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Comments from Government Office for Yorkshire & the Humber

| have a number of general concerns about the document, as follows:

Firstly, it appears that the Council intends to proceed to publication without carrying out
further consultation. However, PPS12 makes it clear that the new publication stage
should not be viewed as a further round of consultation and that the publication document
should be the version that the Council expects to submit. In this context, | consider that,
in order to be sound, further consultation will still be needed before publication.

Secondly, | am concerned that you are in danger of losing direction in that this document
does not clearly build on the earlier May 2006 Issues and Options report and lacks linkages
to the vision, objectives and high level options you consulted on previously. The previous
report set out a vision, objectives and spatial options for the distribution of new
development in the District but these are not included in the current document, which
makes it difficult to see the proposed policy areas in context and means that there is no
clear trail of policy development. You need to consider how the two consultation
documents will be developed through further consultation to the publication of a sound
DPD, in line with the principles set out in the new guidance. It is important that you
continue to develop a locally specific spatial vision and strategic objectives which in turn
can inform scenarios for future housing, employment, retail and open space development
in different parts of the District. The policies and designations in this document should be
those considered necessary to help deliver the spatial vision, objectives and policies of the
emerging Core Strategy.

Thirdly, | do not consider that the consultation document sets out a clear place based
strategy and | suggest that you think about more of a place based approach with individual
strategies for the places in the District that will together make up a coherent spatial plan.
The policies can then flow from the strategy. You need to avoid the core strategy
developing into a series of land use based parallel approaches to housing, employment,
retailing etc. and the spatial options should relate clearly to the key issues, vision and
objectives trail.

Fourth, the Government Office, in our previous consultation response, stressed the
importance of the consultees seeing at preferred options stage (as it was then) the overall
performance of each option against SA objectives; this has not been done with any clarity.
We also referred to the requirement in PPS3 to set out a housing trajectory to meet the
level of provision over the plan period, including allocation of sufficient land for the first
tive years of the trajectory and a further ten years to be indicated in the Core Strategy.

General advice on core strategy preparation

I have outlined below some advice on preparing a core strategy up to publication to help
you progress the document. Before seeking to publish the core strategy you may also
find it helpful to consider the questions set out in the [atest PAS Soundness tool
publication, available on their website.

The identification of issues is one of the first matters to be addressed and they should be
refined as the plan progresses and the strategy seeks to address the issues. The spatial
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vision and strategic objectives will articulate how the issues can be addressed through
more detailed strategy and policies.

The spatial strategy should set out how the Council plans to deal with the key issues
identified and how it envisages the different parts of the area developing in relation to
these issues. The core strategy needs to show how the strategies for various sectors of
activity (housing, employment, transport, retailing etc) derived from national and regional
policy are drawn together to assist in the shaping of different places within the plan area.
It will not be a single strategy if it just sets out a series of parallel approaches to topic
areas that do not clearly evolve from the issues and the vision but should draw these
together in the individual places within the area.

The strategy should set out where growth is going to occur and why the locations have
been selected as suitable. It should, for example, explain clearly how Selby town, the
other main settlements and the rural areas are expected to develop over the plan period in
terms of housing and employment delivery (with numbers), and in terms of service
delivery. This should be cross referenced to the SA and the key diagram. You then need
to consider how the development considered will be achieved. The strategies for the
different places should show how they will deliver the quantum of development in each
category planned for each area.

The presentation of the core strategy at publication will be a crucial part of explaining the
strategic vision for the District and the evolutionary nature of the core strategy from the
vision and objectives, arising from the spatial portrait translated into strategy and policy
should be clear from the document. The key diagram is also an essential tool in supporting
this strategic approach. The publication core strategy should be firmly focussed on how
the vision and objectives previously consulted on are to be achieved.

At publication you will need to set out information regarding your assessment of options
and alternatives and their selection and rejection. The LDF system requires the generation
and evaluation of options and alternatives. Authorities should ensure that documents are
genuinely front-loaded by informaily involving communities in the development of issues
and alternative options and should encourage a meaningful response based on a genuine
choice of options. Options could focus on implementation, e.g. locational, investment or
timing related, as well as being strategic.

Selection of the preferred approach should be progressed in comparison with the
alternatives and with commitment growing at each stage. The decision making process
should be transparent with the alfternatives expressed as early as possible. Clear reasons
will need to be given for the selection of options, together with a précis of the alternatives
that were also considered. Sustainability appraisal is an important element of option
appraisal and should look at all options including discounted ones.

You will need to show at publication why the selected options perform better in terms of
addressing the objectives, with a clear evidence trail, including through the sustainability
appraisal, showing why these option(s) were selected. All the options should be realistic
and take into account the constraints placed upon them by factors including national and
regional planning policy. If the scope and choices seem limited in places then as the
document is developed, you will need to make it explicit where options are limited because
of higher level policies or other circumstances. We expect government policy to be at
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least met and if you are to vary from national or regional guidance, then you will need to
be able to justify this through the evidence base.

You will need to develop clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring and think
more about deliverability as you progress the document towards publication. The
publication document should propose deliverable options that are credible in terms of
resources likely to be available to implement them with clear mechanisms for delivery. The
document will need to establish targets and milestones relating to the delivery of policies
and be clearer about how these are to be measured and linked to the production of the
AMR. Not only delivery mechanisms but timescales for implementation for the policies
should be identified and built in where possible. It also should be clear who is intended to
implement each policy. Where possible, there should be evidence of buy-in of the policies
by other stakeholders or authority departments. If actions are required to implement policy
outside the direct control of your authority there should be evidence of the necessary
commitment from the relevant organisation. At publication, the DPD will also need to
demonstrate sufficient flexibility to accommodate known and unexpected changes.

Detailed comments

Para. 1.13 The publication stage should not be viewed as a further round of consultation
and the publication document should be the version that the Council expects to submit
(see earlier comments). In the light of our other concerns, | consider that, in order to be
sound, further consultation will still be needed before publication.

1.16 An Ecotown in Selby District is not included in the current CLG programme.
However, the core strategy should plan for the next 15 years and it should make it clear
that it would need to be revised in the event of an Ecotown being considered in the future.

1.17 The link to the vision and objectives should be explained. Also note my comments
above on avoiding the core strategy developing into a series of topic based chapters and
my suggestion that you think about more of a place based approach with individual

strategies for the places in the District that will together make up a coherent spatial plan.

3.1 - 3.3 The new planning system requires a fresh approach to preparing policies and
proposals, that means going back to basics in all aspects of plan preparation. PPS3
requires core strategies to plan for 15 years housing from adoption. It is therefore only
necessary to look forward when calculating the housing requirement. | therefore have
concerns about the RSS figure of 440 dpa being reduced in the manner proposed, both in
terms of deducting completions achieved between 2004 and 2008, and including existing
commitments in calculating the housing requirement.. Existing commitments should be
considered in the SHLAA and will contribute to meeting the figure for the plan period but |
do not think they should be deducted from the annual figure in this way. PPS3 states that
completions and windfall allowances should not be included when determining how much
land is required. Furthermore, PPS3 requires a housing trajectory to show the level of
provision over the plan period, including allocation of sufficient land for the first five years
of the trajectory and a further ten years to be indicated in the Core Strategy. | do not
consider that the Regtonal Spatial Strategy would be undermined if the housing provision
were to be planned in accordance with the method set out in PPS3 irrespective of the
recent historic completion rate.
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3.4 — 3.31 The distribution of new housing and its relation to the settlement hierarchy
should not be considered in isolation from the other policy areas (employment, transport,
retailing etc). | suggest that you think about more of a place based approach with
individual strategies for the places in the District drawing on the full range of policy areas
(see earlier comments). The current approach will make it difficult to draw together a
coherent spatial plan.

Further thought also needs to be given to the apportionment of development across the
emerging settlement hierarchy and the implications this will have for spatial distribution,
and ultimately achieving a sustainable pattern of development that is consistent with RSS.
A disbursed pattern of development will not be consistent with RSS, so | would question
the appropriateness of identifying 20 Primary Service Villages for further expansion.
Especially, as these 20 villages could potentially deliver 25% of all development and twice
as much as Local Service Centres. The identification of tiers below Principal Town should
be on the basis of need to support the function of existing settlements and the local
egconomy rather than to meet demands for development. More emphasis also needs to be
given to accessibility to public transport (Policy YH7B} if the core strategy is to be found in
accordance with RSS.

In addition, the correlation between the SA and development of the preferred option would
benefit from more detailed explanation. This is especially important given that the
document repeatedly states “The Council has therefore decided...” The LDF process needs
to be based upon evidence if it is to be found sound. Also, where options have been
considered but then a further option has been developed the new option needs to be
subject to an SA/SEA even where it builds upon previous options. For example, the
preferred option outlined in para 3.30.

3.43 PPS3 (para.’s 60 & 61) requires the mechanisms for releasing allocated sites to be
set out in DPDs. It is not acceptable to delegate such management and implementation
policies to a SPD.

3.8 Have the SFRA and the requirements of the PPS25 sequential test been fully taken
into account in this approach? If the evidence base demonstrates that there are serious
flooding issues in relation to Option T which cannot be resolved, then there might be a
case for some flexibility in relation to RSS. The locations of the proposed strategic
housing sites may need to be reconsidered if there are serious flooding issues, depending
on consultation responses.

3.58 You will need to be able to justify the viability of the proposed thresholds and
percentages through the evidence base, particularly in the context of the recent Blyth
Valley legal challenge., The policy may need to be more flexible, building in viability
assessment of sites at the application stage and allowing for other sources of funding than
5106 agreements.

4.1 - 4.13 The link to the vision and objectives should be explained. Also note my
comments above on avoiding the core strategy developing into a series of topic based
chapters and my suggestion that you think about more of a place based approach with
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individual strategies for the places in the District that will together make up a coherent
spatial plan.

Question 8 asks respondents to agree or disagree with a number of national and regional
policy approaches. If the core strategy intends to include policies that are not consistent
with national or regional policy then appraisal and local justification through evidence will

be required.

4.8 The core strategy should indicate how Selby town, the other main settlements and
the rural areas are expected to develop over the plan period in terms of employment
delivery, expanding on the numbers in RSS.

5.1 - 6.7 This is very general background information outlining the Council’s intention to
draft policies on a nurnber of topics. These sections do not provide any options for how
the Council might approach the topics or their spatial implications. A full range of options
need to be considered, evidenced and appraised if the plan is to be found sound. Whilst
any policies should be locally distinctive, building on national and regional guidance where
necessary.

6.1 This should be upfront and be incorporated into the spatial objectives where it can be
locally distinctive. The principles of sustainable communities should underpin the whole

strategy.

Rachel Wigginton
Senior Planning Officer
GOYH

December 2008
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From: Andrew Rose [Andrew.Rose@spawforths.co.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 08:53

To: Idf

Subject: Selby Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

Importance: High
Attachments: Mr and Mrs Stephenson Selby Core Strategy FO Reps.pdf

Please find attached representation made on behalf of Mr and Mrs Stephenson.
| have also posted a hard copy of the representation.

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

We look forward to being involved in the evolution of the Local Development Framework.
Kind regards
ANDREW ROSE

Principal Planner
BSc(Hons), MSc, PG Dip, MRTP!

Spawforths - Confidentiality

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

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

18/12/2008
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BY EMAIL AND LETTER
.D & December 2008
Dear SirfMadam

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

Following the publication of Further Options to <he Core Strategy for the emerging Local Developmen:
Framework (LDF), Spaw(orths huve beer instructed by our client, Mr and Mrs Stephenson to miake

representations to this document on their behalf.

Mr and Mrs Stephenson welcome the opportun:ty to input into the Core Strategy and the decision to
publish Further Options for consultation to the Core Strategy. Mr and Mrs Stephenson believe this is

.' beneficial to all parties and should resolve how best to further th 2 role of the District of Selby.
Mr and Mrs Stephenson have land interests in the area, in particularty i1 Osgodby.

We wouid 'ike to make representations regarding the Further Optiors Care Strategy on the foliowing

points:

i.  General Comments
i Cuestion 12 3cale and Distribution of New Housing

[ Question 2; Growsth in Setby

iv. Question 4: Manag ng Housing Supply
V. Gues.on 5 Afforgable Housing
Spawforths

junction 41 Business Court, East Ardsley, Leeds, West Yorkshire WF3 248
£ 01924 £73372, [ 01924 870777, mall@spawforths.co uk. www spawforths co uk

Spawfarths 13 a trading name ¢f Spawlorth Rolinson Ltd incorporated in England Cornpany Regstration Number 2247289
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{. General Comments

Mr and Mrs Stephenson are concerned that the consultation has been prepared with lictle regard to an
evidence base. PPSI2 sets out the tests of soundness that are to be considered in the preparation and
examination of a Development Plan Document. The tests of soundness require plans and strategies to
be founded upon a robust and credible evidence base. It is noteworthy, that one of the reasens that the

Lichfield Core Strategy was found to be unsound on was its weak evidence base.

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

production of a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.

Nevertheless, importantly the Further Options Report in paragraph |.16 states that the Core Strategy
will be used “used as a basis for planning within the District in the short and medium terms, whilst being
aware of the potential for possible changes in the longer term”. This course of action would render the
Core Strategy unsound and does not accord with Government guidance. Core Strategies should plan
for the longer term and guide strategic decisions for |5 years with sufficient flexibility to respond

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

Scale and Distribution of New Housing

2. Question I: Do you agree with the Council’s criteria for defining Primary Villages and if

so, do you agree with those 20 villages selected?

Mr and Mrs Stephenson do not agree with the criteria for defining Primary Villages. Mr and Mrs
Stephenson believe that the role and functionality of places is also of paramount importance alongside

the provision of services and faciliies.

The Council's Backgrcund Paper 5 — Assessing the Relative Sustainability of Smaller Rural Settlements in
Selby District refers to the Parish of Barlby, which includes the settlement of Osgodby. Backgound
Paper 5 states that the Parishes overall population is nearly 5,000 inhabitants. The Background Paper

has clearly taken the perspective of looking at the sustainability of the Parish as a whole. Therefore, the

Page 2 of 5
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correct name should be utilised as that of “Barlby and Osgodby. However, Barlby is identified in the
settlement hierarchy as a Primary Village, whilst Osgodby seems to be a Secondary Village. This needs
to be clarified and rectified through the identification of Osgodby alongside Barlby as a single Primary

Village.

Osgodby and Barlby are intrinsically linked. Although Barlby itself is classified as a single village it
differentiates between Barlby Hilltop and Barlby Bridge, although over recent years these two distinct
areas have coalesced. Osgodby is a sister village to Barlby located across the Al% and has a population

in excess of 600 inhabitants. The two settiements have essentially coalesced.

Osgodby 15 a sustainable satellite settlement to Selby with good accessibility and linkages. Osgodby itself
has a village hall, chapel, builder's merchant, hairdressers, garden centre, public house and local shops.
Furthermore, it also has a crucial role within Barlby and Osgodby Parish in supporting and sustaining the
wider services adjacent in Barlby, which has a primary and secondary school, library, post office, public
houses, nursery, church and local shops. The clese interrelationship of the two villages sustains each
other’s key services and facilities. Barlby and Osgodby have a crucial role in serving the communities of

the surrounding hinterland.

The relationship between the two villages is further exemplified in the presence of Barlby and Osgodby
Parish Council. This clearly illustrates the villages importance and highlights the reasoning behind

references to this area of the district as the co-joined Barlby and Osgodby.

The Council clearly have had due regard for the treatment of co-joined settlements, since the
Background Paper identifies Monk Fryston/Hillam as a Primary Village. The Council therefore must be

consistent throughout the District in formulating a robust and credible Core Strategy.

Therefore, Osgodby should be idenufied with Barlby as a single Primary Village as “Barlby/Osgodby™.
This is a clear oversight and should be rectified, especially as the evidence base through Background

Paper 5 refers to the Parish.

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

proposed distribution Table 1?

Mr and Mrs Stephenson support the identification of Barlby and Osgodby within the Greater Selby area

and Selby Area Action Plan. Mr and Mrs Stephenson believe that this will lead to a holistic approach to

Page 3 of 5
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the identification of housing sites and sustainable growth for the District. This approach reflects the
important role and functionality of Barfby and Osgedby and is especially significant in balancing the

crucial role of Selby alongside its environmental constraints.

Mr and Mrs Stephenson support the ability to identify greenfield sites within the Selby Area Action Plan.
Mr and Mrs Stephenson believe it is important to highlight that the sequential approach to identifying
land, whereby brownfield ts preferred to greenfield sites, established in PPG3 has not been transposed
into PPS3. Therefore, the sequental approach to land allocation must not be set within the emerging
Core Strategy. PPS3 only recommends that 60 percent of new housing be accommodated on previously
developed land. Therefore, some greenfield sites in sustainable locations will be suitable for
development. PPS3 also states that windfall sites cannot be counted or relied upon in the allocations.
As such, Mr and Mrs Stephenson consider that it is important to reiterate that the new parameter for
new housing land is deliverability,. Mr and Mrs Stephenson have land interests at Tindells Farm in
Osgodby, which 1s a current allocation OSG/| of the Selby Local Plan. This site is eminently deliverable

in the short term.

Managing Housing Supply
4. Question 4: Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Principal

Towns, Local Service Centres and Primary Villages?

Mr and Mrs Stephenscn agree that a smaller element of development is needed in settlements in the
villages not identified in the settiement hierarchy, however this should reflect local circumstance. Policy
YH6 states that development in the rural areas should protect and enhance the attractive and vibrant
places. Therefore bullet point 5 states that plans and strategies should allow, “locally generated needs
for both marker and affordable housing”. This i1s reaffirmed through paragraph 2.48, which states thac
LDFs should establish local development needs that are essential to support smaller settlements in

accordance with PPS7,

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

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

housing?

Mr and Mrs Stephenson do not agree with the thresholds proposed for affordable housing. Mr and Mrs
Stephenson believe that the evidence base for affordable housing is not robust or credible and as such is
unsound. The evidence base for affordable housing seems to be based on the 2004 Housing Needs
Study, which is being rolled forward, and there is no reference to a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment. Furthermore, the thresholds have not been tested for economic viability in accordance
with PPS3 paragraph 29. Therefore, the Core Strategy 1s unsound. Mr and Mrs Stephenson would like
to highlight the Blyth Valley case where the Core Strategy was challenged successfully in the High Court

due to the absence of economic viability testing for affordable housing thresholds.

Mr and Mrs Stephenson wish to continue their active engagement in the emerging Core Strategy. We
trust that you can give due consideration to these comments and we request that you can confirm
receipt of this letter.

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

Yours faithfully

ANDREW ROSE BSc{Hons) MSc PG DIP MRTPI
Principal Planner
Andrew.rose@spawforths.co.uk

Encl:

Cc:

Mr and Mrs Stephenson

3313, Letter-00!, Selby Core Strategy FO Reps, AR
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Introduction b s Lo0GED CATE
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 ail libraries in the
District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
£y 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:
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 Ma+Mzs A Swa v | Name
 Organisation Organisation
Address THE SYCAMmouEs Address
BRAY 70N A INE
BRAYYCN
SELAY
@
Postcode Yo i Ydiy Postcode
Tel Y | ©
Fax e 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.

Yes

No; Barlby and Brayton should be excluded from the list:

1. They are too close to Selby and are now barely separate entities

2. If the proposed developments for Selby are implemented in full then they will be part of
the continuous built-up area of “greater” Selby.

3. They are already part of Selby in that they rely on Selby town for the greater part of their
services.




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 pverall distribution of housing as indicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 $@&/No

Seo keley af QR A)+ @)

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Ta_g:lcas@e_r? More_xfﬁ_%%rs“ ]

1. “In recent years housing and economic growth have not kept pace with other parts of the
District” (§ 3.14 Core Strategy Development Plan Document, C.SDPD)
2. Its service centre role is thereby undermined. |

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

Sherburn has seen recent housing development which is causing local disquiet.

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)

(1) Site A—Cros ) ) - ) T .
(2) Site B — Wes I. The development of the strategic housing sites E & F on the existing Strategic

Sj Countryside Gap does not meet the stated aims in paragraph 1.3 (C.S.D.P.D.) of “constraining
3 JteC—Bond | i the i . L . «
&) Site D — Olyr ¢ evelopment In the interests of environmental protection” and of preserving the “green
SteE—-B infrastructure in paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 (C.SD.PD)

) Site E-Baff 5 e development of sites E & F will effectively make the whole of Selby an urban area
(5 Site F - Foxt devoid of ‘vision’ ‘spatial’ (Y 1.3 C.S.D.P.D.) or otherwise and the contiguous ‘village’ of

Brayton will be lost and will add to the urban sprawl of Selby town.

Any other commr 3. Brayton, to the south and west, and the south-east part of Selby have taken the brunt of

recent housing developments. In Brayton, the area to the west of Doncaster road and south

of Foxhill Road to the by-pass, Old Farm Way and the extension of Holmefietd Close, and to
the south-east the massive development on Staynor Hall land.

4. Selby town’s development is unbalanced with little peripheral development to the north
and west.  Development of sites A & B in particular could be advantageous in obtaining
from the developers much needed additional road access to that part of town,

~Managing Housing Supply {seé ?Da’ra'~3.-7425-7-33545)25‘?5

Q4" Do you agree that market housing should only be_ allloweﬂc-j'in the Principal Té"\):vq_ (§§iby); -
Local -Service Centres (Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary \ ilgéfges:? f'not
S * Ty ey, ’ ‘ ‘(~":“' 'Ig"y-" Pe

v

please explain why R
- o n | 3 7o IR T -
B ' R

No.
If market housing is permitted, subject to normal planning, outwith the centres indicated in

l
f
the Core Strategy, it would help to alleviate the vast developments proposed for Selby and |
“have the effect of postponing the need to bring forward new allocations” (73.43CS8.P.DP) i

pas—y




Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59) c.=o - = L s

Q!5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housmg’? lf not please

e Elﬂ why. o
; No

? Within overall needs it is inadvisable to set out the same immutable allocation of

market/affordable housing for all areas. In some areas of build a greater proportion of

i affordable housing in better because developers will, in seeking to maximise returns, build so
i called affordable houses in more expensive parts of Selby thereby defeating the meaning of
#

“affordable™.
Flexibility needs to be maintained within overall needs.

0'6 ln order to help meet the need for affordable housmg, do you agree w1th the use of
. commuted sums for housmg schemes below the proposed thresholds? If not p[ease explaln why

l We do not understand this question which is not written in plain language.
Qur position is if there is not enough “executive” housing available, then the region
| will suffer. _ .
.' ! The region must attract entrepreneurs and investors to live and work.
|
i

Economy

Sirategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.1 2)

Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you con3|der is the most

appropriate location? E{
Site G - Olympxa Park (Iand adjcnrnng Selby Bypass) Site H — Burn Airfield [
Have you Tt T T T o

Site G, Olympia Park, has the greatest ease of access to the labour pool of Selby town. This
would reduce the need for commuting.
Site H, Burn airfield, has labour access problems. Better road access is required. Burn
shouid be ‘promoted’ from “secondary village” (2.3 C.S.D.P.D.) to “primary village” (§3.22
C.S.D.P.D) Such a development would be the catalyst for an up graded A19 between
Selby and the M62 and a much needed by-pass for Burn,
| A mixed but separated @ housing and industry would be appropriate here with housing to the
—g)—“-"l west fronting the existing village of Burn and industry fronting the railway line.
———mw However the use of the railway by industry might be a “vision™ too far.
Q8 Pleas|
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/Riftdguge)
B - 'Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’ (Agree/Biaaipsd)
C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing smail/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree )
D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
development.’” (Agree

Any other comments?

There is need to try to make Selby seif contained as regards employment/housing to reduce
the need for commuting especially north on the A19 to York This might help our
commitment to the environment.




Climate Change Issues {see para 5.1=5.5}.

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

Not more than 10%
There is seemingly an abandoned bio fuel generating plant in existence on the Al9 nearly

opposite the Eggborough Power Station at grid reference SE 568243 which if activated could
go a long way to fulfilling Selby Dis Districts obligations in this matter. L o

A

--Sustainable Commumttes (see. para 6 1 6 8)
Infrastructure Provision. - .~

Q10 The Government is rntroducmg a Communrty 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

v~ Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education

T Green infrastructure

Health

—-{-Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure

v~ Recreation open space
\/'Recycling
v

Road infrastructure
Other (please specify)

Koadsiots (tfar |

‘Greeninfrastructyre =i, 7o TE e i L T e DT e a L

Q11 Do you have any Views on opponunmes to enhance or create Green Infrastructure'?

Maintain the Strategic Countryside Gap

Maintain and enhance the riverside and canal side arcas, the banks of our waterways are
valuable assets in providing an open and “green” environment.

e.g. Ousegate river viewing area is sadly run down and the former filling station by the “Old
Toll Bridge™ is an eyesore.




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) %!No
or

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

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

Gypsies and Travellers

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

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

(Agreem Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Options A & C would be the most appropriate in that they would probably be best received by
the Council Tax pavers.

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
SRRSER) Option A - Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and

twelve pitches.

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

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

. pitches plus individual pitches.

|

Option A
This would be sites small enough to be un-obtrusive and policed and large enough to have
economics of scale to establish.

Travelling Showpeople

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

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

i
Option B 5

As these communities travel with heavy transport, proximity and ease of access to the
primary road network is essential. |




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

Notification

Please tick the boxes below sf you wouid like to be lnformed when

o 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?

s The Core Strat been adopted? E]/

Dated/:D //Q/@

1f you have any y questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Deveiopment Framework Team on 01757 292063 or by eémail to ldf@selby.gov.uk.

Piease return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, CIVIC
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YOB 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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E L B Y Selby District Core Strategy DEVELOPMENT
3 Questionnaire and Comments Form
for Consultation on Further Optlog% o|Officeus {/
DISTRICT COJNC%L : SEL 1 ';‘ kﬁ ]
Mayving losward with puspose November 2008 ‘_Am_ﬂm P ,u_': o !E‘}ﬂ No !r‘(z\ vermne wtn -
! LR L A TR aed
Introduction L ha1S RECEN LA REEY

from ‘Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster,"and all libraries intie™ "
District The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note of the paragraphs that refate to each subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consultation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

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

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available (at WWW. selby.gow uR

_.bw to make comments:

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

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

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

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

"a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Q.Mcc;u.d,?,/ Name

Organisation | fa%:% .7 e%.0wd, | Organisation

Address Address

f?*mm;u_“ Cia b
M R57 ColF I E Y

Postcode Yo% e Postcode
Tel ey | e
Fax Fax
Email Email
Housing

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

Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Villages and, |f S0, do you agree
with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why

YeS

s . — = — .
"4-1‘/ Sorfe Cr FHT ﬂ,?i"?/a:?_'/ VietAd & NAGED 26
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Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the various settlements and the overriding
objective of concentrating growth in Selby

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

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

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

Please explain why in each case.
TreA & PARE r1olE SHFL Ee. 73T

PPEQuRZC 771&:»';/90427'/&30 Cyfﬁﬁf/gff\/fc_e_g

Crldice THESC RZEAC -3

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

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

") Site A — Cross Hills Lane

(&) Site B — West of Wistow Road

() Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

&) Site £ — Baffam Lane

3) 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 PrmC|paI Town (Selby)
Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

>3




10N

[Affordab!e Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.58)

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

—r

£ e O0cd THE THRESHorpr T Ae T Ko b FHaTT

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

Flrodipeld  Thrs @ Dods ~Noi” Digepande LS eolired i

L

Eiconomy
Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 - 4.12)
Q7 If a strategic employment site is provided which of the following do you consider Is the most
appropriate location?

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

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

A - Land allocated for employment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other uses if there 1s no realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ (Rgeee/Disagree)

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

C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree/Bisagtee)
D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business

development.’ (Agree/Bisagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues {see para 5.1—5.5)

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

e Z
THE  Pidec~im dE Stwrwmp £ m T ARa <y o 9y
D8 e rpint s Stoney  RE  EonsodRELD T DALy

LRort ViAo ,7Y , PerAwval, N & SPAcrAc RSPECTS
, :

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 —6,8).

Infrastructure. Provision.

Q10 The Government is mtroducmg a Communlty 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
~q | Education

Green infrastructure

~s Health

Public Realm

Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
Recycling

| Road infrastructure

Other (please specify)

/

Greenvinfrastructure

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

Lounclie T FunD P PO ErFENT A PrNAR e EN T o~
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[ IHousing Mix {see para 6.9 — 6.10)
Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

The il ST G VIR L ANELD Narr1go L o KeiH

TE AL lows 2o ZESS s pnd  rdd e nf S, "’C’Lr./cuy(,ﬂ,_ rt NELDE T h 7;(0!{

Gr Ve V- o R
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Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11 -~ 6.15)
(Gypsies and Travellers
{213 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
the following options (please mark your cheice):
(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
‘irgroe/Dlsagree ) Option B ~ New sites shouid be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages.
(Agree/Disagree) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

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

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

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

t=gree/Disagree) Option C — A combination of A and B; one site of between eight and twelve

b pitches plus individual pitches.

| Travelling Showpeople
G115 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. {f provision is required, should an area of search be:

+fegree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Bisagree) 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 avallable on the Councils’
website: (please add extra sheets)”
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Please tick the boxes below |f you would ||ke to be mformed when -

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

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

e The Core Strategy has been adopted? 3/

®

Signem Dated /%//z/'ZooB/

- If you have any questlens or need some further information-please contacf the
Locai Development F ramework Team'on 01757 292063 or by email to- |df@selby.qov.uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Pohcy, Selby DiStI'ICt Council, sznc
-Centre, Porthoime Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 458 .
No later than:17.00hrs.{5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008. = -
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Selby District Core Strategy

DEVEOPMENT
FRAMEWORK

SELBY

Questionnaire and Comments-Form— xsmrrama

Options PEﬁaNj‘ﬁ‘i&é’fﬁse

mmwm

for Consultation on Further, —_—
DISTRICT COUNCIL et el e T B TV TER T
Moving forward with purpose November 2008 ] j e 1D No “ O ' ‘
L2 e 15 IEN 608
DNATE RECEIVEDR PASTREPLY
Introduction ! % 1 OGGED DATE

3

r e A mmﬂvp—l—m-w-

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

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

DHow to make comments:

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

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

« Please submit your comments by S5pm 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 Caczo  Lanwga | Name
Organisation Organisation
Address S Eaavs Address
PR,
SN
Q
Postcode HOY 22 Postcode
Tel S T
Fax Fax
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.

ol




Ho

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

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less 1@‘{'\

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

RN las
®

Please explain why in each case.

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

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

(~} Site A — Cross Hills Lane

() Site B — West of Wistow Road P —
(1) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane - P’YO e co ML ™ e
(%) Site D — Olympia Mills —_—

(‘t) Site E — Baffam Lane

(2 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 Pr|n0|pa| Town (Selby)
Loca! Service Centres (Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

o U




Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

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

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

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 — 4.12)

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

appropriate location? E/
Site G - Olympia Park (iland adjoining Selby Bypass)
Have you any other suggestions?

Site H — Burn Airfield [

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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

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

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing smal/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?

O



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

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1 - 6.8)

Infrastructure Provision
"DQ10 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 opporfunities to enhance or create Green Infrastructure”?

[1U



Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

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

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

Villages.
(Ageee/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 fiexibility 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 indicalions are that only iimited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
{Agree/Disagree) Option B - In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as 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 extra sheels)
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Please tick the boxes below if you would like to b

e The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? E/a

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? g/

(7 oY

Signed __J_ Dated <

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

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic

Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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The Core Strategy document Consultatlon onfurther Optlons”is ava:lable at www,.selby.gov.uk,

from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherbarn 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

cdetails on the last page.

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

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

(P to make comments:

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

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

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

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name L. coctin? Name
Organisation Organisation

Address IS Pa e ¢ Revie| AdDress

Cieeeng Lanos

‘IS'E;—L.J?:;"j
0
Postcode Yeg AP Postcode
Tel MinIEy | <
I-ax Fax
Email w Email

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

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

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

/(—MM&T‘J&’ Mow THelE 1€ A peed Feld Scood Doetnmacs
tolere Brbaym T oPldToe omas 10 Setdy Ade Aiveasy
LlH;Tzn AR [Imqu due 7 < LT R
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
Qonrtr leeo

Piease explain why in each case.

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

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

(3 Site A — Cross Hills Lane A4 frew =2

(2) Site B —West of Wistow Road ACAEY -2 _ 2

(4) Site C ~ Bondgate/Monk Lane l)l_sb.qr?e*é‘ 4 Freed Rrste

(\) Site D — Olympia Mills Aglee -

() Site E — Baffam Lane D s8¢ /4’27:

(6) Site F — Foxhil! Lane/Brackenhlll Lane blﬁAﬂ(ﬂ?Ef & <D§ES vp G)WJ‘(‘Z\{S'\&
CAR) Also Tuis Ader

Any other comments? oo .

Ty GuexTian Ig vy FadbrY voohed.

°

. Managing Holusing Supply (See para.3.42 = 3.45):" PG N S S A

Q4 Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Pnncmal Town (Selby) ;

Local Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why




-

'

\ Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

(X5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

/—\'C{ et

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

A ,
oo SNEA L wWHAT IS A CT A UTED QU\M" L

|

 Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3—-4.12)

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

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

Site H — Burn Airfield [J

.bp!oymenf Land (see para 4.13)

_QB 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/Disagrée)
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.’ (Agree/Disegree)

Any other comments?
A : A{j’ 242 \y—-\. ?61.11._(_,\]‘()& -—CLZ{—)Q,L&M c.en




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?

M pel - 20% (DISAL(PELS

LT AllccEe

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.1-6.8)

Infrastiucture Provision .

Q10 The Government is mtroducmg a Commumty 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 opportun|t|es to enhance or create Green Infrastructure'?

Evvonce LGleeny Joptastacrule bo1tn A BEve of s
AaD PETeet filoon Ropuds devaodueTAl cluep




[Housing Mix (see para 6.9~ 6.10)

212 Do you consider that

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

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

TS G A st fiens 0F MEED G CAnOT Ay st
) Gt o Y )

Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11-6.18) -

Gypsies and Travellers

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

the fol/l/owmg opticns {please mark your choice):

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

‘i’greéfDi's.agree) Option B — l\\l/c—l:lw sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
lages.

(Agree/Df;ag’r'ee) Option C — Expanding the existing sites

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
(Agree/Di/saﬁee) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
~ twelve pitches.
(Agrée/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
) choice for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
(Agré/Disagree) Option C — A combination of A and B, one site of between eight and twelve
e 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:

(ﬁ_;gr&gDisagree) Option A - In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(fgree/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 Councns

website: (please add extra sheets)

Neo MEnTion o <APIT  2f JeMooll ARD ABUTY To CobE
LINTH a2 e T N uswler .,

Mo ameTions of DAvaAgE METWoRIK CAPACITY 15 ks
twacleAsed  Frows CFowl Aob Sedfies  tokhTeR)

Pliwerdd HaMTe Prpsicions — <Am Toey ce ?
ijrz'g'(fg — Dt —

o WrlE vV EEY QtsMﬂomTeb COTH THE oM — THE QUESTeAXS ?
COLEE SerGcTim s AMK!C‘KUQS ; OTHLL woeE  Pociliy woder)

Notification : i f ‘ 3
Please tick the boxes below if you would hke to be informed when

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

examination? [z~ .

» 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? 7z

Signed__“ k Dated /3//2{08.

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

Please return th:s form to the. LDF Team Development Pollcy, Seiby District Council, Crv;c
‘Centre,. Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB ‘
No later than.17.00hrs’ (Spm) on-Thursday 18: December 2008,
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Questionnaire and Comments Form

: S E L B Y\" Selby District Core Strategy | Eaﬁ FRAMBAORK |
AN

for ultati wrtherOptions
BISTRICT COURCIL '!I"'““m%gll_]és\t' Dﬁ'g&;é agrﬁgg.toa : P ggl‘ée”%‘iﬂ/oﬁ

; PEAN i IDNo [{)
!
L 1 oec TIIAN IR
introduction : e s REPLY |
The Core Strategy docu ~entD@Ejﬁ§Eﬂl§§%‘Eﬁr‘on Furthar Opiions’ is available at www.selby.gov.uk,
from 'Access Selby’ and eontacf’&é%‘frﬂé_ S I0.Sherbum-and-Fadcaster, and all fibraries in the

District. The document is"?s“b'lut into aapters 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 consuitation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

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

“ How to make comments:

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

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

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

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name T A NMALTRY Name

Organisation — Organisation

Address 2 AZOHLEA MW Address

SELRY

Postcode NOg g-Riud Postcode

Tel Tel
 Fax Fax

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.

NoO - \Q\Be u;\l.oges widl yost becowe lavger = restdentd o-f—
Senald u&k&gﬁs Wil have Vestncied) oppodtun (ly to Stay
. e place @F {:Llﬁ-(r chele QGS‘H’LC‘”&(\) saald

devddeprent Shootd apply to aly vilages -
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" Any other comments?

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

Unoble ko covmand — o kacudledde

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.

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)

B Site A — Cross Hills Lane

The aoppivech o Setby  fown the ALY 13 an EYENOE
cnd Shood be QeidopeR ob o piony oo W favcut ef Olysspia.
Mo desElepiens TThe area cw Hhe  by-pas roonda oot Winer§

o

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

please explain why

No — al Uillogc{‘_\“ Shood e S‘Qtjec'\‘ o Qavne

Qi"L\’&v‘\C\_. Frincipal towns shoud  Cacenkiate on h@w
0P o.f\sigv\‘rky QIEOD (Q9 610 petol Stakon  arco, by +he toy
b"@%) before  allowwy Mmassive development 1 e

cf Sherboru [ Tedcaster sRdanon

=

<) Site B — West of Wistow Road

#<) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane .

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills S fs Reedon o Leen Qenictop® S0 tdh & 1B
(3) Site £ — Baffam Lane gé&& ; ok 3@333 IO vo  Doude vn [ BanGy
(2) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane oy ey t

lnete are Ay {ortdh BLUAWE Shadd Ve Conmdele® ano chyel
BACCOUPED GSEody  SUOA O3 Ave \Wood  od ARG CAORGNY e\

rane Leen L alDEDd op SRS Yol Rt =t ; ~y . . . ,
Rove be C 2 g Sﬁ) 5 O CAnenvgae oy veuy &F\}&'\OFQ\&&

R

(SO Soe
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Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 — 3.59)

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

N\O _ 5"@(0 b@ CQU\_QLT\(:{) Vo CE’\“E\C\\‘U\ alca O( SKM\LCLF
{4.59(- D(‘ \(\Q\;‘:&\\J% — PUANONEL) (Q\\R) bQL\a@&\ oo honke

recoomn Yo b“"j [oedd P«’O@eﬁv\ﬁ W EEDWO ol e ByPE of |
oz \ Nondond o\ QQQQM G0 AN L cheaper g@p@ﬂ-q Wy B

A,

& | &
Q6 In order to help meet the need for affordabie housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes below the proposed thresholds? If hot please explain why

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 -4.12)

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

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

Site H — Burn Airfield J

Land w Clese  proxiam®y to bypass Gypecaalng winere nOv
N Corent  ONe €. SRS ‘Q&)&é\\!\QS W ound abeaT
OpP CRYE Qozckuned ‘?@an -

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.” (Agree/Disagree) oV g i eond UL EUUEIN LIV SV

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

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

Any other comments?  ClapW) DML Shedd te alswed S0 b

FEONEDED (dehchvah® ~ Swal Pestug deidopiaty W et
e Pemdonk Qo ¥ ote o Gfeok WO

business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” (Agree/Disagres)-|

£
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Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1—5.5)

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

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
v Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education
Green infrastructure
Health
Public Realm
'./:Iéail and Bus infrastructure

ecreation open space

Recycling
~Road infrastructure
Other (please specify)

| Green Infrastructure

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

F\\ovtg Selby Do wdh cycleway




Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

Neddier — Shood e a  mivbhoe ®JL'1 ol af the aboue .

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):
QAg;eé Dég—f@ Option A — New sites should be spread across the District.
@Optlon B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Villages

(A@Option C — Expanding the existing sites

D\S )fC‘E. oo OLVL ﬁ)ﬂhe—( ﬁpvomonom,

bewq) nNaoe

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

Ag.re/Dlsagree) Option B - Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies and fravellers distributed across the District.

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

A S olove

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:

7
(g’?misagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Etmet?

(7 e/Disagree) Option B - in close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and AB4)?

N above




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

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

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? B/

Dated 77 ! [2,!09’

Signed

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

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




Selby District Core S—f;ategy

=T | OCAL
DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK

Questionnaire and Comments Form

14104

DISTRICT COUNCIHL

Moving forward with purpese

November 2008 “DLAMN gﬁg&?{‘g

iy
s T

for Consultation on Further.ngE *“‘i“mma;ugea

1@2‘ =

4% 0t I

% 1§ DEC 05
i

-
i""\« ! |-<3—r’i T

introduction DATE RECEIVED

from 'Access-Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcasterand sl libraries in the
“District. Thé document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied
by a note.of the paragraphs that retate to éach subject, for ease of completion. Should you wish
to be sent a hard copy of the consuiltation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the- last page.

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

P e el

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Optlons‘, is availaliesst www. selbvﬂqovL—ui@ e

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

address on the last page; or
» Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council’'s “in Focus” on the front

page of the website.
o Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
« Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

| a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Mis A JonvES | Name
Organisation | —— Organisation
Address g WinvomiLL Address
GARPENS

SELBY
Postcode Yo 3AA Postcode
Tel .. | T
Fax "W N Fax
Email — Email
Housing

“Stale and Distribution of New Housing (sée-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? [f not please explain why.

it He bouncds Lrlino Gund with e Ao
U&LLa%pa aelectiod.

—1




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 Tabie 17 ¥es/No

Selby in sikaked ok bhe |  of Mo Lounk
ma,d,oiﬂemgdm?. This widl W&V%u w Aevon Copdte |

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/l=58-
W A0 a,cgamﬂ,é {o W T0ulls .
c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/Less-

Shetburn 0 tdpser Ao Modyy wadss and Ausirsso
Wommée&ds.ﬁmﬁwwmm@- ®

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

(&) Site B — West of Wistow Road

(&) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Milts

(4) Site E — Baffam Lane

(3) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments? o

St B Thio atéa welwdle QWUM@W/

Managing Holsing Supbly {see pard 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

Yes.




‘Affordable Housing (see'para 3.46 —:3.59)

(A5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordab!e housmg? If not piease

explain why.
Yes

(26 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

Yes.

@

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) lzr
Have you any other suggestions?

Site H — Burn Airfield [

Ao apea 1o enolosed ’f} ﬁéz[‘%’f““s) and Fast Lommon

Lot

mmployment Land {see para-4.13).

Q8 Plzase tell us whether you agree or disagree with the followmg statements:

A - Land allocated for employment purpaoses 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/Bissgree)

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

C - 'For new business development the focus shouid 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 ievel of new business

development.’ (Agree/Disagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues {seé para 5.1.—5.5)

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

" Sistainable Communities (see:para 6.1~ 6:8)

“Infrastricture Provision.

Q10 The Government is mtroducmg a Communlty 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.

v/ | 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 (please specify)

IS

e Inastructite:

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

No.

.

-4
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(212 Do you con3|der that

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

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

Cypsies/Travellers and Show People{see para 6. 11=6.15)

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

(hgree/Dissgree) Option A - New sites should be spread across the District.

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

(Ameae/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should be encouraged to allow fiexibility and
choice for gypsies and traveliers distributed across the District.

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

D pitches plus individual pitches.

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

(Agese/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the towns of Selby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Disagzas) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M82, A1,
and A64)7




Please add ‘any further comments you: may have about:the. Core'Strategy-including the
evidence. contained'in the: Background Papers whrch are also avaliabie on the Councils’

.website:. (pfease add'extra Sheets)

Nofification o477 TR

Please tick the boxes below !f you wouid like to be mformed when '

s 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?

Signedl_“ = Dated/7’/ﬁ-’l08

" if- youhave any-qliestions or'need some: -further information please contact the ..

Locaf Deveiepmentframework Team "on: 01757 292063 or:by email.to Idf@selby qov uk.

Piease retum thls form'to the LDF Team Deveiopment Poilcy, Selby District. Councﬂ Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire; YOB:4SB :
No later than:17:00hrs (5pm).on Thursday 18 December 2008. -

.
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{ S E L BY} Selby District Core Strategy 1): DEVELOPMENT
Questionnaire and Comments Form
) for Consultation on Further; O%tlgnsw fiomceise, /.
i UN - oy sifls e

e e November 2008 it xie 11 /5
\ Woving forward with purpose Biie D NO L
r/qf |
i AP T
"Introduction i ¢ RECEIVED i) :

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on-Further Optlons |s akrem’éb ie at www, seibv aov Lk -

from 'Access Selby' and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the

District. The document is split into chapters on-line, and the questions below are accompanied

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

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

details on the last page.

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

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

.)W to make comments:

» Please complete the form in dark ink {add extra sheets If you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or

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

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 AusoN wiaeley | Name
Organisation — Organisation
Address 26 Wistew repp | Address
SELBY
Yo8 3Ly.

Postcode Y6& 31y 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.

YES,




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

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

NOT  SUEE ABOUT CUNCeNTRATING GrOWTH N SELEY GIVEN —THe WrRSeN NG
EMPOYMENT SHURTION NERE , LOSING MOST oF THe MAJUL EMFLOYERS - TATE
L LYLE, CLARANT, ROSEBYS, BOCM.

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

GO0o  ACLESSIBILITY T0 BUTH  YIRK AND LEEDS. ST L HAS F06D £ MPLOYMENT
OerroeTUNTWS AT TTHE BREWERIES.

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

BETTEL EMrLOYMENT OFPORTUNTIES = JUBS (REAED N LAST i YEARS
EG KINESPAN, BRY1IWSA EYPsum,  1DEALLY  ALACED For  ACCESS 0 LEEDS.

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, & = lowest)

(4) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

Site B — West of Wistow Road
Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

)
6)
5)
) Site D — Olympia Mills
)
)

f

Site E — Baffam Lane

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

3
2
Any other comments?

0F THESE SWTES | AM  ONLY RAPPY -To SEE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON  SITE
D - oLymeis MiLLs (nowbw_n THIS Would HAVE A HGHU FLop &15K> M o1s
FOVEANMENT PoLaCY o 8UiLD oN GREENFIELD STES " ONLY AS A LAST ResorT

¥ Bioie DopS MAVE o WAMEN , | THINK THAT 1T WU BE ReTTEL TO
BUILY  SMALge DEVELOPMENTS ON SEErAL OF g SIES, PAEFEAMLY (Cuse o oiee

Managing Housing Supply (see para:3.42= 3.45) uur»wg,g oN CBACK  PAGE. T -~ = L.

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

1]

Ye&  ProgAglY  BEST TU LEAVE T AS TS S0 THAT EBACH POTent AL
DEVELOr MENT  Kegh  CAN gE  CONSWERED OV S OWN MeedS




’ \\L\’

Affordable Housing (see para 3.46 - 3.89) ,

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

Ye s

Q6 In order io 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

VES

Economy
Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3~ 4.12)
Q7 If a strategic employment site 1s provided which of the following do you consider is the most
appropriate location?
Site G - Olympia Park {land adjoining Selby Bypass) CJ Site H — Burn Airfield O
Have you any other suggestions”
I DONT My Whed STe 1S USED, ¢ wNéE AS ONE 1S PROVIDED ANDH  Mere
WAPQLTANT LY TRAT (T MANPEES O ATTRACT GmraViEs  AND  J0ss (OF’ THE
Tybe LbST) FACK 10 Serey. WOV ST wwinp EE MORE ATTeactwe ¢
Empwqgﬁs? IF BUEN AWRFeld WAS <0 BE USED, wivip THis ALl JLYMAA

FARK To HAVE MORE HWseES fur oN T AMn THEPEFURE  Save SOME oF oUR
EREEN Fied  LAND Feom RUILOIG P ( Avtiouid FLvn RiSK wWojip AE P maTDe \SSUE)
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.’ (Agree/Disagres)

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

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

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

development ' (Agree/Bisagree)

Any other comments?




Climate Change Issues {se¢ para 5.1-55)

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

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
/ kCycle and walking infrastructure
/| Education
\ /)/Green infrastructure
/| Health
ublic Realm
/ I/Rail and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
ecycling
/] Road infrastructure
Other {(please specify)

®

(Green Infrastructure: R T I R e R

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

FERSINALLY | PEEL  VERYy UNCoMFOETABLE WA ~THE  CONTRADICToRY TERM

W eeN  INFRpSrRucTVRE © Pk ME “IWE BEAVTY OF GREEN ALEAS 15 THEIL LACK
OF WNFRASTRUCTURE. A1 PRESENT THERE ME PATUS ey  SELRY WKSHOE WALC
M) Adigr  roAbS e g WISToW LOCDSHIP, QeACKEN WY LANE (nuo THE “TRANS PENNINE
TRALL) FOE THOSE THAT LIKE T0 WALK AND CYUE | CANNST Sez AT 1T Wovid
Be fosslpE T2 BUWD LARGE  NUMBERS (F MOpEeN HOUSES, WTHIT SPelunNe ME
Nice Views oF OPEN COUNTRYSWE WE PRESENTLYY MAVE AND  INGREASING -TEAFFIC ON
oL COUNEY ROADS (Foa ME —THESE ME THE MAN ATTRACTINS -6 LWING AT SEgY AND

WilL BeCormE MICE IPOE AT S e eneoy FeRf, SRORT WIRSENs)
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' Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)
Q12 Do you consider that

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

A Foon Mhix ¢F fleusiNgG  TYPES AND  S2ES  WOULD 8T REST
THe RECENT WOUSINE  SURVEY Wil HzoP 10 10ENTIEY —THe ™Mix  NeEDED.

PWevip gxPect THELE T0 GE A NEED FoC BUNGCALOWS, AS Ul POPuATioN Kas

AN INCREASHNG premeTiod  ¢F Bippely FEOFLE AND We AEE LWVING NGER. |

AN AawAeE TRAT  RUNEAWWS _ RBAUEE  MDRE LAND Syt LAN (BE IWNUREASWE NERD #)4

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

Gvpsies and Travellers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

«q;-wef[}isagree) Option B — New sites should be located in or close to the towns and primary
Viillages.

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

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

0 pitches plus individual pitches.

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

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

THEW.



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

evidence contained in the: Background Papers, which are also ava|lable on the Councils’
.website: (please add extra sheets)

NEWEL  RodsiNg  TWS WOUL) LegseN THE 1MPacT ON -E  WUNTRYSWE, |
WALK N Al THE  STRATERC deusiNg SITES Bems  CONSHIERED (Fo& ME THS s
THe MAI ATTRACTION =<0 UYiNe AT sa,gy)
MY ManN WOoRRY 1S e TYPE 0F HouSWE TRAT  MaY RE  fERMITTED
) LWE Cwse 0 The BoVIS DeVEWPMENT oN WISTOW RgAp. Desrre
Baywe  ReEN BUILT FI& A WHILE, | CANNOT FPASS BY WiTHOW Bemk
SHocKED By THe MEAGHT, DENSITY ANS PROXIMITY T2 THe ROAD oF SUCK
LARGE NouseS AND THe LACK OF CONSIDERATION THAT APPEARS <D HWAVE Bl
SHowN -T0  oWNeRS oF D0RMeR RUNGALOWS IN WWNDHMUL GARIENS, A SiMicis
ROVLS  DEVELOPrENT HKAS EVEN BEEN THoUsHT SUITRBLE FOR WASTOW VilLAGE
N CONTRAST, ReceNt DevEwsmens N 8enviad (8Y  WiMPer ANy THess

AROUND MiLL LAMﬂ ARe oF A NOLMAL HEGHT AND ARe MOLE SYMPATHETIC .
TC THeiR  LoCATION,

MoST  pgorie LIMING N E06e oF TOWN LocACIONS, 90 S BECAUSE THEY
ENTOY The VIEWS AND EASE OF ACCESS 0 HE CONTRYSWOZ AN) BECAUSE
THEY  Coud  Not Cobe Wi LIVING oN A WU DENSI\TY HOYSING gSTAE

T

Notification : : ) T
Please tick the boxes below |f you would like to be mformed when

e The Core Strateé;yés 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(P

s The Core Strategy has been adopted? II/

Signed Dated _1£/1z, las

If you have any-guestions 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 formto the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
. Centre, Por“{holme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later-than 17.00hrs {5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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victoria lawes

From: Jo Wright [jo.wright@smithsgore.co.uk]

Sent: 18 December 2008 11:14

To: Idf

Subject: Selby LDF - Core Strategy Consultation on Further Options

Attachments: Consultation on Further Options.pdf; Location Plan.pdf; Selby Core Strat response Dec
O8version2.doc

Please find attached representations on behalf of the Church Commissioners for England who
own the land at Brackenhill Avenue outlined in red on the attached plan.

I would be grateful if these comments could be taken into account during the preparation of the
Core Strategy and would ask that we are kept informed of all future consultations during the

LDF process.
Regards,
Jo Wright » BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI

Smiths Gore 48 Bootham York North Yorkshire YO30 7WZ
e jo.wright@smithsgore.co.uk
t 01904 756300 (switchboard) f 01904 756301w www.smithsgore.co.uk

This email may rontain confidential information; if received in error please delete it without making or distributing copies.
Opinions and information that do not relate to the official business of Smiths Gore are not endorsed by the firm. Smiths Gore
may monitor outgoing and incoming e-mails. By replying to this e-mail you give your consent to such monitoring.

ﬁ Piease consider the environment before printing this e-mail

18/12/2008



s

Selby DIStI"ICt Core Strategy

¥ LOCAL
DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK

) questlonnaire and Comments Form

r:for Consuitatlon on Further Optlons Office use
November 2008 - okt

for ehse of camiﬂetton Shou!d ybu wish
opyiof the constitafio doc:um Nt piease coniac’t the LDF Team usmg the

address m4h asipag D

omplatethe formin. dark_mk (add extra sheets |f you WlSh) and send to the

a)_\Agent detalls nc you are usmg one

~Jo.. wﬁlmﬂ‘

émrras GORE -

s Age Esoc*mmw. -
YorK

-

1950 7N2-

T _“ola0k, 755500
01904 16301

qo{ae o l«i(

{0 wnqwc P S‘n«Uth
52 I




Q2 Bearing in mind the commentary on the role of the vanous settfements and the overriding

i objective of concentrating growth in Selby EE ATTALAED

i el

a2) Dc you agree with the overall distribution of housing as incdicated in the proposed
distribution Table 17 Yes/No

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

¢) In parucular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn 1 Eimet? More/Less

(9

0

| Please explain why In each case.

Strategic:Housing Sites'at Selby (see para 3.32- 3.471)

Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or diszgree with the foliowing options for strategic housing
development on the edge of Selby (please number 1n preference order 1= highest, & = lowest)

( ) Site A —Cross Hilts Lane

( ) Site B — Wesl of Wistow Road

( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

{ ) Site D — Olympia Mills

{ ) Site E - Baffam Lane

{ ) Site F — Fcxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Q Any other comments?

SEL ATTACHED

[ Managing Housing-Supply (see paré 3.42 ~ 345) -

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

please explain why

SLE ATTALNED




QS Doj /oliagrée \Mth Ihe dlfferem thresho ds proposed for aflordable housmo’? If not please
Xplain: why IR T

B
-

1Y
T
w'f

OYIME nt‘purposes but WhICh is undeveloped should be considered
1 §es_ 4if s there is no reahstnc»prospect of employment

-

he focus should he on securmg smalllmedrum slzed
dustraa] premises in suztable locations.” - (Agree/Disagree)
opmean shQuld be baianced wﬂh an appropr;ate level of new business




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

"Climate Change Issues {see para 5.1—55) ____.4

(WA

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

SEE KTTARLED

Sustainable Communities (see para 6.7— 6 &}

Infrastructure Provision

Q10 The Government is introduzing 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
i Community Faciiities
. Cycle and walking infrastructure
Education
Green infrastructure
Health
_ 1 Public Realm
Rall and Bus infrastructure
Recreation open space
' Recycling
I Road infrastructure
___1 Other (please specify)

SEE  ATTALNED

Green.Infrastructure

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

SEE ATCALNED




eHoasmg erﬁseeparaﬁg =G 40) N ey T T T T ‘ T \ T

K

S Q12 DJ you consrder that,

:_-a) More housmg should bo in the form of smail dwellings (flats and terraced housing) Yes/No
T or
“_b_)‘f[\,flo\ra-»n‘ous1ng\should be m the form of 3-4 bedroom family houses Yes/No

_13 In makmg appropnate prowsmn for cypsnes and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
=2 oliowang opnons (pl ease: mark your chome}

Agréelmsagree) Op’uon B- New s,tes should be located in or close to the towns and primary
VHIages.

Meive ontches T
Jndlwdual pm':hes shoufd be' encouraged to allow flexibiiity and
SR ho;ce for gypsies and travellers distributed across the District.
greefD;sagree) Optfon €= A combination of A 2nd B; one site of between elght and twelve
prtches plusindividual pitches.

égare 1oat oniy J|mited _provision is requnred wzthm Selby District for travelling
provision is: reouired should an area of search be

]n o olose 8 the towns of Saiby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Eimet?

ln close pro;_qmlty to the strateglc road network (such as M62, A1,
N and A64)? o




i
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Please add any further comments you may have about the. Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’

website: (please add extra shests) e B

|

1
1

Notification

Please tick the bexes below if you would like to be mformed when

» The Core Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for indegendént -
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? @//

Signed _m Dated 5—?\ |2 [Dg

If you have any-questions or need some further information please contact the
Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292083 or by emal} 10 ldf@selbv Qov.uk.

Please return this form tc the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby Dtstnct Gouncd, Civic
Centre;, Partholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 45B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.




Selby District Local Development Framework — Consultation on Further
Options

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?

Yes, it is considered that the majority of new housing development should be
focused in and around Selby. This conforms with the Regional Spatial Strategy
which states that most development should be focused towards the districts
Principle Town. As the District has a requirement to provide a minimum of
approximately 4550 new dwellings (253 per annum) between 2008 and 2026 it is
inevitable that the future growth of Selby will require the release of greenfieid
sites to accornmodate these dwelling requirements. It has been acknowledged by
the Council that there are insufficient Brownfield sites to accommodate the
number of dwellings required and as such the Council will need to consider the
release of Greenfield land in the form of sustainable urban extensions. However,
the exact figures and their final distribution will need to be tested and re-
examined against evidence emerging from the work in progress such as the

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.

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 - Olympia Mills

Site E - Baffam Lane

Site F — Foxhill lane / Brackenhill Lane

The document is unclear as to exactly what proportion of the overall housing

reguirement will be met from these potential sites. It appears from Paragraph

3.33 of the document that the Council will be bringing Olympia Park forward but

Page 1 of 7
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this is only deduced from the sentence which reads, "However, at least one other
strategic site is likely to be required.” As these sites range in their capacity to

accommodate new dwellings, the overall target is unclear.

In terms of the order of preference for strategic housing development on the
edge of Selby, it is considered that site F is the most suitable site for new
residential development. This site presents an obvious development opportunity
which is located in a strategic location on the south western edge of the town of
Selby. The site comprises flat, featureless agricultural land and is well contained
by the Hull-Leeds railway line, residential properties to the east and to the south
by Brackenhill Lane. The land lies within a sustainable location within easy reach
of a range of services and facilities including schools, post office and several
shops, all within a short walking distance of the site. The town centre of Seiby is
only 2.4 kilometres away with its range of services including major retailers,

schools and colleges. Brayton is also served by reguiar public transport services.

The Council has recognised that the land lies within flood zone 1 which is low
flood risk and that the recognisable physical limits to development of the site is a
key advantage. lndeed, the proposed housing site would not encourage ribbon
development or the scattering of the existing settlement pattern; it would

logically and sensitively extend it.

The Council consider that the site forms part of the Strategic countryside gap
between Selby and Brayton which is currently protected from development by
Policy SG1 in the Selby District Plan. As such, it is inconsistent with the general
approach set out in the existing Local Plan. However, it should be acknowliedged
that this site was also the subject of debate at the inquiry intoc the Selby District
Local Plan between 1999 and 2001. Indeed, at that time the inspector accepted
that the proposed development would have no effect on the Conservation Area
and, contrary to the suggestion in this document; there was no issue in terms of
the setting of the church. The inspector concluded that whilst the site should
remain in the Strategic Countryside Gap at that time, the situation may need to
be reviewed in the future when housing needs were re-examined. The whole
issue of the use of strategic gap and green wedge policy has been the subject of
a national debate as set out in the ‘Strategic gap and green wedge policies in
structure plans: rmain report’ published in 2001. Clearly, this is a matter which

will need to be further debated through the LDF process.

Page 2 of 7



0

In addition, it is argued that in fact, this site does not provide a key contribution
to the ‘value’ of the existing gap. Retaining the separate identity of Selby and
Brayton can still be achieved with the development of site 'F’, as it is argued that
this land is not integral to the separation of the two settlements. In addition site
'F' is flat and featureless and does not provide an attractive ‘Strategic Gap'.
Development of this site with associated landscaping could in fact provide an
attractive feature to this location on the edge of Selby. It is further argued that
the key areas of the Strategic Gap are to the West and East of the A19 around
the church and the area identified as 'E" in the consultation document. The

protection of these areas would prevent the coalescence of the two settlernents.

A Phase I Environmental Assessment has indicated that there are no significant
environmental constraints restricting the development of the site. An assessment
of the site's history does not indicate significant potential for contamination and in
terms of its present use the site does not pose any significant environmental
hazard and/or liability. Examination of historical maps does not indicate any

features of significant archaeological interest in the general vicinity of the site.

In respect of the four other strategic growth options that have been put forward,
it is considered that sites A, B and C to the north of the town should not be
considered as viable development options as they have no natural limit to

development and are subject to potentiai flood risk.

Site D, although brownfield, is of high flood risk (Flood Zone 3a) and following
national guidance, set out in PPS25, would be subject to the Exceptions Test.
Paragraph 17 of PPS25, states that “in areas at risk of river or sea flooding,
preference should be given to locating new development in Flood Zone 1”. The
statement goes on to outline that the Exceptions Test should only be applied
when ‘more vulnerable’ development- such as residential schemes- cannot be
located in Zones 1 or 2 (D10, Annex D).

As the Council are in the position to consider other viable and sustainable

strategic urban extensions lying in Flood Zone 1, such as site F, it follows that

this site should be pricritised against those that are of greater flood risk.

Page 3 of 7
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Question 4

Do you agree that market housing should only be allowed in the Principal
Town (Selby), Local Services Centre (Sherburn in ElImet and Tadcaster)

and the 20 Primary Villages? If not, please explain why.

It is considered that whilst the majority of market housing should be focused in
and around the Principle Town of Selby, it is important for an element of market
housing to be developed in the more self-contained settlements of the district.
Despite recognising the need for affordable housing increases, we feel it
important that new residential development should be allowed to provide a range
of housing types and tenure in order to achieve truly balanced and sustainable

communities, in line with the principal objectives of PPS3.

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

housing? If not, please explain why.

We agree, in principle, with having a sliding scale for providing affordable housing
however it is considered that producing affordable houses is more complicated
issue. It is therefore suggested that each site should be judged on its own merit
in respect of the percentage of affordable housing it should provide. In addition
there should be a cap on the ratio of affordable housing that can be demanded -
for example, the Council should not be able to ask for more that 40% affordable
housing on any cone site, It is important for the policy to state that any figures
used in the document are there to reflect the targets as a guide, and that the
provision of affordable housing required on individual sites will be determined
through negotiations. The affordable housing to be provided on a particular site

has to take into account the following:-

- Any abnormal development costs
- The viability of the overall development
- The amount of other contributions being sought towards education,

infrastructure, etc,

Page 4 of 7
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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.

The evidence from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment should be used to
inform the policy making process and therefore the Council should await the
evidence which will be provided by SHMA before they draw up their affordable

housing policy.

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

statements:

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

realistic prospect of employment development coming forward.’

B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from

redevelopment where there is evidence of market need.’

C - 'For new business development, the focus should be on securing
small/medium sized business space and general industrial premises in

suitablie locations.”

D - 'New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate

level of new business development.’

A - Yes

B - Yes

C- Yes

D - Yes - new housing should be provided as a pricrity with the aim to
balance it with employment. Developing both housing and employment sites in

and around Selby will help meet the requirements set out in the RSS and the ELS

Page Sof 7



[

which will enable Selby (as a principle town) fulfil its role within the Leeds City

Region.

Question 9

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

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

The energy requirements would have to be assessed in the context of the overall
viability of the development. It is important to note that by the time the Core
Strategy is adopted, Code Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes will be a
requirement for all new housing developments, therefore the Council should not

be asking home builders for 10% on-site renewable energy.

Question 10

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 and walking infrastructure

Education

Green infrastructure

Health

Public Realm

Rail and bus infrastructure

Recreation Open Space

Recycling

Road infrastructure

Other (please specify).

The funds received from the CIL should be focused towards the infrastructure
needs of local communities however the priorities for the infrastructure should be
Community Facilities, Education and Road Infrastructure to help provide and
maintain a sustainable environment, encouraging self sufficiency, for the people

living in the District.

Page 6 of 7
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Question 11
Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create green

infrastructure?

It is not a duty upon the Council to implement a CIL. If the Council wish to
implement such Levy it is important for the Council to illustrate that the

infrastructure being costed is necessary to support the development.

In terms of its featureless character and location, it is considered that
development of Site F does present a good oppertunity to provide green

infrastructure in an area which is an otherwise unattractive/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 bedroom family houses?

It is considered that there should be a good mix of housing. This will help to
provide a sustainable settlement providing dwellings for all family types, whether
a single person or large family. With most of the new residential development
been suggested to be in and around the Principle Town of Selby it should be
viable to provide a generous mix of dwellings. Notwithstanding this, a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment should identify the exact housing need of the

District. This evidence base should help determine the housing mix policy.

Page 7 of 7
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victoria lawes

From: Alyson SRR

Sent: 18 December 2008 13:09

To: Idf

Cec: South Milford Parish; 'Bill Hobman'

Subject: Selby District Core Strategy Questionnaire & Comments Form Dec 08

Importance: High
Attachments: Final Questionnaire CS DEC 08.doc

Vicky

Thank you for your support with this matter. As discussed, if you could return an email saying you have
received the document that would be great.

Regards
Alyson

Clir A Uplon
South Milford Parish Council

18/12/2008
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o gy, G Questionnaire and Comments Form

for Consultation on Further Options Office use
DISTRICT COUNCIL Ackd
Moving forward with purpase November 2008 ID No I ( L’J
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Introduction ' L 3 Co

The Core Strategy document Consultatlon on Further Options is avallable at www. selbv 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- I|ne ‘and. the questions ‘below are accompamed
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 consultatlon document please contact the LDF Team usmg ‘the
details on the last page. . --v ‘ ,
The Council is particularly- Iooklng for comments on'the. followmg questlons You are
welcome to add further comments relevant to the Core: Strategy Further Options.

ow to make comments:
» Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish} and send to the
address on the last page; or
« 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 Ann Rowling Name
Organisation | South Milford P C Organisation
P C Clerk
Address Stewards House Address
Butts Lane
b Lumby
Fostcode LS25 SJA Postcode
Tel Lo L] Tel
Fax Fax
Emai T ET
Housing '

| Scale and Distribution of New Housing'(see para P31 = 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.

it must be stated that South Milford has in recent times taken a proportionately large
arnount of new housing development, and should be allowed to adjust before further
developments are considered.

Understand that Lumby is considered a Secondary Village and it's the Councils intention
nct to make more housing allocations but affordable housing is not in keeping with the
Village Design Statement




2

' 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 No

As previously stated, South Milford has in recent times taken a proportionately large
amount of new housing development, and should be allowed to adjust before further
developments are considered. The percentage housing should not be applied.

There should be more in Selby, Sherburn In Elmet, Tadcaster and less in Primary Villages.

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More
h' ¢) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More

Please explain why in each case.
The difference in infrastructure and purpose of Service Villages compared with Primary
Villages is enormous and defines Service Villages as the only candidates for any further

large scale developments.

Strategic Housing Sites at Selby (seé para 3.32- 3:41) -

()3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the followmg options for strategic housmg
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

é ) Site F ~ Foxhili Lane/Brackenhill Lane
A

ny other comments?

No comment as not our area

CRETNTITrI— T
EER S

" Managing Housing.Supply-(see para '3i42:--3.45) i ineioyy won 1 e D0y s TR 0 et
@4 Do you agree that market housing should only be aIIowed in the Pnnmpal Town (Selby)

Local Service Centres (Sherburn in EImet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

The larger conurbations are better equipped to cater than some of the Primary Villages.
Introducing large scale market housing beyond the Service Villages will simply spread
problems and needs, many of which are best addressed in large settiements where
resources can be more easily focussed.
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Affordable Housing (see para.3:46 —3.59)v TuEe T e R
Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please
explain why.

Yes, but if the quantity of affordable housing is lower than required/mandated the quickest
way to overcome the problem is to establish a small number of large developments in the
larger conurbations. The larger conurbations are better equipped to cater for the wider
needs of affordable housing populations. Some affordable housing designs do not meet
Village Design Statement criteria and more information is required on the “exception
sites” policy.

Q6 !n 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

Yes - as long as the points within this document regarding affordable housing are taken
into consideration. Should the market housing developments be suppressed for the
affordable housing just because of a percentage?

o
EEN

Economy ' ; ' -

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4 3 4 1 2) R -

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

q! Site G - Olympia Park (land adjoining Selby Bypass) 0 Site H - Burn Airfield [
"Have you any other suggestions?

Road infrastructure along the A63/A162 is deficient.

G.W. ok as rail main depot.

Employment Land (see para 4.13) :
(18 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree W|th the followmg statements

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

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

C - ‘For new business development the focus should be on securing small/medium sized
business space and general industrial premises in suitable locations.” Agree
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D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
development.” Agree

Any other comments?

*B — unless for housing

 Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1=5.5)" et K

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

Issues of visual environmental impact — windmills & Pylons

Also there is a need to include all renewable technology, including ground source heat
pumps and heat recovery systems to reduce the need for ‘externally supplied’ energy of

y source. Pylons are a huge issue and we need a policy to reduce them as part of any
new energy initiative.

Sustainable Communities (see para 6 1 6 8) L

infrastructure Provision - - . : N : -

Q10 The Government is mtroducmg a Communrty Infrastructure Levy on new development
IPlease 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)

0

R XX (XX | X

Not sure how much money is going to be raised or how it is to be distributed or
who is going to manage the process
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Green Infrastructure . - +* 5t LS EBNEN A L T BTN . 8 T Ty T

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

Support & enforce Greenbelt.

Positively maintain distances between Service and Primary and Secondary Villages.

Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)- . ~wiy, o (L5 i

Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

Mixture of both — depending on requirement and Village Design Statement for the area,
currently more (b).

| Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (See.pard 6112 6:15) ==+ b v fen T iy

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

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

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

Agree Option C - Expanding the existing sites

@

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

Agree Option A - Sites should be sought that accommodate between eight and
twelve pitches.

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

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

Any sites selected should meet rigid guidelines as do more permanent developments.
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Travelling Showpeople
Q15 The indications are that only limited provision is required within Selby District for travelling
showpeople. If provision is required, should an area of search be:

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

Please add any further comments:you may: thave about the Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background: Papers whlch are alsoavailable on the: Councus
website: (please add extra sheets) \ : :

The South Milford Parish Area has, over the course on many years, changed and
developed to meet the needs and quality of life aspirations of its residents.

q roughout all this change and development, one primary characteristic is that it offers a
‘ural environment and the people who choose to live in the area look to preserve this key
ingredient.

The key to successful future sustainable development must hold this rural focus as a
matter of priority, otherwise the unique character of the area will erode and be replaced
with a more urban outlook.

Maintenance of the rural character will not happen by default and one key factor is housing
clevelopment policy.

Consequently, we look to the Selby District Cored Strategy to recognise and support the
preferences of the people of South Milford Parish Area to preserve its character and value
to the District and beyond.

N OUTICATION i £ T S B e (T L IR E R T I o WSy g U LT St
‘Iease 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? YES

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

* The Core Strategy has been adopted? YES

Signed B. Hobman & A. Upton - On behalf of South Milford Parish Council
Dated 18/12/08

If you have any questions or need some further information please contact the =
Local Development Framework Team on 01 757 292063 or by email to Idf@selbv gov.uk.

Please return this form to the LDF Team Development Pollcy, Selby Dlstnct Council, CIVIC
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 48B
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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From: Dyfan Jones [djones@nlpplanning.com]
Sent: 18 December 2008 14:07

To: idi

Subject: Selby: Core Strategy Further Options consultation
Attachments: Representations on behlaf of Hogg Builders _York_ Ltd.pdf

| attach representations submitted on behalf of Hogg Builders (York) Ltd to the Core Strategy Further Options

consultation.
Please confirm safe receipt.

Kind regards
Dyfan

Dyfan Jones

Senior Planner

Nathaniel Lichfield and Pariners
3 Floor

One St James's Square
Manchester

M2 6DN

Tel: 0161 837 6130

Fax: 0161 833 3741

Email: djones@nlpplanning.com
www.nlpplanning.com

NLP's new Company Profile is now available at link below

Company Profile

This email is for the use of the addressee. It may contain information which is confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the
intended recipient you must not copy, distribute or disseminate this email or attachments to anyone other than the addressee. If you

receive this communication In error please advise us by telephone as soon as possible.

Nathaniet Lichfield & Partners Limited is registered in England, no. 2778116. Our registered office is at 14 Regent's Wharf, All Saints

Street, London N1 SRL.

18/12/2008



Nathaniel Lichfield
and Partners

Planning Design Economics

LDF Team e ez 3 FloOT

Development Policy SELBY DISTRICT f.E-OUNUL }k One St James’s Square

Selby District Council PLANNING . —““t Manchester M2 6DN

Civic Centre ! T 0161 837 6130

go:-ltjholme Road 1 g DEC 2008 T4 JAN 2090 ]: F 0161 833 3741

elby [ Y 1

North Yorkshire YO8 45B DATE RECEIVEL r—"*-\“—'ri ;}ED“' } manchester@nlpplanning.com
X LOGGI:[E,_. _H_W"__:::_Wm"? www.nipplanning.com

Date: 18 December 2008 7 -

Ourref. NE21080/DJ/yh

Your ref:

Dear Sir/Madam

SELBY: CORE STRATEGY — CONSULTATION ON FURTHER OPTIONS

| enclose a hard copy of representations submitted electronically on behalf of Hogg Builders

(York) Ltd.

Yours faithfully

J..

DYFAN JONES
SENIOR PLANNER

Encs

Nathamel Lichfigid & Pa-tners Limited
Registered Office

Regstered iz England No 2778116
For full contact details and
wformation on Directors and

Offices also in

14 Regent's 'Whart
All Saints Street
London N1 9RL

MAZ005\L21060-002- LPA

Associates piease visit
viwws ipplanning com

Cardiff
London
Newcastie upon Tyne 1



S ELB Y Selby District Core Strategy ™~ Lﬁé’fgm ENT
Questionnaire and Comments Form HIEVVORK

_ for Consultation on Further Options Offico use
DISTRICT COUNCIL November 2008 Ackd l
y.oving forward with purpose, ID No l %

Introduction

The Core Strategy document 'Consultation on Further Options'’ is available at www. selby.gov.uk,
from 'Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is 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 Strateqy Further Options. How
'.{o 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.selbv.dov.uk - follow the link from the Council's "In Focus" on the front
page of the website.

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

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

a) Personal details a) Agent details if you are using one
Name Mr P Hill Name Michael Watts
Organisation [Hogg Builders (York) Ltd Organisation Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners
Address Red Mayne Lodge Address Third Fioor

Park Gate One St James's Square

Strensall Manchester

'York

¢

Postcode Y032 5YL Postcode M2 6DN

Tel Tel 0161 837 6130

Fax Fax

Email Email mwatts@nipplanning.com
Housing

Scale and Distribution of New Housing (see para 3 1 — 3 31 ) : S
Q1 Do you agree with the Council's criteria for defining Primary Vlllages and |f s0, do you agree

with those 20 villages selected? If not please explain why.
No response




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 No
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 EImet? More
Please explain why in each case.

‘The commentary at paragraphs 3.11-3.14 of the draft Core Strategy emphasises the sustainability aspects of Sherburn
in Elmet where it is accessible by a range of modes of transport and includes a range of employment opportunities.
Growth shouid therefore reflect the status of the settlement as a Loca! Service Centre and its sustainable
characteristics.

Sherburn in Elmet performs an important function in providing local services and facilities. RSS Policy YH6 requires
such facilities to be protected and enhanced as attractive and vibrant places. Sherburn is therefore placed to accept

further growth than the 6% allocated to it in Table 1.

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 17 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?

No response

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);
Loca! Service Centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) and the 20 Primary Villages? If not
please explain why

I No. Whilst the Principal Town, Local Service Centres and Primary Villages should be the main location, imited open
market housing should be permitted in other settlements to maintain their viability as places to live.




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.

No. PPS3 paragraph 29 (4th sub paragraph), states that the national indicative site size threshold is 15. LPAs can
set lower minimum thresholds, where viable and practical. Informed assessments should be undertaken of the
economic viability of any thresholds and proportions proposed, including an assessment of the likely impact upon
overall levels of housing delivery and creating mixed communities. This requirement of policy was re-enforced by a
recent Court of Appeal decision in respect of Blyth Valley Borough Council's Core Strategy.

in the absence of robust evidence to support the LPA’s proposed approach to affordable housing, the proposed
affordable housing policy is opposed, in particular a threshold of 5 dwellings in Sherburn in Eimet and Tadcaster and 3
elsewhere.

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

0

This approach is only supported where it can be justified by robust evidence and where it contributes to the creation
of mixed communities in the local authority area. Housing delivery, and consequently the delivery of a mix of
housing, will be adversely affected in circumstances where commuted sums make housing schemes commercially
unviable.

In the absence of robust evidence (as required by PPS3 paragraph 29, 5th sub paragraph) to support the LPA’s
approach, this element of the proposed affordable housing policy is opposed.

Economy

Strategic Employment Sites (see para 4.3 — 4.12)

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

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

No response

.* Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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

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

C - 'For new business development the focus should be on securing 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?

No response




Climate Change Issues (see para 5.1 — 5.5)

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

The requirement for renewable energy should only apply to large sites and major development. The response to
climate change should not be limited to on-site renewables. The response should acknowledge that energy can be
saved through the use of higher standards and methods of construction and alse include off-site renewable energy

generation.

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)

Heogg Builders object to the introduction of a levy in the district unless robust evidence is produced to
justify the need for its introduction. Without such justification it is inappropriate to consider the priorities
for the funding received from the levy.

| Green Infrastructure

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

No response
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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) 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 should be spread across the District.

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

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

No response

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 aliow 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.

No response

Travelling Showgeogle

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

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

No response
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Please add any further comments}you may have about the Core: Strategy mcludmg the’
evidence contained in the Background Papers whlch are a!so avallablelon the: Counculs
website: (please add extra sheets) ! . . S RN

Ty
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Please fick 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? Yes

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

*  The Core Strategy has been adopted? Yes

Signed NATHANIEL LICHFIELD AND PARTNERS Dated 18 December 2008

If you have any.questions or need some further. information pléase contactthe.- * - 2 .

Local Development Framework Team on 01757 292063 or. by emall to Idf@ selbv qov uk:.’

e
VL ~‘|..1.‘ 1\[. o

Please return this form to the, LDF Team1 Development Pollcy, Selby Dlstrlct Councn Cmc

Centre Portholme Road 'Selby,LNorth Yorkshlre YOB 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on'Thursday 18 ‘Décember, 2008
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'Assemb]y Response to Core Strategy - Further Options

victoria lawes
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From: Hardingham, Ruth [ruth hardingham@yhassembly gov uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 14.27

To: tdf

Subject: Assembly Response to Core Strategy - Further Options

Attachrments: Selby Further Options Core Strategy Dec 08 pdf
FAQ Terry Heselton
Terry
Please find attached the Assembly's response to the

+ (ore Strategy - Further Options

If you have any queries please do not hesHale to contact me
Regards
Ruth
Ruth Hardingham
Planning Officer
Yorkshire and Humber Assembly
18 King Street
Wakefield
WF125Q
Tel: 01324 331593
Fax: 01924 331559

Email: ruth.hardingham@yhassembly.gov.uk

<<Selby Further Options Core Strategy Dec 08 pdf>>

ek ok o ok o K K o N R kot ok e o R kR ok K R K R R R R R R ki Rk ok kR kNN R ok ok ok R Rk

Communications are not 100% safe, The Yorkshire and Humber Assembly cannot be held responsible for any changes made to this message afier it

was sent or for any unintended disclosure.

The contents of this email and any attachments are the property of the Yorkshire and Humber Assembly and are intended only for the use of the
named recipient(s). The contents may be confidential and may not be communicated to or relied upon by any person without wrntten consent.

Although the Yorkshire and Humber Assembly has taken steps to ensure this email and any attachments are free from any virus, you should not rely

solely on our vires checking.

If you have received this email in error, you should not copy or show the content to anyone. Instead, please reply o this email and highlight the error

to the sender, then delete the message from your system
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YORKSHIRE
AND
HUMBER
ASSEMBLY

LThe Regicnal Strategic Partnership

Head of Planning Delivery and Conformity
Jenny Poxon
jenny.poxon@yhassembly.gov.uk
01924 331601
Our ref: General 40b — Planning Conformity/final responses/local development frameworks/Selby, Further Options Core Strategy, Dec
08

18 December 2008

Terry Heselton
Principal Planner
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road
SELBY

YO8 45B

Dear Terry

Selby District Local Development Framework - Core Strategy
Consultation on Further Options

The Yorkshire and Humber Assembly (as the Regional Planning Body) welcomes
the opportunity to comment on the Selby Core Strategy — Further Options
document and to continue its involvement in the development of a coherent spatial
planning framework for the region. The comments offered in this letter are
intended to be within the spirit of continued and productive joint working.

At this stage, the Regional Planning Body's response to the consuitation document
is a set of officer comments. The aim is to highlight where issues related to general
conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy might arise. When the DPD is
published prior to being submitted to the Secretary of State a formal Regional
Planning Body view on its general conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy will
need to be requested (Regulation 29, 2008).

The following officer comments are made in relation to the current RSS — The
Yorkshire and Humber Pian, which was issued by the Secretary of State in May
2008.



The Yorkshire and Humber Plan aims to achieve a more sustainable pattern and
form of development, investment and activity across the region, putting a greater
emphasis on matching needs across the region with opportunities and managing
the environment as a key resource. There is a particular emphasis on achieving the
regeneration and renaissance of the region’s city and town centres by making them
the focus for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and
cultural activities and facilities in the region.

Key Points on the Core Strategy: Further Options

Below is a summary of the main points the Assembly wishes to raise with regards
to the Core Strategy: Further Options document. Annex A provides further detail
for each of these issues,

1. Need to set out the requirement for the Core Strategy to be in general
confarmity with the RSS (2008).

2. Welcome reference to the fact that the RSS (2008) sets an overall housing
requirement for Selby but stress the need to see this figure as a ‘floor’ and
not a ‘ceiling’.

3. Welcome paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5 that highlight that the RSS (2008) directs
that the focus of growth within the District should be Selby.

4. Pleased to see that the issue of affordable housing has been covered in the

Further Options document.

Would welcome reference to Policy ENV1 of RSS (2008).

Would welcome a reference to renewable energy targets as set out in RSS

(2008).

Encouraged that the issue of housing mix is covered in this document.

Note the use of your own Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

in deriving more locally representative figures.

g
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I trust that the comments provided here, and expanded on in Annex A, are helpful
to you as you continue to prepare the Core Strategy for submission. Clearty we
wish to see the Core Strategy developing in general conformity with the Regional
Spatial Strategy and we look forward to discussing the points we raise here further

when we meet with you in the New Year.

Please do not hesitate to get in touch if anything is not clear. We look forward to
working with you further on your Core Strategy and to commenting on the final
document in due course.

Yours sincerely

of..

Jenny Poxon
Head of Service
Planning Delivery and Conformity
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Annex A

General Comments

As you know, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 introduced
mechanisms to help ensure that Development Plan Documents (DPDs) drawn up
by local authorities as part of the Local Development Framework (LDF) are in
general conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). The intention is to
ensure that DPDs are contributing to the delivery of the RSS and that the two
strands of the Development Plan for an area (the RSS and DPDs) are mutually
supportive and not in conflict.

There is a need to set out the requirement for the Core Strategy to be in general
conformity with the RSS; it would be helpful if this were set out at the start of the
document. The Assembly welcomes references made throughout the document to
RSS (May 2008) and welcomes the regional planning policy context that is set out
throughout the document. Paragraph 1.15 provides a sound explanation of the
partial review of the RSS that is currently being undertaken by the Assembly.

Housing

Scale of New Housing

The Assembly is encouraged that paragraph 3.2 makes reference to the fact that
the RSS (2008) sets an overall housing requirement for Selby between the years
2004 and 2026 of achieving at least 9,480 dwellings. Table 12.1 in RSS (2008)
sets an annual average net addition to the dwelling stock in Selby of 440 units
between 2008-2026.

Paragraph 3.3 highlights that between 2004-2008 there was an overprovision of
housing built in the Selby District. In calculating the Housing Trajectory for the
Core Strategy you are right to 'start the clock' at the RSS base date of 2004 and
take account of the housing delivery in the period 2004-8. However because Policy
H1 of RSS (2008) is now effectively a floor target you are likely to be challenged if
you seek to apply it as a ceiling, which is what you appear to have done. This
aspect of the housing policy is set out in Policy H2 of RSS - Section B buliet point 5.
We think you need to be more flexible and that your housing delivery should be
informed by the opportunities there are to deliver development in locations that
deliver the Plan's Core approach and sub area policies as set out in Policy H2.

In addition we are a little confused by the statement regarding unimplemented
planning permissions. In your Core Strategy document you refer to unimplemented
permissions for 2637 units yet in your Annual Monitoring Report return to us in
October this year you included a figure of 1221. We need to know fairly urgently
which is the correct figure? And does either figure include an allowance for
permissions that expire without being implemented?
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Distribution of New Housing

Policies in RSS (2008) seek to focus development on the region’s town and city
centres. The Core Approach (Policies YH1-YH9) makes it clear that most new
development, and high trip generating uses, should be focused on Regional Cities
and Sub-Regional Cities and Towns and that away from these sufficient
development should be permitted in Principal Towns to enable them to fulfil their
role as service centres. Selby is identified in RSS as a Principal Town. Policy YH5 of
RSS states that Principal Towns should be the main local focus for housing,
employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and cultural activities and
facilities in the region. Policy LCR1 A emphasises the importance of strengthening
the service centre roles of Principal Towns of which Selby is identified as one.
Policy Y1 also emphasises the importance of supporting the role of Selby as a

Principal Town,

The Assembly is encouraged that paragraph 3.4 and 3.5 clearly highlights that
the RSS directs that the focus of growth within the District should be Selby, as the
Principal Town, and that Local Service Centres should provide a focus for more
locally orientated development.

The Assembly supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and development
approach. Paragraph 3.9 is welcomed which focuses new market housing in
Selby and limits development in the remainder of the District. The document also
rightly highlights Tadcaster and Sherburn in Elmet as Local Service Centres
identified in RSS (2008) as locations where local services should be retained and
improved, economic diversification encouraged and where local housing needs for
both market and affordable housing should be met.

In Paragraph 3.12 we welcome reference to the Regional Settlement Study that
has clearly been used as a starting point for the proposed settlement hierarchy. We
are encouraged that a clear and robust methodology that will feed into the
evidence base has been used to assess the sustainability of the smaller settlements
for future development in Background Paper No.5 — Assessing the Relative
Sustainability of Smaller Rural Settlements in Selby District.

The Assembly is also encouraged that paragraph 3.24 specifies that the Council’s
intention is not to make any more housing allocations within the Secondary
Villages, other than those specifically to provide 100% affordable housing, to meet
an identified local need. This is in accordance with the Core Approach in RSS
(2008).

To reflect the above, the Assembly would have expected the % distributions in
Table 1 to be more skewed towards Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster than the
primary and secondary villages.



We are pieased to see that the issue of affordable housing has been covered in the
Further Options document. The Assembly welcomes paragraph 3.50 that makes
reference to the RSS affordable housing target for North Yorkshire. The Regional
Housing Strategy 2005 identifies affordable housing need in the North Yorkshire
districts as being ‘high’. Policy H4 of RSS states that LDFs should set targets for the
amount of affordable housing to be provided. Provisional estimates of the
proportion of new housing that may need to be affordable in North Yorkshire are
over 40%. Paragraph 3.49 makes reference to the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment that the Council is commissioning; this will be an important tool in
helping to determine how the Core Strategy will be delivered.

Economy
The Assembly is encouraged that paragraph 4.4 emphasises the need to foster

regeneration and to strengthen and diversify the local economy in Selby. Policy
Y1B of RSS (2008) emphasises the importance of delivering economic growth at
Selby in line with its role as a Principal Town,

The Assembly is aware that the Burn Airfield site has been identified by Yorkshire
Forward as a strategically important employment site and it is stated in the
document that the site was put forward as a potential site for European Spallation
Source (ESS) project — a high technology science based research installation. Since
this specific end user is no longer going to take up the site, the Assembly would
like concerns over its use as a general employment site to be noted given its
location and flood risk issues. If it is retained on the portfolio as a regionally
significant site for a single end user then its suitability should be reassessed if such
an end user comes forward.

Environment/Natural Resources/Climate Change

The Assembly is encouraged that the document emphasises the need for the
environmental policies to cover flood risk management. Flood risk is clearly a major
issue for Selby so it will be imperative that reference is made to the recently
published Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (November 2008) as this will be an
important tool in helping to determine how the Core Strategy will be delivered.

It is also worth noting that Policy ENV1 of RSS (2008) emphasises that the region
will manage flood risk pro-actively by reducing the causes of flooding to existing
and future development and avoid development in high flood risk areas where
possible. It also highlights that flood management will be required in Selby where
there is little development land available outside high flood risk zones.

The document clearly identifies the need for the Core Strategy to contain
environmental policies that support renewable energy projects. Policy ENVS of RSS
(2008) states the Region will maximise improvements to energy and efficiency and
increase renewable energy capacity. Plans, strategies, investment decisions and
programmes should promote and secure greater use of decentralised and
renewable or low carbon energy in new developments, including through
Development Plan Documents setting ambitious but viable proportions of the
energy supply for new developments to be required to come from such sources.

g



The document states that the Core Strategy will ensure that a proportion of the
energy needs of major residential/industrial/commercial/leisure proposals are
derived from on-site renewables or through other genuine decentralised,
renewable and low carbon sources. The Assembly supports Question 9, which
provides 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.

The Assembly would also encourage the document to make reference to renewable
energy targets as set out in RSS (2008). Policy ENV5 of RSS (2008) sets North
Yorkshire a target of at least 209MW by 2010 and 428MW by 2021 for installed
grid connected renewable capacity, Table 10.2 recommends a renewable energy
target in Selby of 14MW to 2010 and 32MW to 2021.

Sustainable Communities

The Assembly is encouraged that the issue of housing mix is covered in this
document. Policy H5 in RSS (2008) emphasises the need for the current mix of
housing in the Region to change so that it better supports the creation of more
sustainable communities. The Policy recommends that plans, strategies, investment
decisions and programmes should ensure the provision of homes for a mix that
reflects the needs of the area, including homes for famities with children, single
persons, and older persons, to create sustainable communities.

The Assembly is encouraged that the Core Strategy addresses the issue of Gypsies
and Travellers. The RSS (2008) recommends that the region needs to make
additional provision to meet the needs of Gypsies and Travellers to address a
shortfall of least 255 pitches. Policy H6 states that in the North Yorkshire district at
least 57 pitches will be required by 2010 to address the shortfall in the region.
Policy H6 also requires local authorities to carry out an assessment of the needs of
Gypsies and Travellers by May 2008.

Policy H6 was therefore set as an interim policy until all local authorities had
carried out their own local assessments. The estimates set out in Policy H6 will be
superseded by the findings of local Gypsy and Traveller accommodation
assessments which are expected to conclude that greater numbers of additional
pitches will be required.

The Assembly welcomes the reference made in paragraphs 6.11 and 6.12 to the
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment — North Yorkshire Sub Region
(May 2008), which identifies a need for 55 additional pitches in the North Yorkshire
sub region in the period up to 2015, of which 20 are required in the Selby District.
This overall North Yorkshire figure is clearly lower than that anticipated in the RSS.

The Assembly has commissioned consultants to review the local accommodation
assessments that have been carried out by local authorities. When the final report
is published we will be able to make further detailed comments on this issue.
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victoria lawes

From: Holm, Colin (NE) [colin.holm@naturalengiand org.uk]

Sent: 18 December 2008 15:04

To: lof

Cc: Davies, Brian (NE)

Subject: SELBY DISTRICT LDF CORE STRATEGY FURTHER OPFTIONS REPORT

Attachments: Selby Further Options DPD.doc
Dear Sir or Madam,
Please find attached Natural England’s consultation response to the above document.

Kind regards,

Colin Holm

Adviser, Government and Planning
Government Team (West)

Natural England

Yorkshire and the Humber Region
Government Buildings

Otley Road

Lawnswood

LEEDS L5186 5QT

01132 303507

07826895543

colin.holm@naiuralengland.org.uk

<<Selby Further Options DPD.doc>>

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If
you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store
cr copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender.
Nothing in the email amounts to a legal commitment on our part unless
confirmed by a signed communication. Whilst this email and associated
attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the
Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left
our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored
and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for
other lawful purposes.

18/12/2008



Date: 19 December 2008
Our Ref: YH1267

Your Ref:

Principle Planner (LDF Team)

Selby District Council

Government Buildings

Otley Road
Lawnswood
By E-mail Leeds
LS16 4QT
E-mail: Idf@selby.gov.uk
T 0113 230 3507

F 0113 230 3790

Dear Sir/Madam

SELBY DISTRICT LDF CORE STRATEGY
Consultation on further options

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the above document.

Natural England’s role is to conserve and enhance the natural environment, for its
intrinsic value, the well-being and enjoyment of people and the economic prosperity
that it brings.

Natural England has defined four strategic outcomes that will be used to focus our
activities and resources, and our advice on the current consultation is set in the
context of these outcomes:

. A healthy natural environment: England’s natural environment will be
conserved and enhanced,;

. Enjoyment of the natural environment: more people enjoy, understand and
act to improve the natural environment, more often:

. Sustainable use of the natural environment: the use and management of
the natural environment is more sustainable;

. A secure environmental future: decisions which collectively secure the

future of the natural environment.

Natural England would like to make a response in relation to Questions 3, 7, 9, 10
and 11. Our comments are set out below.

Question 3 — Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following
options for strategic housing development on the edge of Selby



N

Natural Engiand do not have an opinion on the location of sites listed, however we
would advise that an assessment of the sensitivity of the landscape around Selby
to change should be undertaken to evidence any decisions about preferred sites.
Such analysis can be undertaken through landscape character assessment of the
area, and, while we note that Selby has a landscape character assessment in
place, we would advise that this does not feature any landscape sensitivity
analysis. Further guidance on landscape character assessment can be obtained
through the following link:
http://www.countryside.gov.uk/lar/landscape/cc/landscape/publication/ . Guidance
on the sensitivity and capacity of landscapes is covered at
http://www.countryside.gov.uk/Images/L. CA%20Topic%20Paper%206 tcm2-

18220.pdf .

We note the presence of a ‘strategic countryside gap' at sites E and F. We would
enqguire as to the reasons for considering this land, which may, if developed, result
in urban coalescence. Building on such locations may isolate existing residents
from access to the countryside around Selby and would require justification,
including how adequate green infrastructure should be provided for the new
development and existing residents who may become isolated from green space.

Development at any of the sites listed would require appropriate ecological studies
to be undertaken before development is approved.

Question 7 - If a Strategic Employment Site is provided, which do you
consider to be the most appropriate location?

Both of these sites are large sites with potentially significant landscape implications
and, as with the Urban Extension Sites, we would urge assessment of Landscape
Sensitivity to inform the decisions on which sites are preferable.

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

Natural England agrees that part of the energy requirements of major development
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from other decentralised
renewable or low carbon supplies. In line with good practice elsewhere, Natural
England would support the figure of at least 10%.

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.

In relation to Natural England’s remit, we consider the following to be priorities for
using the funding received from the Levy:

. Cycling and walking infrastructure
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. Green infrastructure

. Recreation open space

However, Natural England recognises that local priorities should be set by a
systematic assessment of local needs and opportunities such as a PPG17 Open
Space Assessment Study and / or a green space / infrastructure strategy.

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

Natural England would wish to see a specific green infrastructure policy in the Core
Strategy. Specifically, the policy should require the provision, protection and
enhancement of green infrastructure including public open spaces, green wedges
and links, wildlife corridors and stepping stones. Green infrastructure planning is
most effectively undertaken at local planning authority level, is ideally developed by
local authorities in partnership with local stakeholders (including Natural England)
and should build on opportunities and needs assessments. Green Infrastructure
planning, delivery and management should secure a major step-change in the
scale, quality and connectivity of green infrastructure to match the scale of planned
new growth in Selby District, and provide a positive setting/image to help attract
and retain inward investment. The Core Strategy should promote both the
protection and enhancement of existing green infrastructure assets and the
creation of new green infrastructure where deficits are identified, and public
benefits can be secured.

Natural England’s Communities Team is running a project to map green
infrastructure with local authorities across Yorkshire and the Humber and will
discuss opportunities for involvement with Selby in the coming year. | would be
happy to provide you with further information on this project.

Natural England has no further comments to make in relation to the other
questions. We trust that the above comments are helpful in assisting Selby District
Council at this stage of the LDF process. Should you have any questions or
require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

[

Colin Holm
Advisor - Government and Planning
Government Team West

Direct dial: 01132 303 507
Email: colin.holm@naturalengland.org.uk
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victoria lawes

From: Bernadette Woods [Bernadette. Woods@indigoplanning.com]

Sent: 18 December 2008 15:29

To: Idf

Cc: Doug Hann

Subject: Selby Core Strategy Further Options Report November 2008 Representations

Attachments: reps cover letter pdf; core strategy report.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached representations for the Selby Local Development Framework - Core Strategy DPD -
Further Options Report — November 2008 consultation.

Should you have any querigs, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Regards,
Bernadette

Bernadette Woods
Assistant Planner

bernadetie. woods @ indigoplannung.com

Iindigo Planning Limited
Lowry House, 17 Marble Street, Manchester, M2 3AW

TO161 8366910 F 01618366811 W indigoplanning.com

This e-mail {incluging any attachments) 1s intended only for the reciplent(s) named above. It may conlain confidential or privileged
information and should nol be read, copied or otherwise used by any other person. If you are not a named racipient, please contact
sander and delete the e-mail from the system. Registered office: Swan Court, Worple Read, Londeon, SW18 4JS. Registered number:
2078863.

This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email

18/12/2008



LDF Team
Development Policy
Selby District Council

Civic Centre
Portholme Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
YOB 45B
By email
Idf @selby.gov.uk
Our ref. DH/BW/1170001
Dear Sir/Madam

SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK —
CORE STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT - FURTHER
QOPTIONS REPORT - NOVEMBER 2008

We write on behalf of Connaught Services LLP, in respect of the Council’s
Consultation on the Core Strategy Development Plan Document — Further
Options Report November 2008.

Please find enclosed our comments on this stage of the Core Strategy
consultation.

Yours faithfully

Doug Hann

Enc: Comments on Core Strategy Further Options Report Consultation
Questionnaire and Comments form for consuitation on Further Options -
November 2008
Site Location Flan

cc:  Connaught Services LLP

Indigo Planning Limited

Lowry House

17 Marble Street
Manchester

MZ 3AW

TO161 83663910

F 0181 836 6911
info@indigoplanning com
ndigoplanning com

Svaan Coun

Wortle Foad
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Regstered nunber 2076843
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Page 1

1. Introduction

1.1 We write on behalf of our client, Connaught Services LLP, to make representations io the
Core Strategy Further Cptions Report (November 2008). Please find attached the
Questionnaire and Comments Form {Appendix 1) which together with this report provides
our detailed comments on this stage of the Core Strategy.

1.2. Our comments primarily focus on the distribution of residential development. We seek
Sherburn in Elmet (hereafter referred to as Sherburn) to be allocated a larger proportion of
the housing distribution than proposed commensurate with its status, employment provision,
and strategic location for the reasons set out in this report.

Selby Core Strategy Consultation . .
1170001 ].Il

Iindigo on behalf of Connaught Services LLP
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2.1,

2.2

2.3

2.4.

Page 2

Background

Our comments on the Core Strategy Further Options Report are made further to
representations submitted to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
seeking residential development at land at Hodgson's Lane in Sherburn which 1s owned by
Connaught Consultancy Services LLP. We enclose a site location plan for your reference
{Appendix 2).

To summarise those representations, the Hodgsen's Lane site is Jocated to the edge of the
‘development limit’ of Sherburn and is bound by Hodgson's Lane to the west and the A162 to
the north and east. It is allocated ‘Safeguarded Land’, Policy SL1 in the Selby District Local
Plan {(SDLP). The location and site surroundings offer a natural extension to the town within
the limits of the A182 which provides a natural barrier to any planned extension.

Sherburn is a sustainable location for future housing growth as the town has a range of
shops, leisure and finance services, two business parks, two primary schools and a high
school and a variety of employment opportunities. It has good transport links to the wider
area by road and by train.

Overall we consider that the Core Strategy Further Options Report does not distribute
sufficient future housing to adequately reflect the sustainability of Sherburn to accommodate
growth in accordance with RSS and the availability of land.

Selby Core Strategy Consultation in ]-

Indige on pehalf of Connaught Services LLP

1170001
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3.2,

3.3

3.4

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.8

Page 3

Core Strategy Questionnaire Comments

With respect to the Core Strategy Questionnaire we have the following comments to be read
in conjunction with the completed forms. We refer to those questions relevant to our client's
interests.

Question 2 — Housing Distribution

The overall distribution of housing does not place sufficient emphasis on Sherburn as the
second main centre in the borough and a sustainabie self sufficient town suitable for
accommodating significant future housing growth.

The share of housing to be delivered in Sherburn should be increased from 6% to at least
15-17% for the following key reasons (which explain the proposed percentage):

Spatial Planning and Sustainable Growth

The housing distribution methodology used to calculate the allocation of housing numbers 1s
flawed and at odds with regional and national planning policy. LDF Background Paper No.3
acknowledges that the three options for distribution using; affordable housing needs;
previously developed land; and maximising growth around Selby, are all in their own way not
acceptable.

If using affordable housing needs, the data is unreliable and would see most development
pushed to the rural villages which is at odds with RSS and sustainable development
principles. Jsing previously developed land as the focus again is at odds with RSS which
identifies a target of only 45% use of brownfield sites in acknowledgement that the borough
has a limited amount of brownfield land being a rural borough, with brownfield sites not
matched to areas of development need. Again this pushes aimost half of future
development to primary and secondary villages at odds with RSS. The final option of
maximising development in Selby itself would not meet the needs of the borough or address
the unsustainable travel to work patterns set out later in this representation.

The chosen approach is an amalgam of all three which has then been manipulated. By
following this approach the methodology ignores other important planning considerations
and is thus at odds with guidance. The approach with respect to Sherburn uses the
affordable housing needs justification for only allocating 6% of dwellings to the town. This is
too simplistic a means of spatially planning the borough as it fails to address a number of
key 1ssues, namely; RSS policy, co-locating employment and housing, travel to work,
sustainable development, and socio-economic regeneration. We deal with these in this
report.

RSS Policy YHS is clear that Local Service Centres (including Sherburn) should be
enhanced as attractive and vibrant places to live and work. RSS is clear that plans should
support locally generated needs for both market and affordable housing, support economic
diversification and retain services. New development is required to achieve this.

Given Sherburn’s status as the second largest centre in Selby (which has only 3 main
centres), with a strong employment base, strong service and retail centre {subject 1o
improvement plans) and strategic public transport and highway connections, the town which
is deemed of sub regional importance should be pricritised for new development. The
proposed 6% allocation is disproportionate and will not allow the town to develop sustainably
and enhance its status as set out in RSS.

Aliocating mere housing to Sherburn continues the current local plan policy which confirms

Selby Core Strategy Consultation . I'

Indige on behalf of Connaught Services LLP

1170001
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Page 4

Sherburn as the second main centre in the borough where development is to be focused,
hence the safeguarding of land (including the Hodgsons Lane site).

Given this the housing allocation to Sherburn ought to be increased to at least 15-17% 1o
reflect the strategic status of the town. RSS is clear that 55% of development can utilise
greenfield sites, and therefore use of Greenfield land at Sherbum is fully acceptabie to
support new housing and other development to enhance the sustainability of the town,

Location of Employment and Housing

Sherburn is the second most important employment location in the borough, with the town
and immediate surrounding area employing according to the LDF Background Paper No.1
5,919 people. Data from the Council's Economic Development team indicates that there are
approximately 110 companies in Sherburn itself and one million sq.ft of vacant employment
land. The Council’s Economic Development team are in detailed pre-application discussions
with several large companies looking to locate in Sherburn, therefore it is clear that Sherburn
offers an extremely valuable asset for the Borough, and that many more jobs will be created
at these employment parks in the future.

‘National and regional planning policy seeks to co-locate homes and jobs to reduce the need

to travel and build sustainable communities. The Core Strategy should therefore seek to
locate new housing as a priority close to employment areas. Accordingly Sherburn should be
prioritised for new housing.

Selby itself is the largest and most sustainable town given its size and employment creation.
However, Sherburn has 5,919 jobs compared to Selby which has 14,129. On this basis
Sherburn has a round a third of the employment and thus the proposed 57%% to 6% split in
future housing allocation is clearly disproportionate. Increasing Sherburn’s allocation to at
least 15-17% would more closely reflect its size and status in comparison to Selby. Indeed,
it is also worth mention that Sherburn provides around a third more jobs that Tadcaster, yet
is proposed as having only 1% more housing allocated to it. This imbalance needs redress.

The proposed allocation of 24% of housing to rural villages where there is a limited amount
of employment, will clearly add to commuting and less sustainable patterns of development.
Accordingly a large proportion (half) of this ought to be transferred to Sherburn to accord
with RSS.

There is a clear and compeliing rationale to increase the allocation to Sherburn and take this
from the smaller village.

Commuting and the Need for Sustainable Land Use

Selby as a district has a high level of out-commuting (48%) which is higher than any other
authorities in the region. Such travel patterns are unsustainable and thus should be
addressed through the Core Strategy and land use allocations. in the Sherburn area, as set
out in the LDF Background Paper No.1, there is 55% out-commuting. Only 35% of the
working population live and work in the immediate area, with 55% of residents working
outside the district (mainly Leeds, Wakefield, York and Harrogate).

Interrogation of in-commuting data shows that in Sherburn 39% (2,343 jobs) are taken by in-
commuters irom outside the district, and 16% (967) from outside the town. The majority
come from Leeds, Wakefield, York and Harrogate. With more housing provided in Sherburn,
there will be greater opportunities for people to live closer to work, aiding the sustainability of
the town and justifying increased housing provision in Sherburn. The 6% share proposed
will provide only 546 dwellings which is not sufficient to provide homes to help reduce in-
commuting to existing employment, let alone new employment. A 15-17% share would
provide 1,422 to 1,612 new dwellings which still accounts for only around half of the in-
commuting employees.

Selby Core Strategy Consultation . ]-

Indige on behalf of Connaught Services LLP
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The proposed allocation methedology is plainly flawed and needs manipulation as the
Background Paper suggests that as sub area 3 is deemed more sustainable than Sherburn it
is allocated housing, yet it is plainly of less significance as it provides significantly fewer jobs
than Sherburn. Putting more housing to rural villages is not appropriate.  For this reason
Option 2 at the Issues and Options Stage is a preferable way forward on housing distribution
and is in accordance with RSS. RSS is clear in stating that the majority of new homes in
‘rural’ districts such as Selby should be in the main centres not villages where the current
proposal places a quarter of all dwellings.

The journey to work data clearly shows that whilst Selby should be prioritised for new
housing development as it is the most sustainable centre, Sherbumn is the next most
sustainable centre so should be given a greater housing share. The town is a very important
employment location and is at a strategic location, thus in order to address the towns in-
commuting position more homes are required. This will also be essential in attracting new
economically active people to assist and grow the town’s economic base.

Furthermore, there will be a need to increase housing provision to enable the delivery of
more affordable units in Sherburn.

Suitability of Sherburn for Additional Growth

Sherburn has an excellent range of local facilities, services and employment providing
adequate infrastructure to accommodate further housing growth and employment.

Community Infrastructure

Sherburn High School is located in the south west of the town and has capacity for
approximately 1000 pupils from ages 11-18 years. The school also offers community uses
including sports and music clubs and adult learning facilities. There are also two primary
schools in the town and a doctor's surgery, dentist and library and a range of shops including
Tesco, Spar and Co-op. The local centre is the subject of regeneration and improvement
proposals to consolidate the town.

Transport Infrastructure

The town benefits from well developed transportation links with railway connections fo Selby,
York, L.eeds and Hull and access to local and regional road networks including the M&82, A1

and A162,

Given the range of facilities, Sherburn is an ideal town for future housing growth and
promotes sustainable development in accordance with national policy, particularly PPS3
which states housing should be developed in locations which offer a range of community
facilities with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure (para. 36).

Sherburn's suitability for new development has previously been recognised by the SDLP
which allocates two thirds of new housing to Selby and Sherburn and states ‘these are the
largest centres of population and employment, and physically and environmentally are best
able to accommodate significant additional growth’ (para. 2.29).

As a resutt, allocating just 6% of new housing development to Sherburn does not reflect the
suitability of the town to accommodate housing growth and on this basis the percentage
should be increased.

Employment

As set out above, Sherburn is the second largest employment location after Selby with two
business parks, Moor Lane Trading Estate and Sherburn Enterprise Park. Sherburn
Enterprise Park has been the focus of a significant amount of industrial development over
the last plan period and now supports a wide range of industrial and logistical businesses.

Selby Core Strategy Consultation . ]-

indigo on behalf of Connaught Services LLP
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Please add any further comments you may have about the Core Strategy including the
evidence contained in the Background Papers, which are also available on the Councils’

website: {(please add extra sheets)

Please see accompanying letter for further information and comments.

Notification A

e

Please tick the boxes below if you wbﬁld |ike‘to be informed wheh

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

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

o The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Signed Dated

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

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




Housing Mix (see para 6.9 — 6.10)

Q12 Do you consider that

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

Housing mix should be considered on a site specific basis taking into consideration local
housing need and the surrounding character of the area.

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

Gypsies and Travellers

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

the following options (please mark your choice):

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

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

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

N/A

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

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

N/A

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

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

N/A




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?

Any renewable energy policy needs to consider site specific constraints and viability
issues and should be flexible in relation to each site to ensure deliverability.

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?

N/A




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.

Any affordable housing policy need to take account of site specific constraints and
viability issues to ensure housing development is deliverable.

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

N/A

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

N/A

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

A - Land allocated for empioyment purposes but which is undeveloped should be considered
for mixed use or possibly other if there is no realistic prospect of employment
development coming fonuard.@msagree)

B - ‘Existing employment premisegs-should be protected from redevelopment where there is
evidence of market need.’ ( @'l isagree)

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

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

Any other comments?
Existing employment sites should be protected to safeguard employment

opportunities across the borough. Further housing development in Sherburn in
Eimet will balance with the existing employment areas.




) L0

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 ov 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

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Elmet’?ess

Please explain why in each case.

See accompanying letter.

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

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

( ) Site A — Cross Hills Lane

( ) Site B — West of Wistow Road

( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

( ) Site D — Olympia Mills

( ) Site E — Baffam Lane

( ) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?

Disagree with the strategic sites for the reasons outlined in the accompanying letter.

Managing:-Housing.Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45)

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

Yes (see letter)
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S E L B Selby District Core Strategy DEVELOPMENT
Questionnaire and Comments Form
WT ) “:m“ for Consultation on Further Options Office use
DISTRI QUNCIL Ackd
Moving forward with purpose November 2008 |DCN°
Introduction

The Core Strategy document ‘Consultation on Further Options’ is available at www.selby.qgov.uk,
from ‘Access Selby’ and contact centres in Sherburn and Tadcaster, and all libraries in the
District. The document is spiit 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 consuitation document please contact the LDF Team, using the
details on the last page.

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

How to make comments:
» Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the
address on the last page; or
e 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 commentis.

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

Name James Name Charlotte Blinkhorn
Bromhead

Organisation | Connaught Organisation | Indigo Planning Ltd
Consultancy
Service LLP

Address 1 Royal Address Lowry House
Exchange 17 Marble Street
Avenue Manchester
London

Postcode EC3 3LT Postcode M2 3AW

Tel Tel 0161 836 6910

Fax Fax 0161 836 6911

Email Email Charlotte.blinkhorn@indigoplanning

.com
Housing

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

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

N/A
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The Council's Employment Land Study (GVA Grimley, July 2007) considers Sherburn
Enterprise Park a strong location for warehouse and distribution uses with strong market
interest. The study also notes that the vast majority of 75,000 sq metres of 82 and B8
development in the borough in 2005-06 was located in Sherburn.

3.28. Given the large amount of employment in Sherburn and the market strength of the
Enterprise Park, 6% of housing does not tally with such levels of employment. Further
residential development located in Sherburn will support recent employment development
and encourage more sustainable travel to work patterns by promoting a mix of residential
and employment development. Future residential growth will sustain the Enterprise Park
and assist in maintaining its markst demand.

Availability of land

3.28. Sherburn has sufficient land available and suitable for housing development to
accommodate 15-17% of the borough’s housing share. Land, such as Hodgsons Lane, is
well related to the urban area, available and deliverable. Land in the rural villages is
unidentified and likely to rely on substantial windfalls. PPS3 is clear that LDF's should
identify allocations to deliver development and not rely on windfalls, as such with identified
and tested sites Sherburn should have its allocation increased.

The suitability of alternative growth locations - Tadcaster and Primary Villages

3.30. Sherburn is a more suitable location for growth than Tadcaster and the primary villages and
this is not reflected in the proposed housing distribution. Tadcaster does not have the range
of facilities and employment that Sherburn possesses and it is physically constrained to
accommodate further growth. The town is limited by the Green Belt, the A64 Bypass, the
floodplain of the River Wharfe and the surrounding high quality agricuitural land. Further, due
to its location between Leeds and York it is more of a dormitory town, so will see more
commuting if expanded. As such, a greater emphasis should be placed on Sherburn as an
area for future residential development building on its employment and other services to
enhance its self sufficiency.

3.31. Furthermore, a reduced amount of housing should be allocated to the primary villages in
order to distribute more growth to Sherburn. The amount of housing proposed to be
allocated to primary villages, at 24% (a quarter) of the total number, is not sustainable or
compliant with the RSS and national planning policy. RSS seeks to prevent development in
the open countryside and dispersed development with new development only at a level to
support village communities. We consider 24% of housing in the primary villages is
disproportionate and would see enhanced pressure on villages for infilling and see housing
delivered beyond local needs. Dispersed development will not meet strategic regeneration
needs and locate housing close to employment to reduce travel.

3.32. Therefore, at least half of this housing should be re-allocated to Sherburn to accommodate
growth in a sustainable manner buiiding on the social and economic infrastructure already in
place in Sherburn (existing facilities, employment opportunities and transport connections).

Overall housing allocation

3.35. Overall, given the need to deliver new homes there is a case for allocating more land than
strictly required to meet the housing requirement as past experience telis that a reasonable
proportion will not come forward. As such the proposed 10% slippage figure is unrealistic
and a 20% figure ought to be applied to increase the overall housing allocation for the
borough.

Question 3 — Strategic Housing Sites at Selby

3.34. Although RSS places emphasis on Selby for housing growth and a large amount of
development will be focused in Selby as part of the favoured spatial option, all of the

Selby Core Strategy Consultation b .
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Indigo on behalf of Connaught Services LLP
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Page 7

strategic options shown for urban extension and employment are significantly constrained.
Given these constraints, it would be more appropriate to allocate some of the housing to
Sherburn with sites such as Hodgson’s Lane able to accommodate this in the short to
medium term.

Site A, B and C are all open countryside and extensions to the existing urban settiement.
They have no natural boundaries and therefore will encourage sprawl into the open
countryside. The Hodgson's Lane site in Sherburn as previously identified is more
appropriate for development given that a natural barrier to further extension is provided by

the A162.

With regard to site D, the Core Strategy Report states it would require substantial
infrastructure costs including a new bridge. The Hodgson'’s Lane should be considered
ahead of such sites as it is deliverable and developable without such infrastructure
requirements.

Site E and F currently provide separation to the village of Brayton. If they were to be
developed the village would merge into the Selby settlement.

Additional Comments to Other Questions

With regard to Question 4, we broadly agree that market housing should only be allowed in
Principle Towns, Local Service Centres and Primary villages in order to restrict dispersed
and unsustainable development. However we reiterate the need for the bulk to be located in

Selby and Sherburn.

With respect to Question 5, we consider that the 40% affordable housing split does not
accord with PPS3 guidance. The split does not reflect an 'assessment of the likely economic
viability of land for housing in the area, taking account of risks to delivery and draw on
informal assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing’ (PPS3
para 29). This position has been confirmed by recent appeal decision and the review of the
Blyth LDF. The split ought to be assessed on each site’s own merits.

Employment land allocations shouid be protected to ensure the employment needs of the
Borough are safeguarded and residents have access to job opportunities {Question 8).
Given the good employment sites in Sherburn, including Moor Lane Trading Estate and
Sherburn Enterprise Park, additional housing will continue the balance of employment and
housing development together with the excellent local facilities and services.

With respect to Question 9, the requirement for 10% of energy to be from on-site renewable
energy will inhibit new development. It should be an aspiration only as there are many site
specific factors which dictate whether it can be achieved or not.

We do not believe that there should be a stated preference on housing mix as this should be
considered on a site specific basis to reflect local need and the character and appearance of
the surrounding area and taking account of housing needs and Strategic Housing Market
Area Assessments {Question 12).

1170001
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Conclusion

The proposed distribution of new housing does not accord with sustainable development
principles of RSS and national policy guidance and places too much emphasis on primary
villages. It should be revised to increase housing allocation to Sherburn from 6% to 15-17%,
with this diverted from the rural villages. Sherburn has identified sites which are suitable and
deliverable for new housing so will give certainty to future provision without relying on
windfalls in rural villages.

Sherburn is a sustainable town with all the facilities to make a self sufficient community.
Additional distribution of the housing will encourage reduced travel and balance empioyment
and housing to sustain services and help create a community. Sherburn has the services,
infrastructure and land suitable to accommodate further growth.

We trust you are in agreement and that the Hodgson’s Lane site can deliver sustainable
development and be reflected in emerging policy.

Selby Core Strategy Consuttation . ].

Indigo on behalf of Connaught Services LLP
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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’

webhsite: (please add exira sheels)

The core strategy should include policies to govern the type, size and location of development to
ensure a continued supply of housing, retail, leisure and employment land. Allocations will be
identified through the Core Strategy and released through other development plan documents
and the preparation of a supplementary planning document.

The Clariant UK site, located at Bawtry Road, Selby, has recently closed down, leaving a
redundant underused site. The site should be considered within the Core Strategy as an
opportunity for redevelopment. The 14 hectares site is part brownfield and part greenfield. Itis
within 400m of Selby train station and approximately 700m south of Selby’s primary shopping
core. The area is surrounded by a variety of uses including housing, retail, leisure and industrial
employment. The site is suitable for a variety of uses including those listed above. The site
should be considered by the Council as suitable and available for residential and mixed use
development, and should be considered before the release of proposed strategic sites.

Policy YH5: Principle Towns of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan (May 2008) emphasises the main
focus for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and cultural activity and
facilities should be the principle town e.g., Selby. The role of Selby is to act as an accessible and
vibrant place to live, work and invest. In this regard, Selby should be the main focus of new
development. In this regard improving the facilities in Selby on sites such as Clariant should

assist this proposal.

Core Strategy Background Paper No. 1 highlights Selby District as having almost half of its
population (49%) work outside the district. Selby is currently the most self-contained in the
District with 37% out commuting of workers travelling outside the district. |f the amount of out
commuting is to reduce or at least remain constant, employment opportunities need to be created

in the town.

The Clariant UK site provides a very sustainable location within the settlement boundary and
should be considered by the Council as suitable for a variety of uses.

Notification -~ .

Please tick the boxes belovJ if ybu wbuld like toA 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?

v

v

¢ The Core Strategy has been adopted?

Signed ’ Dated 18 December 2008

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

Please return this form to the LDF Team, Development Policy, Selby District Council, Civic
Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
No later than 17.00hrs (5pm) on Thursday 18 December 2008.
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Housing Mix (see para 6.9 - 6.10)
Q12 Do you consider that

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

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

Neither agree nor disagree. A combination of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) and developer’s knowledge and experience should be utilised to produce the best
housing mix for each site.

Gypsies/Travellers and Show People (see para 6.11—6.15}
Gypsies and Travellers
Q13 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agree or disagree with
.| the following options (please mark your choice):

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

Villages.

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

Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:

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

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

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

pitches plus individual pitches.

Travelling Showpeople

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

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




L)

Any other comments?

Whilst developing and encouraging to Selby District new business, the focus should
be creating of a range, type and size to accommodate different types of business use,
and not restricting to small/medium sized business space and general industrial.

Climate Change Issues (see para §.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?

Requirement to provide 10% of energy requirements of major development schemes may
prohibit future development. The Council should ‘encourage’ 10% renewable rather than
set a specific target. Council must seek acknowledgement that there will be sites which
are difficult to bring forward for redevelopment and that these would benefit the
community through redevelopment and improved infrastructure. if a flat threshold
requirement is set then this would prevent more difficult sites being brought forward.

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 (piease specify)

AN RS ENERN RN NN NN

Green Infrastructure
Q11 Do you have any views on opportunities to enhance or create Green Infrastructure?
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Managing Housing Supply (see para 3.42 — 3.45) o

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

Agree — market housing should be located in the most sustainable locations. There is a
recognised need for market housing development outside of the Principle Town to meet
the demand and housing need in those areas. As the ‘Principle Town’ Selby should be
identified as providing the greatest proportion as the most sustainable location within the
District, followed by local service centres.

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.

Setting a policy requirement for a 60/40 market affordable split does not accord with PPS3
guidance. The split does not reflect an ‘assessment of the likely economic viability of land
for housing in the area, taking account of risks to delivery and draw on informal
assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing’ (PPS3 Para.
29). The 60/40 split across all sites is too generic and will prevent previously developed
land proposals being brought forward in the most sustainable locations. Each site should
be assessed on its own merits.

Q6 In order to help meet the need for affordable housing, do you agree with the use of
commuted sums for housing schemes beiow the proposed threshoids? |f not please explain why

Commuted sums should be listed as a possible alternative to onsite provision across all
thresholds and not just limited to use on housing schemes below proposed thresholds.
There must be a clear strategy set out by the Council on how commuted sums will be used
and implemented to provide affordable housing.

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

The aspirational approach to economic growth aligns with RSS Policy and Selby’s status
as a ‘Principle Town’. The first focus for employment sites should be the existing
employment sites, re-use and development of previously developed and greenfield sites
located within and on the edge of the Selby development boundary (e.g., Clariant land,
Bawtry Road). The redevelopment of these opportunities first will create a more
sustainable employment development approach.

Employment Land (see para 4.13)

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

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

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

D - ‘New housing development should be balanced with an appropriate level of new business
development.’ (Agree/Disagree) — AGREE
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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 - Selby is the ‘Principle Town' and in accordance with RSS Policy YHS, it
should be the main focus for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education,
health and cultural activities. The percentage split of new housing in Selby should
be 65-70%. This split would more closely support the Regional Assembly view that
the majority of new housing should be located in Selby. The higher percentage will
more closely reflect the balance of the districts distribution options (B and C)
discussed In the Core Strategy Background Paper No. 3.

To increase the percentage in Selby will require redistribution of housing numbers
which could be taken from the primary village percentage.

This change in distribution will encourage the re-use of previously developed land
and support Greenfield development of new housing in the most sustainable

locations within the District.

b) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Tadcaster? More/Less
No Comment

c) In particular, should there be more or less housing in Sherburn in Eimet? More/Less
No Comment

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)

(6) Site A— Cross Hills Lane

( 4) Site B — West of Wistow Road

( 5) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane

(1) Site D — Olympia Mills

( 2) Site E — Baffam Lane

( 3) Site F — Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane

Any other comments?
Further information is required on the sites suitability, which would facilitate an informed

choice on the strategic site preferences. Paragraph 4.8- 4.12 of PP$12 emphasises the
need for evidence of what physical, social and green infrastructure is needed to enable the
strategic development proposed. Whilst some initial evidence is provided, information on
phasing and infrastructure should be provided in future consultation.

The strategic opportunities within the Core Strategy should be identified as phased
development and their implementation linked to an identified shortfall of supply coming
forward on land within the settiement boundaries of Selby. Opportunities currently exist
within the settlement boundary of Selby, e.g., the Clariant site (Bawtry Road). Sites such
as this are able to provide the most sustainable forms of development and should be
identified as the primary location for future development, the strategic housing sites should
only be developed later than these sites, and not until all other development opportunities are
exhausted.
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Introduction

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

details on the last page.

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

How to make comments:

+ Please complete the form in dark ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the

address on the last page; or
« Fill in online at www.selby.gov.uk - follow the link from the Council's "In Focus” on the front

page of the website.

« Please submit your comments by 5pm on Thursday 18 December 2008.
e Please provide your contact details below. We do not accept anonymous comments.

a) Personal details

a) Agent details if you are using one

Name Mr Stephen Name Andrew Laing
Parkinson
Organisation | Clariant Organisation | Indigo Planning Limited

Production UK
{td

Address c/o Agent Address Lowry House
17 Marble Street
Manchester
Postcode Postcode M2 3AW
Tel Tel 0161 836 6910
Fax Fax 0161 836 6911
Email Email Andrew.laing@indigoplanning.com
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.




general industrial land. The report encourages the Council to maximise the
development of high quality employment development such as ‘Business and
Professional Financial Services' (BPFS). The report states that maximising the
potential of B1 development will contribute to reversing the trend of out
commuting from the district. The site is suitable to help meet these
requirements as a whole or as part of a mixed use scheme.

Given the site's location and size there is potential that it can meet future retail
and leisure requirements of Selby Town to complement provision within the
town.

The site is also suitable for residential led mixed use deveiopment which will
assist the council in maintaining a flexible, continuous supply of deliverable
sites for housing (PPS3 Para. 59).

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential of the site further,
and to understand how Clariant can assist the Council in the preparation of the
Core Strategy documents including future revisions to the SHLAA.

Indigo on behalf of Clariant wishes to reserve the right to comment further in
due course should the Council wish to amend the Core Strategy in light of

comments made.
We look forward to hearing from you shortly in this respect.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Laing

Enc: Plan
Representations to Core Strategy Development Plan Document —
Further Option Report November 2008

cc: Mr S Parkinson, Clariant Production UK Ltd
Mr S Croft, Eddisons

Page 2 of 2
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LDF Team
Development Policy
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Portholme Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
YO8 45B
By email
|df @selby.gov.uk
Our ref. BD/AL/228B012

18 December 2008

Dear Sir/Madam

SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMNET FRAMEWORK -
CORE STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT - FURTHER
OPTIONS REPORT - NOVEMBER 2008

We write on behalf Clariant Production UK, in respect of the Council’s
Consultation on the Core Strategy Development Plan Document — Further
Option Report November 2008. Clariant UK has operated from land at Bawtry
Road for many years but has, unfortunately, recently stopped production.

The submission includes comments on the content of the consultation
document and the identification of Strategic Housing Sites and the inclusion of
the land at Bawtry Road (see attached plan) as a future development
opportunity which should be developed before the release of the proposed
strategic housing sites.

The land at Bawtry Road, Selby, is circa 14 hectares in size, it is located within
400m of Selby Train Station and approximately 700m south of Selby's primary
shopping core. Within close proximity of the site are Three Lakes Retail Park,
Bawtry Road Industrial Estate and south east of the property there is a large
new build residential development known as Staynor Hall.

Plant and machinery at the Clariant site is now being dismantied and
decommissioned. The site will be vacated by April 2009, The northern section
currently accommodates various muiti level production areas, offices, stores,
laboratories, warehousing, plant rooms, switch rooms, workshops and ancillary
space. The southern half of the site is Greenfield and has an extant planning
consent for employment use.

Located within the settlement limits of Selby which is the Districts ‘Principle
Town' as set out in the Yorkshire & Humber Plan - May 2008, the site is suitable
for redevelopment for a variety of uses, including offices, light industry, retail,
leisure and residential.

The GVA Grimley Employment Land Study (July 2007}, prepared as
background paper to the LDF preparation remarks there is an over provision of

I\

Indigo Planning Limited

Lowry House

17 Marble Strest
Manchester

M2 AW

T0161 8366810

F 0161 836 6911
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victoria lawes

From: Andrew Laing [Andrew.Laing@indigoplanning.com]

Sent: 18 December 2008 15:51

To: Idf

Subject: Selby District Council Core Strategy Development Plan Document

Importance: High

Attachments: Let-clariant-Seiby District LDF Core Strat-AL-18-12-08.pdf, Final Questionnaire -
completed 18.12.08.pdf; site location plan 001.pdf

To LDF Team
Selby District Council,

We enclose supporting letter and consultation representations made on behalf of Clariant Production UK, in
respect of the Council's Core Strategy Development Ptan Document — Further Option Report November

2008.

The submission includes comments on the content of the consultation document, the identification of Strategic
Housing Sites and the inclusion of the land at Bawtry Road (see attached plan) as a future development
opportunity which should be developed before the release of the proposed strategic sites.

Please confirm receipt of email and attachments.

Yours faithfully

Andrew

Andrew Laing
Associate
andrew.laing @ingi lanning.com

indigo Planning Limited
Lowry House,17 Marble Street, Manchester, M2 3AW

TO0161 8366910 F 01618366911 W indigoplanning.com

This e-mail {including any attachments) is intended only for the recipient{s) named above. It may contain confidential or privileged
information and should not be read, copied or ctherwise used by any other person. If you are not a named recipient, please contact
sender and delete the e-mail from the system

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email

18/12/2008



Cumulative impact and preferred options
From an educational perspective we have no comments to make in this response about the

strategic employment sites.

We can see from the comments in the section above that any mix of residential sites will bring
challenges to the sufficiency of school places in either the primary or secondary sector.

Barlby generally already experiences capacity issues and so If Option D, Olympia Park, is
chosen alongside any other alternative then this would have significant impact on both sectors
and may give rise to reorganisation of provision and a possible new primary school! site.

Any combination of the remaining five sites (A, B, C, E and F) would impact on the same two
secondary schools {Brayton College and Selby High} and so from the perspective of secondary
school place sufficiency we would not have a preferred combination.

Impacts on the primary sector in Brayton would be felt particularly if the larger of the two Brayton
sites (Option F Brackenhill Lane) were to be approved. Potentially the existing schools could
accommodate the majority of the pupil yield from Option E (Baffam Lane) but only if this were to
be the only development in Brayton. If that is unlikely, and you expect other Brayton SHLAA sites
to be included then we would have no preference between Options E and F.

impacts on the primary sector in Selby, as we have described earlier, would be seen regardless
of which strategic sites or combination of sites to the north of the town (Options A, B and C) were
to be approved. Given that Selby CP in north Selby is a priority for our capital programme we
may have more scope to plan and add additional capacity in this school than we would have in
others elsewhere in Selby, Brayton or Barlby. Ultimately for that reason our preference would be
for any two from options A, B or C to be chosen.

Other issues

At the moment as you know the normal arrangements are for developer contributions to be
sought purely for provision of additional school places and this response has concentrated on
that area. However there are wider issues regarding provision for children and young people
such as provisions for children’s centres, early years, youth and children’s social care which need
to be factored into infrastructure planning. We would ask you to note that we may wish to explore
the proposed wider application of Community Infrastructure Levy as a means of securing
developer contribution for these areas.

We would appreciate being kept informed of progress with regard to the core strategy. As
proposals are formed on the combination of sites to be supported, both strategic and others, we
will be in a position to more closely examine the shortfall of school places and begin to quantify
the levels of developer contribution that are likely to be sought. Please do not hesitate to contact
me should you require further information.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Dixon
Strategic Planning Officer

)02-



Given the above it is possible, should the majority of the 2774 new dwellings fall within Selby
itself, that a new primary school site would need to be developed to the north of the town. This
would be particularly likely if a combination of sites A and C, Cross Hills Lane and Monk Lane,
were approved and provided in excess of 2000 dwellings. We ask that possible need for a new
site is noted in your planning of development approvals for the area.

Thorpe Willoughby - Primary school places

Thorpe Willoughby CP School is forecast to reach capacity in the coming years without factoring
in pupil yield from the 18 outstanding permissions or from the significant SHLAA sites which we
have previously commented upon.

Should additional development arise then we would need to increase capacity and seek
developer contributions in respect of additional pupil places.

The village school is relatively unaffected by development in Selby and Brayton given that it is
slightly more removed geographically. Some pupils do travel here from outside of the village but
not in significant numbers. So we would not expect any of the six strategic options A-F to
impact greatly upon the school. It may be that some parents residing in future on Cross Hills
Lane or Brackenhill Lane would prefer to access a school place in a village school and therefore
choose Thorpe Willoughby, but this is difficult to quantify.

Again, the size of the redevelopment / extension required would depend upon the total number of
approvals in the Thorpe Willoughby area. Further investigations of our existing school site is
required and may reveal a threshold level beyond which expansion on the site becomes
impossible and which would give rise to major redevelopment or a replacement site having to be
identified. We would welcome the opportunity to comment again on the position in Thorpe
Willoughby if significant approvals are proposed.

Brayton, Selby & Thorpe Willoughby - Secondary school places

Brayton College and Selby High School collectively serve these areas although each school also
has a distinct rural area which forms part of its overall catchment.

Both schools currently have capacity for additiona! pupils and are forecast to be able to
accommodate the pupil yield arising from outstanding permissions in both their wider rural areas
and Selby town.

in addition it is considered that they would continue to have capacity even if all 2774 new
dwellings were approved for sites in Brayton, Selby and Thorpe Willoughby rather than them
being split with Barlby.

The unknown factor at this stage is the level of development proposed for ‘primary villages’ which
form part of the schools areas namely, Brotherton , Byram , Camblesforth, Carlton, Cawood,
Church Fenton, Eggborough, Escrick, Fairburn, Hambleton, Kellington, Monk Fryston, South
Milford and Wistow. If most of the primary village development occurred in these areas, at a scale
of some of the SHLAA sites we have seen, then there is the possibility that additiona! secondary
school places could be required for which we would seek developer contribution. We would
welcome the opportunity to review our position once proposals are formed for the combination of
strategic sites and primary village development.
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Brayton — Primary school places

The forecast data shows that the three schools which serve the immediate Brayton area (
Brayton Infant and Brayton Junior plus St Mary's Catholic Primary which serves a wider area)
would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the pupil yield arising from the 87 outstanding
permissions. They would not however have the capacity to accommodate pupil yield arising from
anything greater than 300 units. Therefore should options E or F be approved for Baffam Lane or
Brackenhill Lane (or both), and possibly be added to by SHLAA sites in Brayton, then options to
increase capacity would need to be explored. NYCC wouid seek developer contributions in
respect of additional pupil places.

Again, the size of the redevelopment / extension required would depend upon the total number of
approvals in the Brayton area. Further investigations of our existing school sites are required and
may reveal a threshold level beyond which expansion on the sites becomes impossible and
which would give rise to a replacement site having to be identified. We would welcome the
opportunity to comment again on the position in Brayton primary schools if proposed
development, by any mix of locations, exceeds 300 units.

Although Brayton pupils may access Selby Longman’s Hill it has been left out of these
considerations for the reason stated below.

Selby - Primary school places

The position in the urban area of Selby is more difficult to judge because of parental preference
which means that many pupils will attend a schoo! which is not the normal school for the area in
which they live. In most instances the planning of sufficient school places requires us to look at

capacity across several schools serving the area.

Three of the four schools serving the town area (Selby Abbey, Selby CP and Selby Barwic
Parade) have current capacity for additional pupils. Selby Longman’s Hill does not and is forecast
to require expansion without further development in the area. NYCC would therefore seek
developer contributions in respect of additional pupil places arising from sites in the area served
by Longman’s Hill.

QOverall the capacity of the four schools could not accommodate anything more than pupil yield
from approximately 400 dwellings. Therefore additional pupil places and developer contributions
will be required in terms of the 1486 outstanding permissions and any other LDF approvals for
Selby.

The urban extension options A, B and C would mainly impact separately and collectively on the
schools serving the north of the town namely Selby CP and Selby Abbey.

Selby CP is included as a priority within the LAs Primary Capital Programme for future
refurbishment and redevelopment. There may be some scope to increase capacity in future years
on the existing site although this will require further investigation and assessment.

Selby Abbey School is subject to a current plan to relocate it to a site adjacent to the Civic
Centre. Any new Selby Abbey Schoo! will have the same capacity as the current buildings and
future expansion opportunities would be limited given the restrictive nature of the proposed new
site.
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Generally speaking the current school organisation would have insufficient capacity to
accommodate the proposed scale of development for Selby and the immediate area. Developer
contributions for additional school places would therefore be required, through either the existing
s.106 agreement mechanism or the proposed Community infrastructure Levy. However there are
differences across the area and between the primary and secondary sectors.

Bariby — Primary school places

The forecast data for the area shows that Barlby CP School and Barlby Bridge CP School are
both expected to have insufficient capacity to accommodate pupil yield arising from any
significant development in Barlby.

Option D (Otympia Park) falls within the normal area for Barlby Bridge CP School although we
would expect that children would access both Barlby schools. 700 dwellings would equate to a
forecast pupil yield of 175 pupils so an extension of facilities at one or both schools would be
required. The site at Barlby Bridge CP is quite restrictive and this would limit our development
options. NYCC would seek developer contributions in respect of additional pupil places.

It is possible based on 700 units that the LA would look to provide a new primary school in
Barlby. We are also aware that several other SHLAA sites, in addition to the Olympia Park
strategic site, are possibilities for development. If development approvals in Barlby exceed 700
units then it will become more likely that a review of the organisation of primary school provision
would be required. Consultation on options would possibly include a new school site which couid
involve relocation of one of the existing schools, most probably Barlby Bridge CP given it's age
and other limiting factors. Clearly identification of a new site will not be easy in such a densely
populated area but may be possible within the new strategic site. We therefore ask that this be
noted in your planning of development approvals for the area. Your letter asked for costs but of
course this would largely depend on what response was required. Typically a new primary school
of average size could cost upwards of £4m but this may not be the option that would ultimately be
pursued.

Bariby — Secondary schoof places

The forecast data for the area shows that Barlby High School is expected to have insufficient
capacity to accommodate pupil yield arising from any significant development in Barlby.

When planning secondary school places we have to take account of proposed development in
the wider catchment area. In this case that includes the ‘primary villages’ of Escrick and Riccall.
Outstanding permissions in areas served by Barlby High School number around 100 and the
school is forecast to have sufficient capacity to accommodate the resultant pupil yield. However
additional capacity would need to be added to accommodate the 700 unit Olympia Park
development and indeed any further development over approximatety 300 units. NYCC would
seek developer contributions in respect of additional pupil places.

Clearly, once again, the size of the redevelopment / extension required would depend upon the

total number of approvals in the Barlby area, over and above Option D. We would welcome the

opportunity to comment again on the position of Barlby High School if additional Barlby sites are
actively considered.
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Cynthia Welbourn, MA, FRSA
Corporate Director - Children and Young People’s Service

Bernadette Jones

Your ref: Assistant Director, Strategic Services
County Hall, Northallerton

Our ref: North Yorkshire, DL7 B8AE

Contact: Andrew Dixon Tel: 01609 532162

Fax: 01609 778611
E-mail: Andrew.Dixon@northyorks.gov.uk

. 18 December 2008 Web: www.northyorks.gov.uk

Dear Mr Heselton
Selby District Core Strategy — Selby Area Strategic Housing Sites

| write in response to your letter dated 27 October 2008 and ask that you note this response as
part of your consultation.

The impact on school provision depends on many factors including the type of housing provided,
changing patterns of parental preference and relative popularity of individual schools, all of which
fluctuate over time and affect our forecast data. In particular, it is important to note that the later

years of your plan fall outside the time-frame for our planning and forecast data.

For the purpose of this response we have not factored in all the SHLAA sites in the ‘primary
villages’ that we were consulted upon. We recognise that at this stage we cannot predict the
location or volume of development in these areas but equally growth in a number of these
villages would impact on demand for school places in Selby, Brayton and Barlby. We have
. included a comment on the ‘primary villages’ in the section on school capacity.

We have however, taken account of your outstanding commitment numbers, as at 31 March
2008, of 1604 dwellings {Barlby 12, Brayton 87, Selby 1486, Thorpe Willoughby 18) and the
proposed 2774 dwellings outlined in your letter. Hopefully we are correct in restricting these
current considerations to 4378 dwellings i.e. 1604 committed and 2774 new.

In considering the impact of the projected LDF growth, we have used existing forecast data and
applied our standard factor which indicates pupil yield equivalent to 1 primary age child for every
4 dwellings and 1 secondary age child for every 8 dwellings.

>
INVESTOR IN PEOPLE ?X&g//gﬂ&g éﬁf é//
Access and Inclusion Children's Social Care Finance & Management Support Human Resources Learning, Youth & Skills

Quality & Improvernent Strategic Services



Council. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the
sender immediately. Unless you are the intended recipient, or his/her representative,
you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this

message or any part of it.

Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YOB 45B
DX 27408 Selby

WARNING

Any opinions or statements expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual and
not necessarily those of North Yorkshire County Council.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use
of the intended recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any
informaticon to anyone, notify the sender at the above address and then destroy all

copies.

North Yorkshire County Council’s computer systems and communications may be monitored
to ensure effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.

‘?1though we have endeavoured to ensure that this e-mail and any attachments are free
rom any virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that they are

actually virus free.

Access your county council services online 24 hours a day, 7 days a week at
www . northyorks.gov.uk.

If you receive an ‘out of office’ notice from the person you are contacting and you
wish to request information under either the Freedom of Information Act, the Data
Protection Act or the Environmental Information Regulations please forward your
request by e-mail to the bata Management Team
(datamanagement.officer@northyorks.gov.uk} who will process your regquest.

North Yorkshire County Council.
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victoria lawes

From: terry heselton

Sent: 18 December 2008 16:16

To: victoria lawes

Subject: FW: Core Strategy - housing commitments
Attachments: 081217 Selby Core Strategy.doc

081217 Selby Core
Strategy.doc...

Terry Heselton
Principal Planner (LDF team}
Selby District Council

Tel: 01757 2%2091
ax: 01757 2920590
E: theselton@selby.gov.uk

The information in this e-mail, and any attachments, is confidential and may be
subject to legal professional privilege. It is intended solely for the attention and
use of the named addressee(s). Its contents do not necessarily represent the views or
opinions of Selby District Council. If you are not the intended recipient please
notify the sender immediately. Unless you are the intended recipient, or his/her
representative, you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use
or retain this message or any part of it.

Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, North Yorkshire, YO8 4SB
DX 27408 Selby

————— Original Message-----

From: Andrew Dixon [mailto:Andrew.Dixon@northyorks.gov.uk]
Sent: 18 December 2008 09:25

To: terry heselton

Subject: Re: Core Strategy - housing commitments

i Terry
lease ignore yesterday's version, we found a couple of minor things we wished to
change.
This is the final version and a hard copy will follow.
Regards
Andrew

>>> "terry heselton" <theselton@selby.gov.uk> 16/12/2008 15:53 >>>

Hi Andrew

I understand you have requested some housing commitments information to supplement my
previous letter. Info as follows Brayton - B8 Barlby and Osgodby - 12 Thorpe
Willoughby -18 Selby - 1486 These are for the administrative area covered by the
respective parish / towns as at 31 / 3 / 08 Kind regards Terry

Terry Heselton
Principal Planner (LDF team)
Selby District Council

Tel: 01757 292081
Fax: 01757 292080
E: theselton@selby.gov.uk

The information in this e-mail, and any attachments, is confidential and may be
subject to legal professional privilege. It is intended solely for the attention and
use of the named addressee(s}. Its contents do not necessarily represent the views or
opinions of Selby District



At Darringfield the location benefits from the interconnection of the M62 and A1
at a point at which a heavy freight rail line is close by. Moreover, there are
significant areas of brownfield land which will be surplus to requirements within
the next few years. This offers the opportunity to provide at least 5 million sq ft of
rail connected distribution warehousing with significant potential to create
thousands of new jobs in the District. My company believes that this opportunity
is unique, not only for Selby, but within the wider Yorkshire & Humber region.

My other observations are as follows:

e | wish to support Proposal G (Olympia Park) since this is well related to
Selby and the town's bypass and offers a sustainable, mixed use
opportunity with Proposal D, the strategic housing option.

« | have reservations with Proposal H (Burn Airfield), especially in view of
the withdrawal of the Spallation project. Burn does not connect well with
either the strategic or local highway networks and, in the absence of any
clearly identified use or occupier, ought to be considered for rejection.

| trust that my comments and observations can be properly considered by the
Council and that my company’s proposals for development at Darringfield can be
accommodated within the future Core Strategy. | would be happy to supply
further details and information if this would help. Alternatively, | would be
delighted to meet with officers and/or councillors to discuss the scheme further.

| will look forward to continuing my involvement in the Council’s LDF process.
Kind regards,

Yours sincerely,

Nigel J Chambers

Email -

e



| have a number of comments which | wish to make:
A. Housing -

e Itis not clear how the proposed future housing numbers are split between
Selby and the adjoining villages of Brayton, Thorpe Willoughby and
Barlby. Whilst the options report suggests that around 50% of future
housing is to be accommodated within this “enlarged” Selby area an
unduly high proportion appear to be located in the villages rather than the
town.

e There seems to be an imbalance between the housing numbers proposed
for Sherburn and Tadcaster (11%) and the 20 primary villages (13 2 %). |
would have expected to see a higher proportion of housing in the 2 towns
rather than the villages.

e | wish to support the proposals at Olympia Park which represent a good
approach to strategic planning and is a well contained and mixed use
regeneration scheme which relates to Selby.

¢ | wish to express a major concern with proposals A-C and E-F, as major
urban extensions to Selby. Three of the proposals have, in the Council’s
own submission, “No natural limits to development” and the other two,
again acknowledged by the Council, are situated in a “Strategic
Countryside Gap”. The approach would lead either to the coalescence of
Selby and Brayton/Thorpe Wilioughby or to urban sprawl, both of which
can be avoided by undertaking a different approach to accommodating
future housing growth in the District.

B. Employment -

The options report appears to make little attempt to consider how the District
might achieve transformational change to create new sources of employment in
order to reduce the significant out migration of residents to jobs elsewhere in the
region. There is no recognition in the options report of the role which distribution
could play in the future employment pattern of the District. Selby is located at a
pivotal point between the East Coast Ports and the main west and south
Yorkshire conurbation. Moreover, it is situated alongside the M62 between the
A1 and M18 motorways. This location is unique in both the Yorkshire & Humber
and Leeds City Regions. My company believes that a Strategic Railfreight
Interchange (SRFI) could form a major component in achieving the
transformational change to employment creation if located within the District.



Terry Heselton

Principa!l Planner (LDF Team)
Development Policy

Selby District Council

Civic Centre

Portholme Road

Selby

North Yorkshire YO8 4SB
18 December 2008

Dear Mr Heselton,

SELBY DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (LDF) - CORE
STRATEGY CONSULTATION ON FURTHER OPTIONS

Further to your letter of 6 November 2008 | have now had the opportunity to
consider the above document. Accordingly, | enclose a completed questionnaire

on behalf of my company.

My company would like to suggest that the Council gives due consideration to a
major mixed use housing and employment scheme at “Darringfield” on the
Selby/Wakefield boundary in the form of an “"Eco-Community”, together with a
Strategic Railfreight Interchange (SRFI). As you may be aware, my company
submitted a proposal to the Department for Communities & Local Government
(DCLG) last year for the development of an “Eco-Town” at Darringfield. We are
still in dialogue with both the DCLG and the Leeds City Region (LCR) in support
of this proposal.

Having considered the options report it is clear that its preparation pre-dates the
more recent submission by the LCR to the DCLG of the “Urban Eco Settlements”
report. Whilst the issue of “Eco-Towns” is considered in your options report the
wider potential of an “Eco Settlement” somewhere in the District is not. | would
urge the Council to give consideration to such a project as part of its Core
Strategy exercise.

My company's main comments and observations on the Core Strategy
consultation focus on the housing and employment sections of the work. Our
main concern of the approach adopted is that it seeks merely to reinforce the
status quo of the existing settlement pattern and does not consider whether or
how a more creative approach might lead to a transformational change in the
performance of the District.
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Please tick the boxes béiow if you would I|ke‘ to be informed when

The Care Strategy has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination? g1~

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

» The Core Strategy has been adopted? =

Dated v Decestnr

Signed
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Q12 Do you consider that

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

or

b) More housing should be in the form of 3-4 bedsa®m family houses Yes/No

Gy psIes/Iray
Gypsies and Travellers
Q13 In making appropriate provision for gypsies and travellers, do you agr
e following options (please mark your choice):
(Agree/Disagree) Option A — New sites should be spread acr
(Agree/Disagree) Option B — New sites should be located-
Villages. -

(Agree/Disagree) Dption C — Expanding. the-gsti

1
Q14 Do you agree or disagree with the following options:
(Agree/Disagree) Option A — Sites should be sought that accommogate between eight and
twelve pitches.
(Agree/Disagree) Option B — Individual pitches should hcouraged to allow flexibility and
choice for gypsies apafravellers distributed across the District.
‘«’-\greelDisagree) Option C — A combination and B; one site of between eight and twelve
' pitches plueindividual pitches.

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

(Agree/Disagree) Option A — In or close to the4dwns of Seiby, Tadcaster or Sherburn in Elmet?
(Agree/Disagree) Option B — In close proximity to the strategic road network (such as M62, A1,
and ?
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Climate Changéissues (seeparabit_bb) 1.

Q9 Do you agree that approximately 10% of the energy requireme
schemes should be produced from on-site renewables or from
low carbon supplies? If not, should the percentage be highsror lower?

of major development
I decentralised renewable or

e
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Q10 The Government is
Please indicate your priorities for using the funding received from the Levy. PI
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)

T T S TR
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introducing a Community Infrastructure Levy on neW

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

development.
ease tick those that
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Q5 Do you agree with the different thresholds proposed for affordable housing? If not please

explain why.

No .
Caon pPr paSa.l

Shovdd Ye consered aa

1rs meribs,

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 threshol

> If not please explain why |
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Q7 If a strategic employment si
appropriate location?

Site G - Olympia Park (tand adjoining Se
Have you any other suggestions?

te is providedehi-ch of the following do you czanéi;jér

is the most

Iby Bypass) v Site H — Bum Airfieid [
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Twa would comprise.
walks,
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A
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C
business space and general industri

D - ‘New housing development should b
development.’ (Agreelnieagme)

Any other comments?
CoAsg Aeriron shovld be

ok Qarﬁnﬁﬁe\d f-'omphs'mﬂ
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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 N0 realistic prospect of employment
development coming forward.’ (Agree!Bieegfee)
B - ‘Existing employment premises should be protected from redevelopment where there is

evidence of market need.’ (A-gFeeIDisagree)
- 'For new business development the focus should be on securing smallfmedium sized

creaye @ ¢ vs\mundre. , reU-ocdanoed

al premises in suitable locations.’ (A-gfeelDisagree)
e balanced with an appropriate level of new business

U Eteo- C«:\f\w«‘\‘jﬁ
a SAF!

1]

MAYCEA - WGE  COMMYA ,'V:} .
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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

b} in particular, should there be more or less housing ip- Tadcaster? More/Less

c) In particular, should there be more6f less housing in Sherburn in Elmet? More/lLess

Please explain why in e

V%
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Q3 Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following opﬁdns for strategic; houéi}w
development on the edge of Selby (please number in preference order 1= highest, 6 = lowest)

( ) Site A - Cross Hills Lane
() Site B — West of Wistow Road
( ) Site C — Bondgate/Monk Lane
(1) Site D — Olympia Mills
) Site E — Baffam Lane

Site F ~ Foxhill Lane/Brackenhill Lane
I
|

(
(
Any other comments?
Olympia Mits 15 Hie =Y Svikable. ﬁb'r&lreﬁ\c. oplioa
For V\ousldﬂ develepmed o Hie edqe 0(3-@\5:1.

please explain why

g

' No.
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Selby

SELBY
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DISTRICT COUNCIL
Moving forward wilh purposa

Questionnaire an
for Consultation on

District Core Strategy “r EL?EXCELLE?;’Q&ET
d Comments Form
Further Options Office use
November 2008 f«;ﬁo

Howto make cdmments:
Please complete {
address on the last page, or

Fill in online at www., selby.qov.u

he form in dark i

k - follow the link from the Counct

ink (add extra sheets if you wish) and send to the

I's “In Focus® on the front

page of the website.

« Please submit your co

mments by Spm 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 Nige\ 7 Chasberz | Name
~ | Organisation Tangent Properihes Organisation /
,_31 Address T Greenside Gatnd Address
= Ho qlandswaaal
_. Sne eld
Postcode i ILG Postcode e
Tel Tel P
Fax Fax
Email

it

Q1 Do you agree with the Counm
with those 20 villages selecte

! s cnterla for deﬂnmg Prlma ages andﬂ |f S0, do you agree |
d? If not please explain wh
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victoria lawes

From: nigel w
Sent: 18 December 200 ]

To: Idf
Subject: Selby LDF - Core Strategy Consultation
Attachments: 20081218155957665.pdf; DarringfieldSelbyLDF01.doc

i

2008121815595766DarringfieidSelbylLD
5.pdf (986 KB)...  FOl.doc (55...

Please find attached representation. A copy will follow in the
post.
Regards.

N J Chambers





