lane) to create a significant tfree belt with attendant
wildlife and carbon saving benefits in an otherwise barren landscape.

Question 12: Do you consider that:-

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

b} More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroomed
family housing?

14.  In the absence of an evidence base provided by a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment, this is a meaningless way in which to determine a housing mix policy.
It is not in keeping with PPS3 paragraph 22.
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Introduction

The Core Strategy document ‘Consuitation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all Iibraries 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

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 Coarlicns” Name
Crganisation Griccimesizer P Organisation
Address Tue o» Leevenld | Address
Srriiinta FLZET
Hodan

[ Postcode  |~/019 45T Postcode

Tel ey Tel

Fax Fax

Enal SRS [Era

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.

\/ijé




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
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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 EImet? More/Less

Please explain why in each case.
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Strategic Housing Sités at Selby {see para 3.32- 3.41)

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

) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

) Site B — West of Wistow Road

)} Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

) Site D — Olympia Mills

) Site E — Baffam Lane

) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?
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Q4 Do you agree that market housing shouid only be allowed in the Principal Town (Selby) e

Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet 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.
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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 expiain why
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Economy
Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.12)
Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider is the most
appropriate location?
Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) Site H ~ Burn Airfield &J
| Have you any other suggestions?
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")ployment 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.” tAgrees/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/Bicagrees

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

development.’ (AgreefDisagree}

Any other comments”?




Climate Change Issues {see para 5.1~ 5.5)

Q9 Do you 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 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 B
Q10 The Government is introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on new development.

Piease indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. Please tick those that.

you consider to be important.

| Broadband

Community Facilities

v Cycle and walking infrastructure
") Education

Green infrastructure

| Health

Public Realm

~~ | Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

T Road infrastructure

| Other (please specify)

Froen Daofeirs o
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Green Infrastructure: - . R A S U :
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 smail dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/No
or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No
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| Gypsies/Travelfers 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):

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

‘Ffbisagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.

(Agrec/Bigegree) 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 fiexibility and
choice for gypsies and traveilers 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.

"‘7[/@' s Q4

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

(Aageae/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?
(Agree/Bisagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4Y?

5



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 exfra 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? [ .

« 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?

Signed_& Dated 57//2/6§

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

Piease return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Councll, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs {(5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Help shape the future of Selby
district!

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

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

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

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



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

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

Alternatively, you can pick up a paper copy of the
document from 'Access Selby’, Sherburn Library or
our Tadcaster office. You can also request a copy
by writing to Caroline Sampson Paver at the Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, YO8 4SB, by
emailing csampson@selby.gov.uk or by
telephoning 01757 292115,

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

Please Note

To take part in our consultation you
(1) must provide your contact details.

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this

document
Please let us know your details below
Name tom eves
Organisation (if relevant) none
Address westway bondgate
Postcode yo83ls
Telephone number none
Fax number none

Email address SR,



Are you using or are you an agent?
Q vyes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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

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

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

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20

villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.
are there the jobs in the area for these new homes?

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

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

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

In-particular, should there be more or less housing in

Tadcaster?
M More QO Less
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Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
there are jobs there and good links to the A1/M1

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
close links to jobs in the area

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

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

1 2 3
Site A: Cross Hills Q
Lane

Site B: West of a
Wistow Road

Site C: aQ
Bondgate/Monk
Lane

Site D: Olympia
Mills

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

Lane

0 B @k
0 o oW
8 O O°

Q Q
Q Q
Q Q

O
(N
(W
(N
B
U

(N
oo
HNE
oo
oo

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

the roads around sites b and ¢ can not cope with the current levels
of traffic at peak times and the numbers of heavy wagons going
through are unpleasent, if you try and put 1060+ homes in this rea
then it will become a real hellish part of town sitesa and d and e
are in the best locations for access to roads that can all ready deal
with traffic volumes and sites f and e have the potential for a rail
connection

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

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



o

o

0 Yes M No

Piease tell us why in the space below.
it should be where there is a need for it and not in set areas

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
are they still correct after the market down turn?

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?

Q vyes M no

Please tell us why in the space below.
no idea what this is to comment

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

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

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

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

O Site G: Olympia Park B Site H: Burn Airfield
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)



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

you have any other suggestions..please let us know!
it leaves room for gorwth on that side of the town and a gap
between crinkly tin sheds and town

Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

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



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

the space below
the colours and layout on this form are not the best choice

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

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

M vyes O no

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

below.
heat and power the new dwellings with chp or provide wasted heat
to business that need heat/steam in their process

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

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

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

Q Broadband 4 Public realm

M Community facilities M Rail and bus

infrastructure



M Cycle and walking M Recreation open
infrastructure space

M Education M Recycling

M Green infrastructure O  Road infrastructure

%}

Health

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

the space below.
space for nature

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

space below.
suds and natural soak aways for the grey water from roads/paths
and roofs

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

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

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of small dwellings

(flats and terraced housing)
M vyes O no

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

family houses
M vyes 0 no

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

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

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

I agree I disagree



=4

Option A: New sites 4 Q
should be spread

across the district

Option B New sites Q M
should be iocated

in or close to the

towns and primary

villages

Option C: The 4] Q
existing sites

shouid be

expanded

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

Option A: Sites ] Q

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

Option B: %] 0

Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A ™M Q

combination of A

and B; one site of

between eight and

twelve

pitches plus

individual pitches

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

I agree I disagree



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

Option B:In close
proximity to the
strategic road
network (such as
the M62, Aland
Ab4)?

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

below

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

space below.

Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be

informed when

The Core Strategy

has been submitted

to the Secretary of
State for
independent
examination?

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

I would like to be informed
)

=0



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

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



Help shape the future of Selby
district!

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

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

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

This consultation ends on Thursday the 18th of
December at 5pm. The results and subsequent
report on the outcome of this consuitation will
become available on www.selby.gov.uk.
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Please click here. to see the Core Strategy :
Further Options document. (Please note that you
will need the Adobe Acrobat Reader to view this
document online. You can download this free from
the Adobe website here

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

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

‘. telephoning 01757 292115.

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

Please Note

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

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this
document

Piease let us know your details below

Name G Eves

Organisation (if relevant) n/a

Address Westway Bondgate Selby
North Yorkshire

Postcode YO8 3LS
Telephone number

Fax number



O

Email address

AR g
&

Are you using or are you an agent?
QO vyes M no

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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

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

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

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20

villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.
Yes

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

Do you agree with the overall distribution of housing as
indicated in the proposed distribution Table 17
J  Yes O No

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



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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Housing appears to have been static in Tadcaster for many years.

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
Mere it is on the edge of Sherburn Industrial Estate and would
encourage more growth of industry/ interested companies if there
was a plentiful supply of cheap affordable housing nearby and so
ease the carbon footprint .

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

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

1 2 3 4 5 6
Site A: Cross Hills a ~ Q a a ]
Lane
Site B: West of (W (W a | Q a
Wistow Road
Site C: (I d a d a |
Bondgate/Monk
Lane
Site D: Olympia 4| (] d a a a
Mills
Site E: Baffam Lane QO ad | ad O a
Site F: Foxhill Q Q a Q o4} Q
Lane/Brackenhill
Lane

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

oD
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I strongly disagree with the proposed housing for site C
Bondgate/Monk Lane. Traffic is horrendous now and when
lorries/wagons heavyily laden go past the vibraticns from the road
are felt within the properties. It is also on a HIGH RISK FLOOD
PLAIN - as per a report I have had back from the Enviroment
Agency prior to purchasing my property and I was under the
impression that government policy preciudes further build on flood
plains! In addition to this, the fand immediately behind Bondgate
was given to the people of Selby as green belt land because the
criginal land was taken for the building of Abbey Leisure Centre and
Somerfields {(now Sainsbury’s) Shopping precinct and I have been

informed from local vesid A¢. Qup adhRonal ko @

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

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

M Yes O No

Please tell us why in the space below.

Building to take place across the district as a whole in small sites
and keep the identity of the villages and Town alike with green
space and farmiand inbetween to separate.

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for

affordable housing?
O vyes 0 no

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

How do you define affordable housing ? Wages have not kept place
with inflation so again, what exactly is affordable housing? Is it
more council estates or, low income studio/one bedroom units?
There has been recent builds in the Selby area over the past two
years and the majority of these are still empty!!!

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?

O vyes O no

Please tell us why in the space below.
require further information before committing my self to answer
this question.

Seprate Swaek
A

Jon



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

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

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

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

O Site G: Olympia Park B Site H: Burn Airfield
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)

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

you have any other suggestions..please let us know!
Olympia Park to be mixed housing/employment, this already exists
in the area and would therefore not be an intrusion or change to
people already living within the area.

Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements
I agree I disagree
Land allocated for | a
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



O

Existing o] a
employment

premises should be

protected from

redevelopment

where there is

evidence of market

need

For new business M Q
development the

focus should be on

securing

small/medium sized

business space and

general industrial

premises in suitable

locations

New housing 4| a
development

should be balanced

with an appropriate

level of new

business

development

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

the space below
Alongside schooling and leisure facilities. Transport both
train/bus/roads should also be improved.

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

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

M vyes O no



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

below.
Less energy wasted by producing it locally, therfore not lost in
transmission,

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

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

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

important
O  Broadband Q Public realm
B Community facilities 4 Rail and bus
infrastructure
i  Cycle and walking B Recreation open
infrastructure space
M Education O Recycling
M Green infrastructure I Road infrastructure
M Health

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

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

space below.

Please leave the existing green space land alone, do not build on it
or not only do you lose the identities of the town and villages but
selby district would become a sprawling mass ie LEEDS where there
is no clear definition of village/city etc.

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



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

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of small dwellings

(flats and terraced housing)
O ves O no

More housing shou!d be in the form of 3-4 bedroom

family houses
& vyes dJd no

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

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

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

I agree I disagree
Option A: New sites Q M
should be spread
across the district
Option B New sites o |
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages
Option C: The 4| Q
existing sites
should be
expanded

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

Option A: Sites ad ™

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

OZD



Option B: a M
Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and traveliers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A G M
combination of A

and B; one site of

between eight and

twelve

pitches plus

individual pitches

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

I agree I disagree
Option A: In or a I}
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?
Option B:In close | Q

proximity to the
strategic road
network (such as
the M62, Aland
A64)?

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

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



Please tick the boxes below if you would like to be

informed when

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

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

I would like to be informed
|

%]

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

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



Page 1 of 1

SS

caroline sampson

From: GILLIAN EVES1 [gillian.eves1@btinternet.com]
Sent: 23 January 2009 12:47
To: caroline sampson

Subject: SELBY DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK - CORE STRATEGY
CONSULTATION ON FURTHER OPTIONS NOVEMBER 2008

Reference to the above and the incomplete paragraph on my online questionaire, it should
read as follows:-

| strongly disagree with the proposed housing for site C Bondgate/Monk Lane. Traffic is
horrendous now and when heavily laden lorries/wagons go past the vibrations from the
road are felt within the properties. It is also on a HIGH RISK FLOOD PLAIN - as per a
report | have had back from the Environment Agency prior to purchasing my property, |
was under the impression that government policy precludes further build on flood plains! In
addition to this, the land immediately behind Bondgate, was given to the people of Selby
as green belt land because the original land was taken for the building of Abbey Leisure
Centre and Somerfields ( now Sainsbury's) Shopping precinct and | have been informed
from localgresidents (some of whom have lived in Bondgate for most of their lives) that, at

/H'Ie ime it was given, the Council in force agreed it would remain open green belt land
P

v o
.\%MCHM fexc *“% WE(__/ WousV A

ublicly owned by the people of Selby for their and future generations of Selby people to
enjoy. Has this been taken into consideration when proposing Site C Bondgate/Monk
Lane??77?

| hope that my above paragraph in it's entirety can now be included into my original online
questionaire. | would appreciate an email by return that this has in fact been the case. /

Kind regards
Gill Eves

g

23/01/2009



Help shape the future of Selby
district!

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

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

0 district.

You can shape the Selby district of
tomorrow!

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



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

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

Alternatively, you can pick up a paper copy of the
document from 'Access Selby', Sherburn Library or
our Tadcaster office. You can also request a copy
by writing to Caroline Sampson Paver at the Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, YO8 4SB, by
emailing csampson@selby.gov.uk or by
telephoning 01757 292115.

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

Please Note

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

We are sorry but we cannot accept
anonymous comments on this

document
Please let us know your details below
Name Trevor Goring
Organisation (if relevant) -
Address Beech Tree House Hirst
Road Chapel Haddlesey
Postcode YO8 8QQ
Telephone number
Fax number -

Email address enmi T —

o



...

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

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

Name

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone number

Fax number

Email address

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

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

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

Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining
Primary Villages and, if so, do you agree with those 20

villages selected? Please tell us why in the space below.
NO - I DO NOT AGREE WITH ANY DEVELOPMENT ON GREEN FIELD
SITES - THERE HAS BEEN FAR TOO MUCH ALREADY AND IT HAS TO
STOP

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

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
FOR THE REASON STATED PREVIQUSLY



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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
NO OPINION

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

Please tell us why you say that in the space below,
NO OPINION

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

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the

following options for strategic housing development on

the edge of Selby (please number in your order of
preference with 1 being the highest and 6 being the
lowest)

1 2 3 4 5
Site A: Cross Hills W a a a Q
Lane
Site B: West of (] Q a [ ] [
Wistow Road
Site C: a d a d a
Bondgate/Monk
Lane
Site D: Olympia %] a Q O a
Mills
Site E: Baffam Lane O a a a a
Site F: Foxhill ('} a a a Q
Lane/Brackenhill
l.ane

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

cC O 09

U

oo

ONLY AGREE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF OLYMPIA MILLS - ALL
THE REST ARE GREENFIELD SITES AND THEREFORE SHOULD NOT

BE DEVELOPED

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

036



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?

M Yes M No

Please tell us why in the space below.
SEE PREVIOUS ANSWERS

Thinking about affordable housing (see paras 3.46
to 3.59)

Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for

affordable housing?
O vyes M no

Please tell us why you say that in the space below.
THE WHOLE PROPOSAL 1S FUNDEMENTALLY FLAWED

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?

O vyes M no

Please tell us why in the space below.
AS ABOVE

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

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

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

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



€  Site G: Olympia Park O Site H: Burn Airfield
(land adjoining
Selby bypass)

Please tell us why you say that in the space below or if
you have any other suggestions..please let us know!
NEITHER

Thinking about employment land (see para
4.13)

Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements
I agree I disagree
Land allocated for Q )
employment
purposes but which
is undeveloped
should be
considered for
mixed use or
possibly other uses
if there is no
realistic prospect of
employment
development
coming forward
Existing %] Q
employment
premises should be
protected from
redevelopment
where there is
evidence of market
need
For new business M Qa
development the
focus should be on
securing
small/medium sized
business space and
general industrial
premises in suitable
locations



New housing t4] a
development

should be balanced

with an appropriate

level of new

business

development

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

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

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

O ves M no

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

below.

IT SHOULD BE MUCH HIGHER. IT YOU NEED TO ASK THE
QUESTION THEN SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL SHOULD NOT BE
RESPOSIBLE FOR MAKING THE DECISION

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

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

D
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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
Q  Broadband U  Public realm
Q  Community facilities M Rail and bus
infrastructure
M Cycle and walking (1 Recreation open
infrastructure space
O Education M Recycling
O  Green infrastructure O  Road infrastructure
O Health

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

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

space below.

THE GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE IS LARGELY A PAPER EXERCISE
MERELY PAYING LIPSERVICE TO SO CALLED 'GREEN ISSUES'. IT IS
OBVIQUSLY EXPLOITING THE USE OF THE WORD 'GREEN' IN THIS
CONTEXT.

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

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

Do you consider that:

More housing should be in the form of small dwellings

(fltats and terraced housing)
M vyes a no

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

family houses
O vyes B no

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



Gypsies, Travellers and Travelfing Showpeople

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

I agree I disagree
Option A: New sites W 4
should be spread
across the district
Option B New sites (. %)
should be located
in or close to the
towns and primary
villages
Option C: The .| %]
existing sites
should be
expanded

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

Option A: Sites U 4]

should be sought

that accommodate

between eight and

twelve pitches

Option B: Q %}

Individual pitches

should be

encouraged to

allow flexibility and

choice for gypsies

and travellers

distributed across

the District

Option C: A a |

combination of A

and B; one site of

between eight and

twelve

pitches plus

individual pitches



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

I agree I disagree
Option A: In or Q |
close to the towns
of Selby, Tadcaster
or Sherburn in
Elmet?
Option B:In close a #

proximity to the
strategic road
network (such as
the M62, Aland
A64)?

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

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

space below.

AS PREVIOUSLY STATED THE WHOLE CONCEPT OF THE CORE
STRATEGY IS FUNDEMENTALLY FLAWED. BEFORE SEEKING TO
BUILD NEW HOUSES THE FOLLOWING SHOULD BE ADDRESSED:
1.RENOVATION OF EXISTING HOUSING STOCK - RATHER THAN THE
WHOLESALE DEMOLITION OF PERFECTLY GOOD HOUSES. 2.THE
CESSATION, WITH IMMEDIATE EFFECT, OF THE SALE OF COUNCIL
HOUSES. 3.THE USE OF THE MANY PROPERTIES STANDING EMPTY

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

I would like to be informed
The Core Strategy Q
has been submitted
to the Secretary of
State for
independent
examination?



0
i

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

The Core Strategy Q
has been adopted?

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

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

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document Is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
d=tails 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:
o 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 not accept anonymous comments.

| a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Rz A B2 Name
Organisation Organisation
Address = Zox€itr et Address
ST et/

| Postcode Yo & 9A+4) | Postcode
Tel T ———
FFax Fax

| Email Email
Housing

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

(X1 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.

y =5




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 ¥#&/No
Too MOCH HOOLVG CoVe EVIRATED N SELRY A2£4

A T Lo FPLAN

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/kEss
To 1547 REGENIZRZATE T ToaN

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? Mage/l ess
ALRLEZADY Tod MOCH D veiids PG 7

Please expiain 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)
(2} Site A — Cross Hills Lane

3) Site B — West of Wistow Road
) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane
) Site D — Clympia Mills

) Site E — Baffam Lane

)

(
(
(
(
(6) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

P
/
5
6

Any other comments?
SITE 9 6 Mot

C(judf 1’2"/ §£ed.7
(DAL ANCIE D As PART &

INsocTARLE BECAUVSE PART 6 F TAfT/Z<c e

CpP Wete W NEEZ0S T AL PROTECTED Ao
o . oo

Tt TR FEN NFRACTROeTLRE

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

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

v iES
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| Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 ~ 3.59)

G5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

Y /.'.-' 5.

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

Y= 5

Economy
Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3—4.12)

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

Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) i Site H — Bum Airfield U
Have you any other suggestions?
Latvp T Terer AEAT 2 Fx Yol Fulpedad CHGEA S dn S ] e B oD
R Rl id s e F L & e T e A P R el & v et Tw JEoec”
il fhre §SefE W Tl a2 e v R S E P R R W

Aaw: s Ao

,’d /-;:‘(,) PN ::(_‘ e’,(”)(; 1-;_: we 4 £ e G Yz }'I-__: T ey © S e”

 @ployment Land (see para 4.13)
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/Bisagree)

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

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

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues {see para 5.1-5.5)

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

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

2oL D BE w;,z,@%

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 — 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

you consider to be important.

Broadband

Community Facllities

v | Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

| Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

AN

NS

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

®

Green Infrastructure

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

(27 Awswil Te O3
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

Q112 Do you consider that

a) More housing should be in the form of small dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/N&
or
b} More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Y&s/No

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

Gypsies and Travellers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

(bgree/Disagree) Option B - New sites shouid be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.

.’greelmeagﬁee) 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.

(Agroe/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 D|str|ct for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:. - CpenB el

(Agzee/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 A64)?




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

Notification

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

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

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Signed_____“, Dated % //2_/0&

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 282083 or by email to |df@selby.goy.uk.

Please return this form to the'LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Councii, Civic |
Centre, Porthoime Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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" Introduction
The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,

from 'Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that relate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
dtails 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 Fillin online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’s "In Focus” on the front

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

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

Vo Yo Kz

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name D Houiawo Name
Crganisation | {?+ DPHow aJ | Organisation
Address HA\L_]_ FAM Address i" “‘“{:’;‘J’Tqﬁ;}-i;:}f—;*; e
RRA/TOV ,; Rovn e SIS
LY ! ;

fen e o

 Postcode Yas gp2 Postcode
Tel T IiE
Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

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

Ct1 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 expiain why.

</
%::5.




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

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 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

( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane GC[ Vi
( ) Site D —~ Olympia Mills

( ) Site E — Baffam Lane

( ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

ey § .
Al 2t e o

Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 - 3.48) -

Q4 Do you agree that market housing shouid only be allowed in the F’nnmpal Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please expiain why

NES
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.58)

Q15 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 s the most
appropriate location?

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

Caslosner Coptineg 4y

i
i

, - , ¢ ; 0 O Y
(Srenfon Holl Ferm . Diiack acaess onls @‘ffb“’”' 10 DEC 2008

" @oioyment Land [see para 4.13)

Q3 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/Bisagsee)

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

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

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

Any other comments?

(Era%e&r\ Hal\ l%—f"‘"\ hes ducet cocess anls '01 o
. . R ) -

oo is il o adqa of ulleae of Riexylon

Enire




Climate Change Issues (see para5.1-5.5)

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

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision

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

Broadband

Community Facilities
Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

Green infrastructure
Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

®

Green Infrastructure

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

e
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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 dweilings (fiats and terraced housing) ¥&s/No
or
b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes#{b

Gypsies/Travelfers 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):

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

iA@elDisagree) Option B - New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
(

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

(Agrse/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to aliow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and traveliers distributed across the District.

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

seadnrr =
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5
Travelling Showpeople E

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

- 1
e

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




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

( ué’ wa@r@) 0w vacamendolto— (ot @co%/{}h
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Notification

Please tick the boxes be!ow if you would like to be lnformed when T

o The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? 7’

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? o

Signedd Dated Q/IZ/OQ

If you have any questions or need same further.information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 2892063 or by emall to Idf@se]bv gov.uk.

Please return thIS farm to the LDF Team Development Pohcy, Selby District Council, Civic

Centre, Partholme. Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8.4SB.
No later than 17.00hrs (Spm) on Thursday 18 December 2008..




