
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mission Statement 

 
To Improve the Quality of Life 

For Those Who Live and Work in The District 
 

 
 
14 September 2010  
 
Dear Councillor 
 
You are hereby invited to a meeting of the Planning Committee to be held in 
Committee Rooms 1 and 2, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby on Wednesday 
22 September 2010 commencing at 4:00pm. 
 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Apologies for Absence and Notice of Substitution 
 
To receive apologies for absence and notification of substitution. 
 

2.  Disclosure of Interest 
 
To receive any disclosures of interest in matters to be considered at 
the meeting in accordance with the provisions of Section 117 of the 
Local Government Act 1972, and Sections 50, 52 and 81 of the Local 
Government Act 2000 and the Members’ Code of Conduct adopted by 
the Council. 
 

3.  Minutes 
 
To confirm as a correct record the minutes of the proceedings of the 
meeting of the Planning Committees held on 25 August 2010 (page 4)  
 

4.  Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 
 

5.  Budget Exceptions to 31 July 2010  
 
Report of the Head of Service – Development Services (page 18) 
 

6.  Planning Applications Received – Non Site Visits 
 
Reports of the Head of Service - Development Services   1



 
• 2010/0258/OUT 50 West Park, Selby (page 25) 

 
• 2010/0464/HPA Woodsend Cottage, Lilac Avenue, Appleton 

Roebuck (page 35) 
 

• 2010/0333/OUT Old Vicarage Lane, Monk Fryston (page 41) 
 

• 2010/0112/COU Haulage Yard, Hazel Old Lane, Hensall (page 
51) 

 
• 2010/0474/HPA Woodhouse Cottage, Haddlesey Road, Birkin 

(page 62) 
 

• TPO 02/2010 Londesborough Arms Hotel, Market Place, Selby 
(page 70) 

 
7.  Planning Appeal Decisions Received between 5th August 2010 

and 3rd September 2010 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Development Services (page 74) 
 

 Reports for Information 
 

1. List of Planning Applications Determined Under Delegated 
Powers 
 
Applications which have been determined by officers under the 
scheme of delegation. 
 
A copy of this report is available in the Members’ Room 
 

2. List of Planning Applications Determined by North Yorkshire 
County Council 
 
Applications have been determined by North Yorkshire County Council 
under the scheme of delegation. 
 
A copy of this report is available in the Members’ Room. 
 

 
 
 
 
M Connor 
Chief Executive 
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Public Speaking 
 
Please note the deadline for registering to speak at Committee is 3.00 pm 
Monday 20 September 2010. 
 

Disclosure of Interest – Guidance Notes: 
 

(a) Councillors are reminded of the need to consider whether they have any 
personal or prejudicial interests to declare on any item on this agenda, 
and, if so, of the need to explain the reason(s) why they have any personal 
or prejudicial interests when making a declaration. 

 
(b) The Overview and Scrutiny Coordinator will be pleased to advise you on 

interest issues.  Ideally their views should be sought as soon as possible 
and preferably prior to the day of the meeting, so that time is available to 
explore adequately any issues that might arise. 

 
 

Dates of Future Meetings of the Planning Committee 
20 October 2010  

17 November 2010  
15 December 2010  
12 January 2011  
9 February 2011 

9 March 2011 
6 April 2011  
11 May 2011 

 
 

Membership of the Planning Committee 
12 Members 

Conservative Labour Independent 

J Mackman (Chair) D Davies J McCartney 
J Deans (Vice-Chair) S Shaw-Wright  
J Cattanach   
I Chilvers   
C Goodall   
W Inness   
D Mackay   
E Metcalfe   
C Pearson   
 
If you have any enquiries relating to this agenda, please contact Lee O’Brien on: 
Tel:  01757 292002 
Fax: 01757 292020 
Email: lobrien@selby.gov.uk 3



Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES 
 

Minutes of the proceedings of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Wednesday 25 August 2010, in Committee Rooms 1& 2, The Civic Centre, 

Portholme Road, Selby, commencing at 4.00pm. 
 

178 Apologies for absence 
179 Disclosure of interests 
180 Minutes 
181 Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 
182 Planning Application - 2010/0386/COU Lowfield Farm, Hillam  
183 Planning Application - 2010/0427/FUL Selby War Memorial Hospital, 

Doncaster Road, Selby 
184 Planning Application - 2010/0603/FUL Darrington Quarries Ltd, Cridling 

Stubbs 
185 Planning Application - 2008/1060/FUL Heck Hall Farm, Heck and Pollington 

Lane, Heck 
186 Planning Application - 2010/0456/FUL Marybern, Green Lane, Stutton 
187 Planning Application - 2010/0390/COU Phoenix Electrical, Hull Road, 

Hemingbrough 
188 Planning Application - 2009/0474/FUL Windy Ridge, Howden Road, Barlby 
189 Planning Application - 2009/0475/TPO Windy Ridge, Howden Road, Barlby 
190 Planning Application  - 2009/0412/FUL Manor Farm, Little Fenton, Sherburn 

in Elmet 
191 Planning Application - 2010/0089/FUL Carr Lane, Escrick 
192 Planning Application - 2010/0368/COU 47 Brook Street, Selby 
193 Planning Application - 2010/0504/FUL Castle Farm, Paradise Lane, 

Hazelwood 
194 Planning Application - 2010/0229/HPA Old Manor House, Bilbrough 
195 Planning Application - 2010/0230/LBC Old Manor House, Bilbrough 
196 Planning Appeal Decision Received between 6 July 2010 and 4 August 

2010 
  

 
 

Present: Councillor J Mackman in the Chair 
  
Councillors: I Chilvers, Mrs D Davies, J Deans, Mrs C Goodall, W Inness, D Mackay, Mrs 

E Metcalfe, C Pearson, S Ryder (sub for J Cattanach)            
  
Officials: Head of Service – Development Services, Manager of Development 

Management, Principal Planning Officer, Senior Planning Officer x3, 
Planning Officer, Solicitor, Overview and Scrutiny Coordinator, Public 
Speaking Officer 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

Also in 
Attendance: 

14 public speakers 

  
Public: 20 
Press: 0 
   
178 Apologies for Absence and Notice of Substitution 

 
Apologies were received from Councillor J Cattanach 
 
Substitute Councillors were S Ryder for J Cattanach 
 

179 Disclosure of Interest 
 
The Planning Committee confirmed that they had all received the following: 

• A communication had been received from Land and Development 
Practice regarding the Lowfield Farm, Hillam application. 

• A communication had been received in relation to the Darrington 
Quarries application. 

• A communication had been received from Monk Fryston Parish 
Council in relation to the Hillam application. 

•  
180 Minutes 

 
Resolved: 
 
That the minutes of the proceedings of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee held on 21 July 2010 be confirmed as a correct record and 
be signed by the Chair. 
 

181 Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 
 
The Chair informed councillors of the following issues: 
 
Staff Update: 
The Chair of Planning confirmed that Yvonne Naylor took up the post of 
Senior Planning Officer in July 2010; that Ruth Beckwith had taken up 
position as Enforcement Officer in early August 2010 to cover for maternity 
leave; and that Dylan Jones had commenced work with Craven District 
Council for 2.5 days per week. 
 
Planning Performance: 
The Chair of Planning informed Committee that planning applications 
received have continued to rise in comparison to figures for the previous 
year. Also, that no significantly large applications were expected by the 
Planning Department. 
It was also confirmed that 67.92% of major applications were addressed 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

within 13 weeks; 74.67% of minor applications were addressed within 8 
weeks; and that 83.87% of other category applications were addressed 
within 8 weeks. 
  
Wind Turbine Applications: 
The Chair of Planning confirmed that good progress was being made by the 
consultants working on the wind turbine applications and they are on target 
to report back to the Planning Committee in Autumn 2010. 
 

   182 Planning Applications Received  
 
Consideration was given to the schedule of planning applications submitted 
by the Head of Service – Development Services. 
 
Application: 2010/0386/COU 
Location: Lowfield Farm, Hillam 
Proposal: Change of use of land to showpeoples’ quarters 
 
The Head of Service – Development Services explained to the Committee 
that new documentation had been received by both officers and councillors 
and that it was necessary for the application to be deferred to allow North 
Yorkshire County Council engineers to comment on the highways issues 
raised in the new information. The Solicitor also confirmed the position and 
agreed with the recommendation to defer. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That the application be deferred pending consideration of the new 
information received. 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

  183  Application: 2010/0427/FUL 
Location: Selby War Memorial Hospital, Doncaster Road, Selby 
Proposal: Temporary vehicular access from Green Lane onto site 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed the position of the access road and 
that the applicant is willing to look into a traffic management scheme for the 
duration of the work. It was also confirmed that 1 tree would be felled as a 
result of the existing planning consent received. 
 
Resolved:  
 
(i) That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed 
in the report, including an amendment to condition 1 to give 31 March 
2011 as the date for closure; and 
 
(ii) Additional informatives to inform the applicant of the comments of 
Yorkshire Water and to advise discussion with North Yorkshire 
Highways in regards to temporary Parking restrictions on Green Lane. 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

   184 Application: 2010/0603/FUL 
Location: Darrington Quarries Ltd, Cridling Stubbs 
Proposal: A 50m guyed mast to measure wind speed and direction. 4 
sets of guy wires anchored to the ground anchors at a radius of 25m 
from the base of the mast. Attached to the mast are 3 sets of wind 
anemometry instrumentation. The mast will be erected for a period of 
up to 24 months. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. 
 
Public Speaker – John Denison (Objector)

• Development would have a negative effect on existing residents with 
1km. 

• Unacceptable noise levels and the failure of the UK government to 
reassess guideline levels. 

• Academic research had been undertaken into the issue, but nothing 
had been commissioned for the UK. 

• Problems with turbines such as shadow flicker and potential 
collapse/debris scattering. 

• Such applications should be part of the precautionary principle. 
 

The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that Burn Gliding Club had not 
responded to the consultation. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

185 Application: 2008/1060/FUL 
Location: Heck Hall Farm, Heck and Pollington Lane, Heck 
Proposal: Erection of a detached dwelling with detached garage to 
replace existing caravan, following the demolition of office buildings. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. This included a summary of 
the conflicts highlighted in the report. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer confirmed that the drainage issue was being 
reviewed by the applicant and explained that any reassessment of the 
proposed location of the development would impact on the countryside. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer clarified condition 3 for the Committee. 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

186 Application: 2010/0456/FUL 
Location: Marybern, Green Lane, Stutton 
Proposal: Erection of a detached dwelling with integral garage 
following the demolition of existing property. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee, confirming that a site visit had 
been undertaken on Monday 23 August 2010 where the dimensions, 
features and footprint of the proposed new build were indicated. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that the materials used would be 
natural stone and that a condition relating to building materials is included 
within the report. Also, it was noted that existing stone/slates would be 
reused in the new dwelling as and when possible. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that the proposed dwelling was in 
keeping with the character of the village and that the approach of the 
applicant towards the protected beech tree met British Standards. 
 
Public Speaker – Graham Hunter (Applicant) 

• A longstanding resident of the village 
• The proposal is to move their family into the new dwelling – therefore 

not a commercial venture 
• Design is sympathetic in character and in keeping with the village 
• Supportive neighbours 
• Plans were amended to take into consideration the Beech tree on the 

site and tree maintenance has been agreed 
• The issue of the bats has been addressed 
 

Resolved:  
 
That the application be granted subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

187 Application: 2010/0390/COU 
Location: Phoenix Electrical, Hull Road, Hemingbrough 
Proposal: Retrospective application for the change of use of 2 
agricultural buildings to class B2 industry and B8 warehousing and 
retention of 2 storage containers. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. 
 
Public Speaker – Councillor Kathleen McSherry (Ward Councillor) 

• Work undertaken at the site is at unsocial hours with noise and light 
pollution 

• No change of use application has ever been received by the Planning 
Committee from the site owner 

• The local conservation area has been impacted upon by the workers 
at the site 

• Bats, water voles and crested newts are present adjacent to the site 
• Potential of pollution and littering 
• No employment of local labour 
• Detrimental impact on the local residents 
 

Public Speaker – Martin Senior (Parish Council) 
• An enforcement notice and a police nature protection order had been 

presented in the recent past to the site owner 
• The issue of bats 
• The barns in question are very close to the conservation area 
• Risk to wildlife 
• Work has begun at the site prior to any planning approval being 

sought 
• Complaints from residents regarding noise, lights, foul language, fires 

and chemical pollution 
• Parking obstruction issues and traffic increases 
 

Public Speaker –Margaret Longhorn (Objector) 
• Unauthorised use of the site since 2008 
• Hours of operation, noise and pollution are key issues of concern 
• Applicant has not met the planning enforcement notice issued 
• Residents find the site detrimental 
• Ponds are not displayed on the plans to indicate proximity 
• Litter and debris issues 
• Pollution could impact upon the water course 
• No screening of the site has been undertaken 
• Increased traffic 
• No benefit for the local community in terms of jobs or amenity 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

 Public Speaker – Melissa Madge (Agent) 
• The application is retrospective 
• The applicant is the former farmer at the site and still retains farmland 

adjacent 
• Not aware of any further complaints regarding the site since initial 

concerns had been addressed 
• The planning guidelines support the change of use for the buildings 
• The adjacent road is already busy with traffic 
• The site would not be detrimental to wildlife and no concerns had 

been raised by Natural England 
• The hardcore at the site has always been there 
• The noise survey raised no concerns 
• Litter and language can be addressed by the applicant following 

approval 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that industrial use and manufacturing 
use are the stated aims and that the retail element forms only an ancillary 
component. Any expansion of the retail element would require planning 
permission. 
 
The Chair of Planning proposed that the application be deferred pending a 
site visit and further reports. 
 
Resolved: 
 
(i) That the application be deferred pending a site visit; 
 
(ii) A report being received from Planning Enforcement regarding 
action taken/not taken; and 
 
(iii) A report from Environmental Health 
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Planning Committee 
25 August 2010  

188 Application: 2009/0474/FUL 
Location: Windy Ridge, Howden Road, Barlby 
Proposal: Erection of 9 dwellings following demolition of existing 
dwelling. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. As part of the update, the 
Senior Planning Officer confirmed the existing consent for the site, the 
expanded scheme and the property numbers involved. 
 
Public Speaker – John Wyatt (Agent)

• The application has been with the Planning Department for over a 
year and the change to PPS3 to reclassify the proposed development 
site as green field has been unfortunate 

• The expanded scheme sits better in the site 
• The applicant has agreed to invest in the upgrade of recreational 

facilities in the area 
• The proposal provides much needed housing 
• There is enough evidence to suggest the overriding of policy H2A 

 
The Chair of Planning confirmed the change to PPS3 issued recently by the 
Secretary of State. It was also confirmed that an interim policy and 
consultation was being planned for September/October 2010 to address the 
change and the impact it has had upon applications. 
 
The Manager of Development Management confirmed that the applications 
caught up in the change to PPS3 had been communicated with by Council 
officers. 
 
The Solicitor confirmed that any decisions taken by the Planning Committee 
must be in accordance with the current policy. 
  
Resolved:  
 
That the application be refused for the reasons detailed in the report. 
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25 August 2010  

189 Application: 2009/0475/TPO 
Location: Windy Ridge, Howden Road, Barlby 
Proposal: Application for consent to carry out works to trees within 
TPO 3/2007 and felling of tree T7 (Dawn Redwood). 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. It was also confirmed that the 
TPO application was linked to the proposed development. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
 

190 Application: 2009/0412/FUL 
Location: Manor Farm, Little Fenton, Sherburn in Elmet 
Proposal: The erection of a single wind turbine on an 18m tower 
 

The Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient points for 
the consideration of the Committee. 

Resolved:  
 
That the application be granted subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
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25 August 2010  

191 Application: 2010/0089/FUL 
Location: Carr Lane, Escrick 
Proposal: Erection of a detached dwelling with carport. 
 
The Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient points for 
the consideration of the Committee, which included reading out the 
comments received from an objecting public speaker who was unable to 
attend the Committee. 
 
The Planning Officer confirmed that reason 2 in the report would need to be 
amended to state that little evidence rather than no evidence had been 
received. 
 
Public Speaker – Michael Luscombe (Applicant) 

• The applicant is a longstanding resident of Escrick 

• The proposal will not harm the character of the area 

• The trees present are in poor health and the proposal will replant 11 
new trees 

• Other properties built in the 1960s/70s represented uncharacteristic 
features of the area 

• No local objections to the site other than in relation to the proposed 
removal of the existing trees. 

• Members had not undertaken a site visit 

The Planning Officer confirmed that the proposal was inside the 
development limits of Escrick and was contrary to policy H2A given that the 
site is classified as green field. It was also confirmed that the landscaping 
scheme proposed by the applicant was not acceptable. 

Resolved:  
 
(i) That the application be refused for the reasons detailed in the 
report; and 
 
(ii) That reason 2 be amended to state that little evidence had been 
received rather than no evidence 
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192 Application: 2010/0368/COU 
Location: 47 Brook Street, Selby 
Proposal: Change of class use from an A1 shop to an A5 hot food 
takeaway. 
 
The Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient points for 
the consideration of the Committee. 

Resolved:  
 
That the application be refused for the reasons detailed in the report. 
 

193 Application: 2010/0504/FUL 
Location: Castle Farm, Paradise Lane, Hazelwood 
Proposal: Erection of an amenity block, providing racing 
administration office, tack room, storage and drying room and 
changing facilities. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer reminded the Committee of the decision 
making process and criteria in relation to the green belt development and 
GB2 of the Selby Local Plan. 
 
In the absence of the case officer, the Committee proposed a deferment 
pending a site visit. 

Resolved:  
 
That the application be deferred pending a site visit. 
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194 Application: 2010/0229/HPA 
Location: Old Manor House, Bilbrough 
Proposal: Proposed 2 storey extension to the front. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that the heritage aspects of the site 
were covered in the listed building consent accompanying the application. 
 
The applicant confirmed that the features indicated in the report were to be 
retained. 

Resolved:  
 
That the application be granted subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report. 
 

195 Application: 2010/0230/LBC 
Location: Old Manor House, Bilbrough 
Proposal: Proposed 2 storey extension to the front and 
external/internal alterations. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer presented the report and highlighted salient 
points for the consideration of the Committee, including the additional 
condition for the retention of the historical features such as the date stone. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in 
the report, including the application of an additional condition relating 
to the date stone being retained. 
 

196 Planning Appeal Decision Received between 6 July 2010 and 4 August 
2010 
 
The Chair of Planning introduced the report and drew the attention of the 
Committee to the decision in relation to the Land North of Border Farm. 
 
Resolved 
 
That the report be noted. 

 
The meeting closed at 6.52pm. 
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Agenda Item No:   
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Budget Exceptions to 31 July 2010 
  
To: Planning Committee 
  
Date: 22 September 2010 
  
Service Area: Development Services 
  
Author: Karen Coates, Assistant Accountant 
  
Presented by: Keith Dawson, Head of Development Services 
  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To update councillors with details of budget exceptions for the 2010/11 

financial year to 31 July 2010. 
  
2 Recommendations: 
  
2.1 It is recommended that: 
  
 i. Councillors endorse the actions of officers and note the 

contents of the report. 
  
 ii. The Planning Committee budgets be adjusted to reflect the 

savings expected to be achieved this year as per Appendix B,  
and that the Councils Medium Term Financial Plan be amended 
to take account of projected savings in 2010/11 and 2011/12 
where these are not currently allowed for in the budget. 
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3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 
 

At the end of July Officers are forecasting an overspend of £136k on 
revenue budgets. 

  
3.2 Officers are forecasting that savings and efficiencies identified for Planning 

Committee will increase from £93k to £93.2k in 2010/11, then increase to 
£167k in 2011/12 and 2012/13. 

  
3.3 To the end of July 2010 there is no variance forecast against capital 

budgets. 
  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 This report provides details of Planning Committee budget exceptions for the 

financial year 2010/11, and recommends appropriate action where required. 
  
4.2 Approved changes to the budget in the first four months of 2010/11 are £16k 

on Revenue.  These include Carry Forward Budgets and Virements. 
  
 Budget Exceptions 
  
4.3 The table in Appendix A shows details of budget exceptions within Planning 

Committee for the 2010/11 financial year, summarised at service level. 
Officers are forecasting overspends of £136k of which, £20k relates to 
Specialists Fees for Retail Advice, £56k is revised Consultant Costs and a 
Planning Fee shortfall of £60k.   

  
 Efficiencies and Savings 
  
4.4 Appendix B summarises the savings that have been identified by officers for 

the services under the control of this Committee to date and also shows the 
progress made to date on each. 

  
4.5 Savings are currently forecast at £93k, and Officers are predicting that these 

savings will increase to £93.2k. The total target for General Fund savings is 
£2.838m, and the increase in saving from this board contributes towards the 
additional savings of £358k, which have still to be identified. 

  
5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 The financial implications are as stated in the  report. 
  
  
  
  
6 Conclusion 
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6.1 As at the end of July 2010, there is a forecasted overspend of £136k on the 

Planning Committee Budgets. Officers continue to monitor the overspend 
closely and where necessary recommendations for action will be brought to 
future meetings. 

  
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Budget monitoring procedures support all of the Council’s strategic themes. 
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 Budget monitoring procedures support all of the Council’s priorities. 
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 Effective budget monitoring helps to ensure that the Council is aiming for 
continuous improvement as demanded by the principles of Best Value. 

   
9.2 Equalities 

 
No Impact  

9.3 Community Safety and Crime 
 

No Impact 

9.4 Procurement 
 

No Impact  
9.5 Risk Management  

 
Impact  

 This report helps to ensure the reduction of risks arising from unexpected 
under or overspending by enabling early preventative or remedial action to 
be taken. 

   
9.6 Sustainability 

 
 

No Impact  

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  
 The Council is striving to deliver its services both efficiently and 

economically providing value for money for its customers.  
  
10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 Accountancy budget working papers.  
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Appendix  A

BUDGET EXCEPTIONS REPORT

APRIL 2010 - JULY 2010

Annual Forecast One-Off/
Budget Description Budget Variance On-going Comments Action

£000's £000's

PLANNING COMMITTEE

Revenue

Development Services - Specialist Fees 0 20 One-off
Two applications have been submitted requiring specialist retail advice. The consequence of 
not receiving advice could result in applications going to appeal which could cost £100k with 
a potential of £50k costs for each application (Total £300k).

Virement from Housing 
Benefit Savings

Development Services - Planning Consultants 40 56 One -Off

Revised quotes have been received from the consultants for dealing with Wind Farm 
applications. The consequence of not receiving advice could result in applications going to 
appeal which could cost £100k with a potential of £50k costs for each application (Total 
600k).

Monitor and virement from 
Housing Benefit Savings 

Development Services - Planning Fees -567 60 One -Off The large planning fees expected to be received in 2010/11 were received at the end of 
2009/10.  No additional applications are currently forecast to reduce this shortfall.  Monitor

Total Variance - Revenue 136
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Appendix B

Key:

Green Savings likely to be achieved/low risk

Amber Tentative savings - further work 
required/medium risk

GENERAL FUND BASE BUDGET 
SAVINGS/EFFICIENCIES ACTION PLAN 
2009/10 - 2010/11 (V41)

Red Savings require a change in Council policy or 
significant change in service delivery/high risk

Updated August 2010
Latest

Status 2010/11 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 Progress Risk Assessment
£ £ £

Inflation factor 0.015                  0.015                  0.020                  0.020                  

Proposed Savings
Change in postal provider Green 890                     890                     890                     890                     Completed - TNT contract commenced 

January 2010
Change provider for telephone calls and 
rationalisation of telephone accounts

Red -                      380                     570                     570                     Initial scoping exercise suggests that 
significant savings unlikely however this 
service will be formally market tested through 
the OGC framework. Saving of £21.8k 
removed pending new contract.  Awaiting 
outcome of market testing

High - OGC framework in place 
engaged new procurement unit to 
assist with contract

Central Photocopying/printing Amber 1,170                  940                     1,560                  1,560                  Implementation being planned for August 2010 
- delayed due to need for further clarification of 
requirements

Medium - delays due to relet of 
NYCC framework contract

New stationery contract Green 910                     910                     910                     910                     Completed - new framework contract let w.e.f. 
1 April 2009 - 30% saving achievable

Development Control - On-line 
consultations

Amber 3,130                  3,130                  3,130                  3,130                  Implementation planned for April 2010 Low - low value saving - expect 
tehnical difficulties to be overcome

BPR - Planning (Phase 1) Amber 55,000                55,000                55,000                55,000                Valueadding.com carried out BPR exercise 
alongside an in-house team. Identified total 
potential for £94k savings subject to 
investment in IT. £67k savings achievable 
09/10 due to staff turnover, less transfer of 
£12k costs to Access Selby for increased ca

Medium - BPR team indicate that 
£55k achieved in 2009/10

BPR - Planning (Phase 2) Red -                      -                      55,000                55,000                Not started High - Longer term savings will 
require a further challenge of 
working practices

2nd Class Post Green 640                     640                     640                     640                     Completed

Car Allowances Green 1,500                  1,500                  1,500                  1,500                  Completed - additional £3k achieved above 
£10.5k target

2008/09 Pay Award Green 2,700                  2,700                  2,700                  2,700                  Completed

Base budget review Green 1,000                  1,000                  1,000                  1,000                  Completed
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Status 2010/11 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 Progress Risk Assessment
£ £ £

Pay award 2009/10 Green 8,580                  8,580                  8,580                  8,580                  Completed - budgeted for 3% pay award - 1% 
award now confirmed

Fees and Charges 2008/09 Green 30                       30                       30                       30                       Completed although income will be monitored 
through quarterly budget management reports

Introduction of new charge for planning 
advice

Red 17,500                17,500                35,000                35,000                Preparatory work started - saving unlikely to 
be achieved until 2nd half of 2010/11

High - subject to political decision

93,050               93,200              166,510            166,510            
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Items for Planning Committee  
22 September 2010 

File Number: Site Address: 
Case 
Officer Page 

2010/0258/OUT 50 West Park, Selby YO8 4JL SIEA  

2010/0464/HPA 
Woodsend Cottage, Lilac Avenue, Appleton 
Roebuck CLRI  

2010/0333/OUT Old Vicarage Lane, Monk Fryston SIEA  
2010/0112/COU Haulage Yard, Hazel Old Lane, Hensall KERO  
2010/0474/HPA Woodhouse Cottage, Haddlesey Road, Birkin LOMI  
TPO Londesborough Arms Hotel RAHO  
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/19/1610G/PA 
2010/0258/OUT 

PARISH: Selby Town Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr P Montgomery VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

10 May 2010 
 
5 July 2010 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Residential development within the curtilage of 50 West Park and Everley 

LOCATION: 50 West Park 
Selby 
YO8 4JL 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The Site 
 
The application site comprises part of the rear gardens of two residential properties, known 
as ‘Everley’ and 50 West Park. The proposed dwelling would be located near the southern 
boundary of Everley and the proposed means of access to the site would be from West 
Park.  The access road would run along the side boundary of 50 and 51 West Park. 
 
The property at 50 West Park comprises a detached house and garage with a large 
triangular rear garden.  There is an existing vehicular access at the front of the property 
that will be altered and improved to serve the proposed development.  The garage at the 
side of the house will be demolished in order to provide access to the new dwelling.  In the 
rear garden of 50 West Park there is outline planning permission (reference number 
2008/0459/OUT) for 1 dwelling. 
 
The eastern boundary between 49 and 50 West Park is well landscaped by existing trees 
and shrubs.  On the boundary between 50 and 51 there is a fence and established 
planting. The southern boundary of the site is adjacent to the Selby to Leeds railway line 
and is also landscaped with mature trees. 
 
Everley is a detached bungalow with rooms in the roof space and a long rear garden. The 
eastern boundary of this part of the site, which is shared with the rear boundary of 51 West 
Park, is screened by a 2m high timber fence.  To the west there is a fence and a variety of 
trees/hedges.   The land to the west was subject to a recent application for 6 dwellings 
accessed off Cedar Crescent.  
 
The application site is located within the defined development limits of Selby and is located 
within Flood Zone 2. 
 
The Proposal 
This application is for outline consent for 1 dwelling with access.  All other matters are 
reserved. 
 
Planning History 
There is a comprehensive history to the site, which is as follows: 
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In 2005 an application (reference number 2005/1547/FUL) for outline consent for the 
erection of four semi-detached dwellings following partial demolition of 50 West Park was 
subsequently withdrawn. 
 
In 2006 an application (reference number 2006/359/OUT) for outline consent for the 
erection of two semi-detached dwellings, one detached dwelling and new garage for 
existing dwelling following partial demolition of 50 West Park was submitted and then 
subsequently withdrawn. 
 
In 2007 an application (reference number 2007/0291/OUT) for the erection of two semi-
detached dwellings, one detached dwelling with detached garage and associated access 
was refused. The subsequent appeal was dismissed by the Planning Inspector due to the 
impact the proposed access road would have on the occupiers of 51 and 50 West Park 
and the loss of a sense of seclusion in the rear garden of No 51. The Inspector agreed 
with the Council that the proposal would create an unacceptable form of backland 
development and thus was in conflict with Policy H6 of the Local Plan.  
 
In 2008 an application (reference number 2008/0459/OUT) for outline consent for the 
erection of a detached dwelling to include means of access on land to the rear of 50 West 
Park was approved. 
 
In 2009 an application (reference number 2009/0388/OUT) for outline consent for the 
erection of two detached dwellings was refused. One of the dwellings was to be located in 
the rear garden of 50 West Park and one dwelling in the rear garden of ‘Eversely’. In this 
application it was considered that a dwelling to the rear of Everley would have less impact 
on the amenity of neighbouring dwellings than the dwelling approved under planning 
approval 2008/0459/OUT.  However, it was also considered that the approval of a further 
dwelling or dwellings would create additional traffic movement along the access between 
50 and 51 West Park, which would be detrimental to the residential amenity of these 
properties.  This was also a reason for refusal by the Planning Inspector on the recent 
appeal decision on the site for 3 dwellings (2007/0291/OUT).  
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
NYCC HIGHWAYS:  
No objections subject to conditions. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER SERVICES LTD: 
No comments to make. 
 
THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: 
The Environment Agency (EA) objects to the proposal on the grounds that the application 
site lies within Flood Zone 2, defined by Planning Policy Statement 25 as having a medium 
probability of flooding, and that the applicant has not submitted a flood risk assessment 
(FRA) as required under paragraph E9 of PPS25. 
 
The EA states that: - 
 
‘In the absence of a FRA, the flood risks resulting from the proposed development are 
unknown. The absence of a FRA is therefore sufficient reason in itself for a refusal of 
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planning permission. This reflects the precautionary approach to development in flood risk 
areas set out in paragraphs 10 and E9 of PPS25’. 
 
The EA goes on to state that the local planning authority must also satisfy itself ‘that the 
flood risk Sequential Test has been undertaken in an open and transparent way, in full 
accordance with PPS25 and its Practice Guide and that it has been passed. Evidence to 
support the Sequential Test should also be added to the planning file for the public record’. 
 
SELBY AREA INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD: 
Have stated that they have no observations to make. 
 
NETWORK RAIL:  
With reference to the protection of the railway, Network Rail has no objection in principle to 
the development subject to conditions and informatives in relation to drainage, health and 
safety issues in connection with development adjacent to the railway, soundproofing of the 
dwellings, lighting, the submission of a method statement, trees and landscaping and 
access to the railway being kept open. 
 
 
SELBY TOWN COUNCIL:  
Object  on the grounds that ‘there will be an adverse impact on the amenity of residents of 
number 51 West Park due to the proximity of the proposed vehicular access’. 
 
NEIGHBOUR SUMMARY 
Immediate neighbours were consulted by letter and a site notice was posted. Three letters 
of objection have been received which raises the following issues: 
 
1. Highway safety in particular that existing cars obscure the visibility splays and that 

No 50 is situated on a blind corner.  Therefore objectors state that  adding this 
access road would be an accident waiting to happen. Objectors further note that 
there have already been minor collisions and a lot of very near misses on this 
corner.  

2. Objectors find it very hard to visualize how the emergency services could access 
the proposed dwellings and if a fire was to occur nearby houses would be in direct 
danger.  

3. There is the factor of refuse collection as all the bins and recycling boxes are 
collected on this sharp corner.  

4. Secondary Flooding – Objectors have previously submitted photographs of the 
flooding that occurs when there is heavy rainfall. With the raised ground levels of 
Cedar Crescent (1 metre higher than West Park) this will increase the flood risk to a 
neighbouring dwelling. 

5. Petition Objection – Objectors refer to the petition collected in December 2007 and 
state that this provided an excessive amount of signatures objecting to the plans for 
No 50. Objectors state that this can be repeated if needed to make their case 
stronger. 

6. The proposal would result in disturbance caused by cars passing Nos. 50 and 51. 
7. The proposal would be over-development of the site. 
8. The site is not previously developed land. 
9. The proposal would impact on wildlife and trees. 
10. The site is close to the railway. 
11. The proposal would form an unacceptable form of tandem development. 
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POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
the policies in the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005) saved by the 
direction of the Secretary of State 
 
National Policy 
PPS1: - Delivering Sustainable Development 
PPS3:  -  Housing (National Policy)  
PPG24: -  Planning and Noise 
PPS25: -  Development and Flood Risk (National Policy) and accompanying Practice 

Guide. 
 
Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
As of 6 July 2010 the Secretary of State announced that with immediate effect 
Regional Strategies have been revoked under s79(6) of the Local Democracy Economic 
Development and Construction Act 2009 and no longer form part of the development plan for 
the purposes of s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
Selby District Local Plan 
  
ENV1: -  Control of Development (Selby District Local Plan)  
H2A: -  Managing the Release of Housing Land (Selby District Local Plan)  
H6: -   Residential Development (Selby District Local Plan)  
T1: -   Development in Relation to Highway (Selby District Local Plan)  
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
1) Principle of Development 
2) Access and Highway Safety 
3) Residential Amenity 
4) Impact on Character of the Area 
5) Flood Risk 
  
1.  Principle of Development 
 
The proposal is for an outline application for one dwelling with access.  All other matters 
are reserved. The site is located within the development limits of Selby and the proposal is 
to be located within the residential curtilage of the dwelling known as 50 west park and 
‘Everley’. Since the amendment to Annex B of PPS3 on 9th June 2010 residential curtilage 
is no longer considered as previously developed land. The proposal is therefore 
considered to be unacceptable in principle as the proposal is not on previously developed 
land and fails accord with Policy H2A of the Selby District Local Plan and Annex B of 
PPS3. 
 
2. Access 
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It is proposed to demolish the garage of 50 West Park to enable an access road to be 
constructed to the land at the side. The access is located on the outside of the bend on 
West Park, which has good visibility in both directions. The Highways Officer has no 
objections to the proposal and it is considered that the access is acceptable in terms of 
highway safety. It is also noted that at the previous appeal the Inspector accepted that this 
access was acceptable. The proposal, in respect to highway safety, therefore complies 
with policies T2 and H6(3)of the Selby District Local Plan.  
 
3. Residential Amenity  
 
Criterion 1 of Policy 1 of the Local Plan also requires the Council to take account of "the 
effect  [of the proposed development] on the amenity of adjoining residents". 
 
It is considered that the main issues in this case is whether the proposed dwelling would 
materially harm the residential amenity enjoyed by the occupiers of the adjacent properties 
either through traffic noise, overlooking, overshadowing or creating an overbearing impact; 
and whether the occupiers of the proposed dwelling would suffer a poor level of amenity 
due to noise arising from the adjacent railway. 
 
Overlooking, Overshadowing and Overbearing: 
 
The application seeks outline consent with access.  All other matters are reserved.  It is 
therefore not possible to fully assess the impacts upon residential amenity in terms of 
overshadowing and overlooking as the height, design and elevations showing the location 
of windows are not given. All these matters however could be assessed in a reserved 
matters application, should the outline application be approved. 
 
Notwithstanding the above the Design and Access Statement gives indicative details of the 
height of the proposal, stating that the building would be one and half storey.  
 
Furthermore the submitted block plan gives an indicative layout, showing the indicative 
outline of the proposed dwelling. From the indicative layout the distances from the 
proposed dwelling to neighbouring properties are as follows: - 
 

• To the rear of 50 West Park is approximately 30 metres 
• To the rear of 51 West Park is approximately 24 metres 
• To the rear of Everley is approximately 44 metres 
• To the rear of Glenrosa is approximately 40 metres 
• To the south-east boundary of Chadcote is approximately 14.5 metres 

 
On the basis of the indicative details it is considered that a dwelling could be 
accommodated on the site without significantly detracting from the amenity of adjoining 
residents through overlooking, overshadowing or by being over-dominant and oppressive. 
 
The Impact of Traffic Noise on the Amenities of 50 and 51 West Park: 
 
The submitted scheme indicates that the vehicular access would be taken between 50 and 
51 West Park.  This access would be shared by the occupiers of the proposed building, 
the occupiers of the dwelling approved to the rear of 50 West Park under planning 
permission 2008/0459/OUT and the occupiers of 50 West Park. 
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Although the dwellings at 50 and 51 West Park do not contain any major windows facing 
the side access/drive it is considered that the amenities of the occupiers would still be 
significantly harmed by the traffic noise and general disturbance resulting from the 
cumulative effect of the existing, permitted and proposed developments. 
 
This stance is consistent with the appeal decision under planning application 
2007/0291/OUT and the previous refusal under 2009/0388/OUT. 
 
In this respect the proposed development would constitute an unacceptable form of 
tandem development by virtue of the increased level of traffic that would use the access 
and the impact that such traffic would have on the residential amenity of occupiers at 50 
and 51 West Park.  The proposal, in this respect, is therefore contrary to Polices ENV1 
and H6(2) of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
Traffic from the Railway: 
 
The proposed dwelling is within close proximity of the railway to the south of the 
application site. It is considered that the affect of noise from the railway will have no 
greater impact on the amenities of the occupiers of the proposed dwelling, the approved 
dwelling in application reference number 2008/0459/OUT and the existing dwellings of 44 
to 50 West Park. It is therefore considered that any loss of amenity could be mitigated by 
the use of an appropriately worded condition.  Subject to such a condition it is concluded 
that there is no reason why the proposal should not provide a satisfactory standard of 
residential accommodation and in this respect the proposal would not be contrary to policy 
H6(2) of the Selby District local Plan. 
 
4. Impact on Character of the Area 
 
The proposal does constitute tandem development, which is not in keeping with West Park 
although it is common along this part of Leeds Road.  Additionally six dwellings have been 
approved to the rear of Cedar Crescent and the proposal is in keeping with these. It is 
therefore considered that the proposal would not harm the character of the area and that 
the proposal compiles with policy ENV1 and H6(1) of the Selby District Local Plan.  
 
5. Flood Risk 
 
Since the previous applications the Environment Agency has revised its flood zone maps.  
Whereas the site was previously located in Flood Zone 1 it is now located within Flood 
Zone 2 therefore having, between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of river 
flooding (1% - 0.1%) in Table D1 of PPS 25.   
 
Paragraph 17 of PPS25 states that development located within Flood Zones 2 and 3 
should be subject to a sequential test. Paragraph D1 of PPS25 aims to steer new 
development to areas at the lowest probability of flooding (Zone 1). Paragraph 4.22 of the 
Practice Guide for PPS25 states that the developer will need to provide evidence to the 
local planning authority that there are no other reasonably available sites where the 
development could be located.  
 
Paragraph 4.17 of PPS25 ‘Practice Guide’ states that the sequential test should be applied 
to the whole of the local planning authority area. Paragraph 4.19 of the PPS25 ‘Practice 
Guide’ states that in all cases the developer must justify with evidence to the LPA what 
area of search has been used when making the application. Paragraph 4.41 of PPS25 
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Practice Guide goes on to state it is important that where there is a proposal to create 
‘additional dwellings then it will need to be considered as new development according to 
the increased vulnerability that would be created as a result. It would be reasonable for an 
LPA to require an applicant to assess alternative site through application of the sequential 
test’. 
 
The applicant has provided information in respect of a sequential test.  However he has 
restricted the area of search to Selby and its immediate locality.  It therefore is not based 
on the whole of the District, contrary to the advice in PPS25 Practice Guide.  
 
In order to justify the limited area of search in respect of the sequential test the applicant’s 
agent has referred to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and 
that this identifies Selby as a ‘sustainable settlement within the district’.  However it is the 
officer’s view that, in respect of residential development, any sequential test should be 
based on the whole district, unless sufficient justification can be demonstrated for a more 
limited area of search.  Reliance just on the SHLAA is not considered sufficient justification 
in itself to limit the area of search.  Taking this into account it is noted that the Council has 
a five-years land supply and therefore there is no need to locate development in flood 
zones 2 and 3 on wind-fall sites. 
 
In addition to the above the applicant has failed to submit a flood risk assessment.  In this 
respect the objections and comments of the Environment Agency are accepted. 
 
The proposal therefore fails to comply with PPS25 as it fails to provide a sequential test 
and the flood risk assessment. 
 
6. Other Matters 
 
There is no evidence of any protected species being present on the site that may be 
affected by the proposal and protection of wildlife is covered by separate legislation.   
 
All new developments cause some disruption however this is not a reason to refuse 
permission and in this case as the proposal relates to a minor development the level of 
disturbance caused would not be significant or long term.  
 
In respect of the comments of Network Rail it is considered that the issues raised could be 
dealt with by condition and informatives attached to any permission granted.  
 
The planning history of the site is a material consideration and previous application and 
appeal decisions have been taken into consideration in the determination of this 
application. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposed dwelling is located on residential curtliage which is not previously developed 
land and fails to accord with Policy H2A of the Selby District Local Plan. The proposal was 
not accompanied with sufficient information to allow the local planning authority to carry 
out a sequential test for the whole of the District to demonstrate that the need for housing 
can be accommodated in a lower area of flood risk. The applicant has not provided 
evidence to justify the limited area of search being used for the sequential test and has not 
submitted a flood risk assessment. The proposal therefore fails to comply with PPS25 and 
goes against the precautionary approach to flood risk.  The proposed development would 
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constitute an unacceptable form of tandem development by virtue of the increased level of 
traffic that would use the access and the impact that the access would have on the 
residential amenity of occupiers at 50 and 51 West Park.  The proposal is therefore 
contrary to Polices ENV1 and H6 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
01. The proposal dwelling would be located within the residential curtilages of the 

dwellings known as 50 west Park and ‘Everley’. Since the amendment to Annexe B 
of PPS3 residential curtilage is no longer considered as previously developed land. 
The Selby District still has over 5 year land supply and therefore there is no 
demonstrable need for the release of Greenfield Land. The proposal is therefore 
considered to be unacceptable in principle as the proposal is not on previously 
developed land and therefore fails to accord with Policy H2A of the Selby District 
Local Plan. 

 
02. The application site is located within Flood Zone 2 therefore having, between a 1 in 

100 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of river flooding (1% - 0.1%) in Table D1 of 
PPS25.  Paragraph 17 of PPS25 states that development located within flood zones 
2 and 3 should be subject to a sequential test. The proposal is located in Flood 
Zone 2 and is classified as more vulnerable in Table D2 of PPS25. The applicant 
has not carried out a sequential test for the whole of the District to demonstrate that 
the proposal can be located in a lower area of flood risk. The applicant has not 
provided sufficient evidence to justify the limited area of search being used for the 
sequential test. The proposal therefore fails to accord with paragraphs 4.17 and 
4.19 of PPS25 Practice Guide and goes against the precautionary approach to 
flood risk advocated in PPS25. 

 
03. The proposed development would constitute an unacceptable form of tandem 

development by virtue of the increased level of traffic that would use the access and 
the impact that such traffic would have on the residential amenity of occupiers at 50 
and 51 West Park.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Polices ENV1 and H6 of 
the Selby District Local Plan. 

 
04 The applicant has failed to provide a flood risk assessment and therefore allow the 

local planning authority to undertake a full assessment of the risk of flooding and 
mitigation contrary to the requirements of PPS25. 

 

34



 
 
Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/79/3H/PA 
2010/0464/HPA 

PARISH: Appleton Roebuck Parish 
Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr & Mrs B & D 
Jackson 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

13 May 2010 
 
8 July 2010 

PROPOSAL: 
 

First floor rear extension over lounge 

LOCATION: Woodsend Cottage 
Lilac Avenue 
Appleton Roebuck 
York 
North Yorkshire 
YO23 7DH 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The Site  
 
The applicant’s property is a modest terraced dwelling house situated on the east side of 
Lilac Avenue in the centre of the village. Lilac Avenue runs south from Main Street and is a 
narrow lane (approx. 5.0 metres in width) with terraced properties on both sides of the 
road facing each other. The area is residential in character and the property also lies within 
the Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area. The applicant’s property is the end dwelling and 
consists of a two bedroom dwelling with a conservatory attached to its rear elevation.   
 
The front elevation of the dwelling is constructed in stone with the side and rear elevations 
rendered and painted. The outbuilding, which has a mono pitched roof, is constructed in 
brickwork and is screened from Lilac Avenue by a stonewall approx. 4.0 metres in height 
at its highest point which also forms the front wall of the building. The wall also screens the 
garden area which is situated to the south of the dwelling. 
 
The Proposal  
 
Planning consent is sought for the erection of a first floor extension over an existing single 
storey extension. The proposal would raise the height of this part of the dwelling from 3.5 
metres to 5.7 metres and would create an additional bedroom. The extension would be 
constructed from block work and rendered to match the existing dwelling.  
 
Access to the rear of the adjacent properties would still be maintained through an archway. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL:  
Made the following comments   
 

• The proposal is over development of the site.   
• The site is also within a Conservation Area.  

37



• The proposal would cause overshadowing of the garden and considerable loss of 
light to the adjacent properties.  

 
NEIGHBOURS:  
A site notice was posted and consultation letters sent to neighbouring properties. 2 letters 
of representation were received raising the following issues  
 

• The upper windows will overlook my kitchen and courtyard garden. 
• The proposal will increase the noise in my courtyard. 
• The proposal would result in overshadowing the courtyard.  
• The proposal would cause loss of light to my property.  
• The proposal would dominate the courtyard area and substantially change the 

nature of this garden 
• The village is a Conservation Area and as such the nature of the small original 

properties should be maintained.  
• The proposal would create over-development in a restricted space and will have a 

great impact on the generally low level aspect at the rear.  
• The shape and mass of the proposal is uncharacteristic of these small cottages and 

is over development 
 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be, made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District 
comprises of the policies in the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005) 
saved by the direction of the Secretary of State 
 
National Policy  
PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment. 
 
Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
As of 6 July 2010 the Secretary of State announced that with immediate effect 
Regional Strategies have been revoked under s79(6) of the Local Democracy Economic 
Development and Construction Act 2009 and no longer form part of the development plan for 
the purposes of s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
Selby District Local Plan 
 
The application site lies within the defined development limits of the village of Appleton 
Roebuck and within the Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area.  
 
Whilst the Development Plan does not contain any policies specific to house extensions in 
urban areas, Policy ENV1 of the Local Plan does provide what the District Council will take 
account of in considering all development proposals. The site also lies within the Appleton 
Roebuck Conservation Area and Policy ENV25 of the Local Plan is also relevant. 
 
The site also lies within the Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area, where in accordance 
with Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the 
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District Council is required to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
 
ASSESSMENT: 
 
It is considered that the main issues in this case are the proposed impact of the proposal 
on the: 
 
1. Character and appearance of the conservation area and 
2. Residential Amenity of neighbouring properties  
 
1. Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area 
 
The Conservation Area is characterised by a variety of building types and styles typical of 
a rural village in this part of the district. The character of the area is derived from the 
quality of the architecture of the buildings notably along Main Street, which consists of an 
interesting mix of vernacular buildings interspersed with a range of Victorian dwellings and 
more modern infill developments. The immediate area to the application site consists of 
more modest terraced properties. The proposed extension is well related to the existing 
house by the use of matching materials, similar gable proportions, roof pitch, and eaves 
height.  It is considered that the extension is in keeping with the street scene and will 
preserve the character and appearance of the Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area.  As 
such the proposal would not be contrary to Policy ENV25 of the Local Plan and the 
guidance in PPS5. 
 
2. Residential Amenity of Neighbouring Properties 
 
The main issue in the determination of this application is the proposals impact on the 
neighbouring Cottage 6 Lilac Avenue (Rose Cottage).  The applicant’s property is a 
modest two bedroom terraced dwelling house situated on the east side of Lilac Avenue 
facing west towards a similar terrace of properties. There is a distance of 2.5 metres 
between the host property’s boundary and Rose Cottage’s garden, which is the 
neighbouring property to the North of the site. An approximately 3 metre high wall marks 
the boundary of the site. The roofline of the existing single storey extension can be seen 
above this wall when viewed from Rose Cottage. Due to the nature of the properties the 
amenity area associated with Rose Cottage is limited to the rear garden which is paved.  
The extension would increase the roof height of the existing extension by 2.2 metres. The 
proposal includes two windows in the northern elevation of the first floor and these are to 
serve a bathroom and form a secondary bedroom window.  Both windows are to be fitted 
with obscured glazing.  
 
However, it is considered that the proposal by virtue of its height and positioning would 
have a detrimental impact on the residential amenities of the neighbouring property Rose 
Cottage due to overshadowing, loss of light and overdominance to the rear garden of 1 
Rose Cottage. The proposal would therefore have significant detrimental impact on the 
residential amenity of this property contrary to policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan.  
 
No 4 Lilac Avenue is situated 13 metres from the extension and due to the proposals 
height this distance is considered to be adequate to prevent the proposal having a 
significant adverse effect on this property.  
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The extension is situated in excess of 25 metres from Lilac House to the south of the site.  
This property is considered to be unaffected by the proposal.  
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal is considered to be of an acceptable scale, design and materials in relation 
to the conservation area and would preserve the character of the Conservation Area. 
However the proposal by virtue of its height and positioning is considered to have a 
detrimental impact on the residential amenities of the neighbouring property Rose Cottage 
due to overshadowing, loss of light and overdominance to the rear garden of Rose 
Cottage. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policy ENV1 of the Selby 
District Local Plan.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reason  
 
1. The proposed extension, by virtue of its height and positioning, would result in an 

unacceptable loss of light, overshadowing and overdominance to the rear garden of 
Rose Cottage which would be detrimental to the residential amenity of the 
occupiers of this property. The proposal is therefore considered to be unacceptable 
and contrary to policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/56/225/PA 
2010/0333/OUT 

PARISH: Monk Fryston Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr Andrew 
Cawood 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

31 March 2010 
 
26 May 2010 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Outline application for the erection of one dwelling 

LOCATION: Old Vicarage Lane 
Monk Fryston 
Leeds 
West Yorkshire 
 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The Site 
The application site is outside the defined development limits of both Monk Fryston and 
Hillam and is therefore situated within the open countryside and within the designated 
Green Belt. Old Vicarage Lane runs across the north of the application site. The boundary 
treatment to the north of the site is a dry stonewall of an approximate height of 1 metre and 
the east, west and south boundary treatments are hedgerows with an approximate height 
of 1 metre. The application site is Greenfield land that is grassed throughout.  
 
To the north of the site is Monk Fryston Community Centre, to the north-east there are 3 
detached dwellings on Old Vicarage Lane and to the north-west a detached dwelling 
known as 28 Old Vicarage Lane. All the properties to the north of the site are located 
within the defined development limits of Monk Fryston and are not within the Green Belt. 
To the south of the site is Monk Fryston Church of England Primary School, which is 
located within the defined development limits of Hillam. 
 
To east of the site runs a public right of way, which is for access to Monk Fryston Primary 
School from Old Vicarage Lane. The land to the east of the site is Greenfield land that is 
grassed throughout. The land to the east of the site is located outside the defined 
developments of Monk Fryston and Hillam and is located within the open countryside and 
the Green Belt. 
 
To the west and the south west of the site the land is open and Greenfield in nature. On 
this adjoining Greenfield land there is small dyke which runs north to south.  The land to 
the west and the south-west of the site is located outside the defined developments of 
Monk Fryston and Hillam and is located within the open countryside and the Green Belt. 
 
The Proposal 
This application seeks outline approval for the erection of a detached dwelling with all 
matters being reserved for subsequent approval.  
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The Design and Access Statements states that the dwelling would be one and half storey 
with a maximum ridge height of 6.5 metres and a maximum gross floor area of 250m2. 
The external materials would be of natural stone and grey slate. 
 
Planning History 
There is no planning history on the application site. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
MONK FRYSTON PARISH COUNCIL: 
The parish council have stated ‘noted Greenbelt, access appears OK, but Greenbelt ruling’ 
[sic]. 
 
NYCC HIGHWAYS: 
There are no highway objections, subject to conditions. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER:  
There are no objections, on the basis that foul water should only be discharged to public 
foul sewer, and surface water should be discharged to soakaway. 
 
INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD: 
No objections in principle but would like to make the following observations: 
 

1. The Drainage Board Byelaw applies whereby no development or other obstructions, 
including underground pipelines can be erected within 7 metres of the bank top of 
the Drainage Board maintained watercourse. 

2. The Developer will need to obtain the Drainage Board’s Consent to works, which 
affect any watercourse. 

3. If the surface water is to be discharged to soakaways, or direct to any other 
watercourse, the Drainage Board would be concerned and would ask to be 
consulted prior to any such arrangements being agreed. 

4. Any new outfall requires prior consent of the Drainage Board and run-off from any 
hard standing area must be limited to that which could be expected from land in its 
present condition. 

 
DEVELOPMENT POLICY MANAGER: 
The application site is outside Development Limits and is within the Green Belt and 
therefore any application needs to be considered against national policy and the saved 
SDLP Policy GB2. 
 
The Development Policy Manager is of the opinion that the proposal constitutes 
inappropriate development and therefore a presumption against approval unless very 
special circumstances exist. The proposal does not meet any of the exceptions listed in 
Policy GB2 and no very special circumstances are given.  
 
The applicant states the site was unreasonably included in the Green Belt. The 
Development Policy Manager is unable to agree with this statement as this issue was 
considered at the Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. An objection was made to the Selby District 
Local Plan in 1999 against the inclusion of this site in the Green Belt. The Inspector 
considered the objector’s request for the site to be identified as safeguarded land and their 
challenge on the legitimacy of the Council suggesting an extension of the Green Belt.  
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In the Inspector’s appraisal of the site he expresses the view that the site does form part of 
the Green Belt and that he attached little weight to the objector’s argument on the 
legitimacy of the review. He concluded that no modification be made to the Local Plan. 
 
In conclusion the Development Policy Manager objects to the proposal on the grounds it is 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
Immediate neighbours were consulted by letter and a site notice was posted. Five 
neighbour representations have been received within the statutory period which raise the 
following issues: 
 
1. The road would not be able to cope with the amount of traffic on a narrow lane as it 

already suffers with traffic, especially with school traffic and the community centre. 
2. The area would have a poor turning circle. 
3.  The existing access is poor. 
4. Concern that this will set precedent for future development and backland 

development in the future. 
5. Would be a loss of an important open space. 
6.  The proposal is not considered as small-scale residential infill development. 
7. The proposal would represent piece-meal development, which would  affect the 

character and the form of the area. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
of the policies in the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005) saved by the 
direction of the Secretary of State 
 
 
National Policy 
PPG2 - Green Belts (National Policy)  
PPS3 - Housing (National Policy)  
 
Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
As of 6 July 2010 the Secretary of State announced that with immediate effect 
Regional Strategies have been revoked under s79(6) of the Local Democracy Economic 
Development and Construction Act 2009 and no longer form part of the development plan for 
the purposes of s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
The site is located outside the defined development limits of Monk Fryston and Hillam and 
within the open countryside and Green Belt and involves the erection of one dwelling. The 
following policies are therefore considered to be of particular relevance. 
 
Selby District Local Plan: 
ENV1 - Control of Development (Selby District Local Plan)  
GB2 - Green Belt (Principle) (Selby District Local Plan)  
GB4 - Character and Amenity of the Green Belt (Selby District Local Plan)  
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H2A - Managing the Release of Housing Land (Selby District Local Plan)  
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
It is considered that the main issues for consideration in the determination of this 
application are as follows: - 
 
1)  Principle of Residential Development in the Countryside. 
2) Principle of Development within the Green Belt 
3)  The impact on Openness of the Green Belt 
4)  The impact on residential amenity of the neighbouring properties 
5)  The impact on highway safety. 
 
1. Principle of Residential Development 
 
Under policy H2A proposal for residential development should be restricted to previously 
developed land within the defined development limits of villages. 
 
In this respect the site lies outside the defined development limits of Monk Fryston and 
Hillam and is within the open countryside and the Green Belt. The application site is 
considered to be a Greenfield as its former use was for agriculture and therefore cannot be 
considered to be previously developed land and fails to accord with Policy H2A of the 
Selby District Local Plan and the Contents of PPS3. 
 
2. Principle of Development within the Green Belt 
 
The decision making process when considering proposals for development in the Green 
Belt is in three stages, and is as follows:- 
  
a. It must be determined whether the development is appropriate or inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.   
  
b. If the development is appropriate, the application should be determined on its own 

merits. 
  
c. If the development is inappropriate, the presumption against inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt applies and the development should not be 
permitted unless there are very special circumstances, which outweigh the 
presumption against it. 

  
Inappropriate development is by definition harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances. It is for the applicant to show why 
permission should be granted and “very special circumstances to justify inappropriate 
development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 
harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations” (PPG2, para 3.2).   
 
Paragraph 3.4 of PPG2 states that the construction of new buildings inside a Green Belt is 
inappropriate unless it is for … 
 
 ‘agriculture and forestry  
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essential facilities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation, for cemeteries, and for 
other uses of land which preserve the openness of the Green Belt and which do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land in it  

 limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings;  
limited infilling in existing villages’  

 
This is consistent with Policy GB2(2) of the Selby District Local Plan, which allows small 
scale residential development within defined development limits. 
  
The proposal does not fall under the any of the criterion for new buildings outlined in 
Paragraph 3.4 and the proposal is located outside defined the development limits. As such 
the proposal would constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt, which 
should only be allowed in very special circumstances. The applicant has provided 
information claiming that very special circumstances exist, which is outlined below 
 
The Applicant’s Case for Very Special Circumstances 
 
The application site lies outside but immediately adjacent to the defined Development 
Limits for Monk Fryston and within the Green Belt identified in the adopted Local Plan. The 
Local Proposals Map also indicates that the site is affected by a protected line for the A63 
Monk Fryston diversion but this scheme has since been abandoned and the protection is 
no longer operational. 
 
Previously the application site was excluded from the Green Belt and included within the 
defined Development Limits for Monk Fryston in the adopted Selby Rural Areas Local 
Plan. The Green Belt in this area derives from the former West Riding Green Belt and in 
the locality of Monk Fryston is the outer edge of the Green Belt.  
 
Selby Rural Areas Local Plan Background Paper SDC2: Background to Green Belts 
confirms that the Local Plan reviewed and amended previously adopted Green Belt 
boundaries in the vicinity of Monk Fryston and in particular that the Plan’s proposal to inset 
the whole of Monk Fryston into the Green Belt was intended to allow a measure of 
development. The Planning Officer’s response to an objection at that time also confirms 
that allowance had been made, in the definition of the Green Belt inset boundary, for 
longer term development needs to be met on sites on the edge of Monk Fryston related to 
the existing form of the village – the current application site being one such site. 
 
In subsequent plans the application site and adjacent land edged blue on the application 
site plan were, first, excluded from both the Development Limit for Monk Fryston and from 
the Green Belt (that is to say, the land was designated as white/safeguarded land) and 
later excluded from Development Limit and included in the Green Belt. The land was 
included in the Green Belt, through the Selby District Plan process and no general review 
of the Green Belt boundaries has been carried out.  The reason for its inclusion related 
solely to the identification of the protected line for the A63 Monk Fryston diversion. 
 
The site was unreasonably included in the Green Belt in the Selby District Local Plan and 
now that the A63 diversion has been abandoned, there is no reason to prevent the 
development of the site as was envisaged when the Green Belt boundaries for this area 
were properly defined as part of a comprehensive review of the Green Belt. 
 
The proposed development will sit comfortably with existing surrounding residential 
development and the school. It will have no material or adverse impact on the character or 
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setting of Monk Fryston or the character of the surrounding countryside and there are no 
flood risk, access, biodiversity or other site-specific constraints to its development.  
 
The recent planning history of the site dating from the adoption of the Selby District Local 
Plan and the abandoning of the protected line for the A63 diversion amount to ‘very special 
circumstances’ which justify granting of planning permission in this instance. 
 
Assessment of the Applicant’s Case for Very Special Circumstances  
 
The applicant states the site was unreasonably included in the Green Belt. The 
Development Policy Manager is unable to agree with this statement as this issue was 
considered at the Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. An objection was made to the Selby District 
Local Plan in 1999 against the inclusion of this site in the Green Belt. The Inspector 
considered the objector’s request for the site to be identified as safeguarded land and their 
challenge on the legitimacy of the Council suggesting an extension of the Green Belt.  
 
In the Inspector’s appraisal of the site, he expresses the view that the site does form part 
of the Green Belt and that he attached little weight to the objector’s argument on the 
legitimacy of the review. He concluded that no modification be made to the Local Plan. 
 
The Development Policy Manager is of the opinion that the proposal constitutes 
inappropriate development and therefore a presumption against approval unless very 
special circumstances exist. The proposal does not meet any of the exceptions listed in 
Policy GB2 and no very special circumstances have been demonstrated.  
 
The fact that the proposal may have no material or adverse impact on the character or 
setting of Monk Fryston or the character of the surrounding countryside and there are no 
flood risk, access, biodiversity or other site-specific constraints to its development are 
normal planning requirements and in this instance are not considered of sufficient weight 
in themselves, or taken with other considerations to clearly outweigh the harm by reason 
of inappropriateness. 
 
It is therefore concluded that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that very special 
circumstances exist.  It is therefore concluded that the proposal would be inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt and in the absence of very special circumstances the 
scheme is therefore contrary to Policy GB2 of the Selby District Local Plan and the 
guidance in PPG2. 
 
2. Impact on the Openness and the Character of the Green Belt 
 
Paragraph 3.15 of PPG2 states that the visual amenities of the Green Belt should not be 
injured by proposals for development within or conspicuous from the Green Belt which, 
although they would not prejudice the purposes of including land in Green Belts, might be 
visually detrimental by reason of their siting, materials or design. 
 
Policy GB4 of the Local Plan which states that proposals should only be permitted where 
the scale, location, materials and design of any building or structure would not detract from 
the open character and visual amenity of the Green Belt, or the form and character of any 
settlement within it.   
 
As the proposal is located in the open countryside and the Green Belt and has low lying 
boundary treatments throughout. It is acknowledged that the heights are indicative as 
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stated in the Design and Assessment Statement but it is considered that a dwelling which 
is one and half storeys with an maximum height of 6.5metres would have a negative 
detrimental affect upon character and would adversely affect the openness of the Green 
Belt as the proposal would be particularly prominent and dominant from the west, east and 
south-west elevations.  
 
Any mitigation measures for screening the dwelling would be considered to have a 
negative impact upon the character of the Green Belt as the surrounding boundary 
treatments are predominately low lying of an approximate height of 1metre. 
 
The proposal is therefore considered to have an adverse affect on the character and 
openness of the Green Belt and therefore fails to accord with policy GB4 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 
 
3. Residential Amenity 
 
The application is in outline form for a dwelling with all other matters reserved. 
Notwithstanding this given the juxtaposition and distance of the proposed dwelling (as 
indicated in the applicant’s Design and Access Statement) it is considered that it can 
achieve the normally accepted distances for space about dwellings.  In this respect the 
proposal should not have a significant detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the 
occupiers of nearby residential properties, subject to the approval of reserved matters.  As 
such the proposal need not be contrary to Policy ENV1(1) of the Local Plan. 
 
 
4. Highway Safety 
 
In respect of highway safety is noted that the Highways Officer has no objections, subject 
to conditions The proposal is therefore not considered to create conditions prejudicial to 
highway safety or have a significant adverse effect on local amenity and therefore in this 
respect the proposal accords with Policy ENV1 (2) of the Local Plan. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The application site is considered to be a Greenfield site and not previously developed 
land and is therefore unacceptable in principle and fails to accord with Policy H2A of the 
Selby District Local Plan and the Contents of PPS3. The proposal does not fall under any 
of the criterion for new buildings outlined in Paragraph 3.4 of PPG2 and policy GB2 and as 
such the proposal would constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt, which 
should only be allowed in very special circumstances. The applicant has failed to 
demonstrate that very special circumstances exist and it is therefore concluded that the 
proposal would be contrary to Policy GB2 of the Selby District Local Plan and the guidance 
in PPG2. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
01. The application site is considered to be a Greenfield site, outside of the defined 

development limits of Monk Fryston and therefore is unacceptable in principle for 
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residential development and the proposal is therefore contrary to Policy H2A of the 
Selby District Local Plan and the contents of PPS3. 

 
02. The proposal, by virtue that it does not fall under the any of the criterion for new 

buildings outlined in Paragraph 3.4 of PPG2 and policy GB2 of the Local Plan 
constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt, which should only be 
allowed in very special circumstances. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that 
very special circumstances exist.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy GB2 
of the Selby District Local Plan and the guidance in PPG2. 

 
03. The proposal, by virtue of its height, prominence and dominance would have an 

adverse affect on the character and openness of the Green Belt contrary to policy 
GB4 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/38/125F/PA 
2010/0112/COU 

PARISH: Hensall Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mrs D Hill VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

9 February 2010 
 
6 April 2010 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Change of use from agricultural land to caravan storage area B8 

LOCATION: Haulage Yard 
Hazel Old Lane 
Hensall 
Goole 
East Yorkshire 
DN14 0QA 
 

 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application has been referred to the Planning Committee due to the number of 
objection letters received. 
 
The Site 
 
The site is outside of defined development limits, located to the west of Old Hazel Lane 
approximately 1 kilometre south of Eggborough Power Station. It is currently a grassed 
piece of agricultural land. To the north and east of the site is open countryside. To the 
south of the application site is the existing caravan storage site and detached residential 
dwellings with a separate caravan storage site being to the south west. The existing 
caravan storage site has a boundary treatment of pallisade fencing with bunds to the west 
and north of the site.  The proposal site is currently an open piece of land which has been 
fenced to incorporate it into the existing caravan storage site, although not being used as 
such. It is delineated along the northern boundary by palisade fencing.  
 
 
The Proposal 
 
The application seeks planning permission for the change of use of land from agriculture to 
storage of caravans and leisure vehicles. This application is for an extension of the 
existing caravan storage site. The number of caravans proposed for this application is 87 
with the total number of caravans and leisure vehicles on the resultant site to be 230.  
 
Plans indicating landscaping proposals and the layout of the site were submitted. The 
plans indicated that the site would have an internal access road constructed in 100mm 
hardcore base and the storage and other areas a base of 100mm of hardcore and a 
surface dressing of stone chippings. 
 
Planning History 
 
The site has no relevant planning history however the existing caravan storage to the 
south of the proposal was approved by Planning Committee in June 2009 (ref 
8/38/125D/PA). 
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CONSULTATIONS 
 
HENSALL PARISH COUNCIL: 
Objects to the proposal as the previous agreements have not been adhered to. The site is 
extending to the point where traffic movement is becoming a problem to residents and 
Hensall Parish Council objects to the removal of the hedge. 
 
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY-NYCC 
No objections subject to conditions. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER SERVICES: 
No objections. 
 
KNOTTINGLEY TO GOWDALL INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD: 
No objections. 
 
DEVELOPMENT POLICY MANAGER: 
No objections. 
 
PLANNING ENFORCEMENT OFFICER: 
Verbal response received.  The file for the existing site relates to boundary treatment and 
planting.  Which has been suitably remedied.  The file currently remains open in regards to 
whether surface water drainage as approved has been provided. 
 
PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER: 
In view of the past land use on and/or around the site there is a possibility that 
contamination may be present on or about the site. Selby District Council has not 
conducted investigations on the site to determine whether possible contamination is 
present.  
 
The proposed development is to be located immediately adjacent to existing residential 
properties. The proposal may result in increased traffic and operational noise (resultant 
from the movement and storage of caravans and leisure vehicles) at adjoining residential 
properties. 
 
In order to ensure that the proposed development does not detrimentally impact upon the 
amenity of nearby residential dwellings, environmental health conditions should be 
attached to any planning permission granted. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
The neighbouring residents were consulted by letter and a site notice was displayed 
adjacent to the site to notify the members of the wider public. 6 letters were received 
objecting to the proposal on the following points: - 
 
- Increase in traffic on Hazel Old Lane which would have impact on highway safety 

on local residents 
- The proposal would have visual impact to the area, as the screening is not 

adequate. 
- The caravans would create noise and disturb the quality of life to the people in the 

area. 
- The proposal would affect the rural aspect of the village. 
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- Bunds not high enough 
- Wagons speeding down Hazel Old Lane making the road very dangerous. 
- The applicant does not adhere to time table 
- The applicant has falsified the information; the site is not semi-industrial area. 
- The hedging has been removed and replaced by metal fencing 
- The previous conditions have not been adhered to 
- The land has already been cleared. 
- Site may be contaminated and contamination test should be made 
- The proposal would affect the existing wildlife 
 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber (adopted May 2008) and 
the policies in Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005) saved by the 
direction of the Secretary of State. 
 
The application site is located in the open countryside and the application proposes to 
change the use of the site from agricultural land to the storage of 87 caravans and leisure 
vehicles extending the existing storage site for storage of these vehicles to 230. 
 
As such the most relevant local planning policies, which to assess the proposal against 
are: 
 
Local Planning Policies 
 
ENV1:  Control of Development. 
DL1:  Control of Development in the Countryside. 
EMP9:   Expansion of Existing Business Uses Outside Defined Development Limits 
T2:  Access to Roads. 
VP1:  Vehicle Parking Standard. 
 
National Planning Policy Guidance  
 
PPS1:  Delivering Sustainable Development. 
PPS4:  Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth. 
PPS7-: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas. 
 
ASSESSMENT  
 
The main issues to be taken into account when assessing this proposal are: - 
 
1. The principle of the development 
2. Impact on the character and open appearance of the countryside 
3. Impact on highway safety and access to primary road network 
4. Impact on amenity 
5. Drainage  
6. Contamination 
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7. Protection of agricultural land 
 
 
1. Principle of Development 
 
Policy DL1 sets the criteria for establishing the principle of development in the open 
countryside. Policy DL1 criterion 4 establishes that proposal which “would be of direct 
benefit to the rural economy including additional small scale employment development and 
the expansion of existing firms” are acceptable in principle. 
 
Sites for touring caravans and their storage are generally located in the countryside and 
there are a number of sites within the District.  Furthermore it would not be desirable for 
important employment sites in and around urban areas to be used for caravan storage, 
which would take up a large area of land and generate only a small number of jobs. 
 
In addition to the above paragraph 3.51 of the Selby District Local Plan states, in relation 
to policy DL1 that ‘the expansion of existing businesses, including the physical extension 
of buildings, may often be appropriate’. 
 
It is therefore considered that as an expansion of an existing business the proposal is 
appropriate in the countryside and therefore acceptable in principle under policy DL1(4) of 
the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
However the proposal is still subject to the provision of DL1 that it must comply with all 
other relevant policies and be located and designed so as not to have a significant adverse 
effect on residential amenity or the character and appearance of an area. 
 
National policy for determining planning applications for economic development in rural 
areas is provided by Policies EC10 and  EC12 of PPS4.  In particular policy EC10.1 states 
that ‘local planning authorities should adopt a positive and constructive approach towards 
planning applications for economic development’ and continues, ‘planning applications that 
secure sustainable economic growth should be treated favourably’.  The PPS places great 
emphasis on sustainability, impacts on climate change, high quality and inclusive design 
and impacts on employment and regeneration. 
 
Furthermore policy EC12.1 of PPS4 emphasises need to enhance the vitality and viability 
of market towns, sustainability and the use of existing buildings 
 
Notwithstanding that the proposal is located in a relatively isolated position users would be 
travelling too and from the site by private vehicles.  Furthermore the proposal would not 
have any significant impact on the viability and vitality of market towns.  Therefore 
although PPS4 does not specifically relate to the type of proposal, which is the subject of 
this application, there is nothing within the PPS that precludes it.  Furthermore given the 
specific nature of this proposal it is considered that the proposal would not conflict with the 
aims and objectives of PPS4. 
 
The proposal is therefore considered acceptable in principle. 
 
2. Impact on the Character and Open Appearance of the Area 
 
 

56



The site would be screened by bunding around the existing area used for caravan storage.  
In addition the applicant is proposing to provide additional screening along the northern 
boundary by a 2 metre by 1.5 metre high embankment, which would be planted with  
native trees.  Alongside the road running along the eastern side of the site is an existing 
3m high hedgerow that would be retained.  However the landscaping scheme also shows 
a palisade fence running outside of the bund.  This is not acceptable and should be 
relocated so that it runs along the inside of the bund where it would be screened.  
However as there is land to the north of the fence, located within the blue line, this could 
be dealt with by condition.  Subject to such a condition the proposal would achieve an 
acceptable standard of design and would not have a significant adverse effect on the 
character and appearance of the area. Furthermore it is considered that given the potential 
impact of such a fence that Permitted Development rights for the erection of further fences 
should be removed. 
 
It is therefore concluded that, in this respect, the proposal would be in accordance with 
policies DL1 and EMP9 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
3.  Impact on Highway Safety and Access to Primary Road Network 
 
This application would be an extension of the existing caravan storage site and would use 
the existing access road to give direct access onto the Hazel Old Lane.  
 
Residents have objected to the proposal on the basis that it would lead to an increase in 
the number of vehicles using Hazel Old Lane, and therefore detrimental to highway safety.  
 
However the Highway Officer has no objections to the proposal subject to conditions.  
These conditions are either dealt with as part of the original permission or are not 
necessary.  The deficiencies of the site access already exist in respect of discharge of 
water onto the highway and the proposal would not exacerbate this further.  As such 
requiring remedy of this would be unreasonable.  As such they do not meet the tests of 
Circular 11/95 and it is recommended that they are not attached to any permission 
granted. 
 
It is therefore concluded that the proposal would not be contrary to Policy EMP9 of the 
Selby District Local Plan. 
 
 
 
4.  Impact on Neighbouring Residential Amenity 
 
Although touring caravans are used throughout the year, the predominant use would be in 
the summer months and at beginning and end of weekends.  The number of times that 
most people use their caravans is restricted by other commitments hence the need for 
storage.  It is extremely unlikely that any significant number of owners would be collecting 
or returning their caravans from the site at the same time or that there would be a 
significant number of vehicular movements to and from the caravan storage area per day.   
 
Notwithstanding the above it is acknowledged that the proposal is likely to generate an 
element of noise in terms of increased vehicular movements in the area, a residential 
property lies approximately 55m from the site, therefore it is important to assess the impact 
of the proposal upon the amenity of the residents of that property.  
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The Principal Environmental Health Officer has not objected to the proposal but has raised 
concerns regarding the noise that may be generated by vehicles using the site. The 
Principal Environmental Health Officer acknowledges that the noise issues could be 
mitigated by attaching conditions to any approval requiring a detailed scheme to control 
noise and an operational hours condition to limit the business activity on site.  
 
Given the distance of the application site from residential properties and that the existing 
caravan storage site is subject to bunding and a scheme for noise control it is considered 
that an additional scheme to control noise is not necessary and therefore contrary to 
guidance contained in Circular 11/95. 
 
Neighbours have raised objections to the application on the grounds that the operational 
hours condition attached to the permission for the original caravan storage area has been 
breached. The Enforcement Team has investigated the alleged breach and have 
concluded that there has been no breach of condition in this respect to the previous 
permission.  
 
In conclusion given the proposed landscaping scheme and the existing landscaping in 
place, subject to an hours of operation condition the proposal would not significantly 
detract from local amenity and therefore would not be contrary to policy EMP9(1) of the 
Selby District Local Plan. 
 
5.  Drainage 
 
The site is not in a flood risk zone and Yorkshire Water and the Internal Drainage Board 
has not objected to the proposal.  The surfacing to the area would remain semi-permeable 
and therefore would not significantly increase the rate of run-off.  Foul surface water would 
be discharged to existing facilities and this proposal would not significantly increase 
discharge to this facility.   
 
It is therefore considered that the proposed change of use would be acceptable in terms of 
drainage and waste disposal. 
 
6.  Contamination 
 
The site has been previously used for a quarry and landfill site, which has been restored to 
agricultural use. Given the nature of the proposal it is considered that the matter of land 
contamination could be dealt with by condition and it is recommended that any permission 
granted is subject to a condition requiring a scheme of investigation and if required 
mitigation. 
 
7. Loss of Agricultural Land 
 
Policy EMP9(4) requires that proposals should not result in the loss of ‘best and most 
versatile agricultural land’.  This accords with national policy in PPS7 and Natural England 
Technical Note TIN049.  Given the size of the site, DEFRA need not be consulted on this 
application.   
 
The agricultural land classification system divides land into five grades of which grade 3 is 
subdivided into 3a and 3b.  Grades 1, 2 and 3a are categorised as ‘best and most versatile 
agricultural land. The mapping information system for agricultural land classification does 
not have a great degree of resolution and is generally intended for strategic purposes.  It 
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has been determined that the area around this part of Hensall is grade 3.  However given 
that the application site is on the site of a former quarry / landfill it is considered on the 
balance of information that it is likely to be grade 3b rather than 3a.  Furthermore it is also 
noted that the size of the area to be affected is relatively small and therefore its loss would 
not significantly prejudice the aim of Policy EMP9, of protecting the best agricultural land.  
As such the proposal, on balance, is considered acceptable in terms of Policy EMP9(4) 
and the guidance in TIN049 and PPS7. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The application has been assessed against the Selby District Local Plan Policies ENV1, 
DL1 and EMP9 and the guidance in PPS1 and PPS4 and PPS7. It is considered that as an 
extension to an existing business the proposal is appropriate to a rural area and therefore 
acceptable in principle and would not conflict with the guidance in PPS4. 
 
Furthermore the proposal by virtue of its nature, location and screening/ landscaping 
would not significantly detract from the amenity or character of the area, or result in the 
significant loss of best or most versatile agricultural land. 
 
The proposal is therefore considered acceptable. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
01. The development for which permission is hereby granted shall be begun within a 

period of three years from the date of this permission. 
   
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 

02. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in complete accordance with 
the approved plans and specifications received on the 11th May 2009 with the 
exception of the line of the new palisade fencing along the northern boundary. 

- Drawing 020 
- Drawing 040 
- Drawing Elevation of Palisade security Fencing 

    
 Reason: 
 To ensure that no departure is made from the details approved and that the whole of 

the development is carried out, in order to ensure the development accords with 
Policy ENV1 
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03 Notwithstanding details of the submitted plans, within one month of this permission a 
scheme for the relocation of the steel palisade fencing along the northern boundary to 
a position within the inside of the compound made by the earth bund shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Within 2 
months of the date of this permission the works comprising the approved scheme 
shall be completed.  The fence shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the 
development. 

 
04. The delivery and collection of caravan and leisure vehicles to the proposed 

development shall not operate other than between the hours of 08:00 hours to 18:00 
hours Mondays to Fridays (inclusive) and from 08.00 hours to 17:00 hours Saturdays 
and 09:00 hours to 16:00 hours on Sundays or Bank or National Holidays 

  
 Reason:  
 To safeguard the residential amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties, in 

accordance with Policies ENV1 and ENV2 (A) of the Selby District Local Plan 
 
05.    Within 12 months of the proposal hereby approved the landscaping scheme in 

Drawing 040 shall be carried out in its entirety. All trees, shrubs and bushes shall be 
adequately maintained for the period of five years beginning with the date of 
completion of the scheme and during that period all losses shall be made good as 
and when necessary. The scheme shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the 
development. 

  
Reason: 

 To safeguard the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in the Interests of 
amenity having had regard to Policies ENV1 and ENV21A of the Selby District Local 
Plan. 

 
06.  Before the development hereby approved shall commence an investigation and risk 

assessment shall be completed in accordance with a scheme to assess the nature 
and extent of any contamination on the site, whether or not it originates on the site. 
The contents of the scheme shall be subject to the approval in writing of the Local 
Planning Authority. The investigation and risk assessment shall be undertaken by 
competent persons and a written report of the findings shall be produced. The written 
report shall be subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. The 
report of the findings shall include:  

 
(i) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination;  

 
(ii) an assessment of the potential risks to:  

• human health,  
• property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, 

woodland and service lines and pipes,  
• adjoining land,  
• groundwaters and surface waters,  
• ecological systems,  
• archeological sites and ancient monuments;  

 
(iii) an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s).  
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This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’.  
 
Reason 
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land and 
neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, property and 
ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried out safely without 
unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/51/9C/PA 
2010/0474/HPA 

PARISH: Birkin Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr David White VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

10 May 2010 
 
5 July 2010 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Retrospective application to replace existing wooden conservatory 
with new Victorian style UPVC conservatory 

LOCATION: Woodhouse Cottage 
Haddlesey Road 
Birkin 
Knottingley 
West Yorkshire 
WF11 9LS 
 

 
 
This application is brought to committee as the applicant’s spouse is an elected 
member for Fairburn and Brotherton Ward.   
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The Site 
The application site contains a detached two storey property with detached 
garage to the side, both of which have a rendered finish.  The properties along 
this road vary in terms of design and materials.  The property is sited within a 
garden area which is screened by trees and a boundary fence along the eastern, 
southern and part of the western boundary.  The property is situated within the 
defined development limits of Birkin, although part of the garden area to the east 
lies outside this boundary.  The site is within an area designated as Green Belt 
and within Flood Zone 3. 
 
The Proposal 
The proposal relates to the erection of a new Victorian style conservatory to 
replace an existing conservatory to the rear of the existing property.  The 
foundations and base wall of the conservatory have already been constructed, 
although works have now ceased until the application is determined.  The 
conservatory proposed is to the same height as the previous conservatory with 
the width increased by 0.25m and the projection increased by 2.74m from a 3m 
projection to a 5.74m projection.  The proposed materials of construction are a 
brick base wall with upvc frames with glass walls and roof.   
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Planning History 
 
An application (reference number CO/1977/21510) was approved in August 1977 
for a two storey extension consisting of a ground floor dining room with bedroom 
over to the rear of the property.     
 
An application (reference number 2005/0368/FUL) was approved in May 2005 for 
a detached garage with office (following demolition of existing garage).  
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
BIRKIN PARISH COUNCIL: 
No response received.   
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
The application was advertised by site notice and neighbour notification letters to 
the immediate neighbours.  No objections have been received within the 
statutory period.   
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if 
regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination 
to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in 
accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise".  The 
development plan for the Selby District comprises of policies in Selby District 
Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005) saved by the direction of the Secretary 
of State 
 
Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
As of 6 July 2010 the Secretary of State announced that with immediate effect 
Regional Strategies have been revoked under s79(6) of the Local Democracy 
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 and no longer form part of 
the development plan for the purposes of s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. 
 
The existing property is situated within the defined development limits of Birkin 
and involves the erection of a conservatory at a domestic property which is 
situated within an area allocated as Green Belt.  The following policies are 
therefore considered to be of particular relevance:   
 
National Guidance: 
 
PPG2   Green Belts 
PPS25 Development and Flood Risk 
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Selby District Local Plan:  
 
GB2 – Principle of development within the Green Belt 
GB4 - Character and Amenity of the Green Belt  
H14 – Extensions to dwellings in the Countryside 
ENV1 - Control of Development 
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
The main issues in the determination of this application are:- 
 

1. Principle of development in the Green Belt 
2. Impact on the Green Belt, visual amenity and character of the area 
3. Residential amenity 
4. Flood Risk 

 
1. Principle of development in the Green Belt 
 
The existing property lies within the defined development limits of Birkin.  
 
In addition the application site lies within the Green Belt and as such policies 
GB2 and GB4 of the Selby District Local Plan and national guidance contained 
within PPG2 are relevant.   
 
Normally the decision making process when considering proposals for 
development in the Green Belt is in three stages, and is as follows:- 
 
(a) It must be determined whether the development is appropriate or 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt.   
 
(b) If the development is not inappropriate, the application should be 

determined on its own merits. 
 
(c) If the development is inappropriate, the presumption against inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt applies and the development should not be 
permitted unless there are very special circumstances, which clearly 
outweigh the presumption against it. 

 
Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should 
not be approved except in very special circumstances. It is for the applicant to 
show why permission should be granted and “very special circumstances to 
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations” (PPG2, paragraph 3.2).  
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Policy GB2 (4) of the Local Plan states that development for the replacement, 
extension or alteration of existing dwellings is acceptable in principle, however 
proposals must also comply with policies intended to control development in the 
countryside and with all other relevant polices. In addition national policy PPG2 
provides further guidance on this matter, paragraph 3.6 of which states, ‘provided 
that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the 
original building, the extension or alteration of dwellings is not inappropriate in 
Green Belts’.   
 
Whether an extension by itself, or cumulatively with other extensions constitutes 
a disproportionate addition is a matter of fact and degree, which is tested through 
the comparison of the proposal (and other extensions to the property) in relation 
to the size, scale and mass of the existing original building.  In this context the 
existing original building refers to the building as it stood in 1947 or as it was 
originally built after that date.  On the basis of planning appeal decisions it is 
noted that extensions exceeding 50% of the volume of the original dwelling, 
taken either singularly or cumulatively with other extensions, have normally been 
considered to constitute a disproportionate addition.   
 
From the Council’s historical records it would appear that the two storey pitched 
roof part of the building is the original building with the two storey flat roof 
elements to the rear being later additions, one of which was granted in 1977, with 
no record of the date of construction of the earlier part of this extension.  The 
existing two storey extensions already result in a 67% increase from that of the 
original dwelling.  When adding the proposed conservatory this would result in a 
cumulative increase of 92.5%.  Taking into account the previous extensions the 
proposal would therefore be considered disproportionate and as such would be 
inappropriate within the Green Belt and therefore should only be allowed in very 
special circumstances.  It is the responsibility of the applicant to demonstrate 
what, if any, very special circumstances exist in support of a proposal.  Such 
circumstances have not been demonstrated in this case and therefore the 
proposal is contrary to the guidance in PPG2 and Policy H14. 
 
2. Impact on the Green Belt, Visual Amenity and Character of the Area 
 
Notwithstanding the above issues in relation to the principle of the development 
within the Green Belt, Policy GB4 requires development to be of an appropriate 
scale, location, materials and design so as to ensure the development is not 
detrimental to the open character and visual amenity of the Green Belt.  With 
Policy ENV1 (1) requiring proposals to ensure that the proposals take account of 
the effect upon the character of the area and (4) the standard of layout design 
and materials in relation to the site and surroundings.  Policy H14 also introduces 
three criteria with which to assess the impact of a domestic extension on the 
character and visual amenity of the countryside.   
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The proposed conservatory is to the rear of the existing property and replaces a 
previous conservatory on this elevation.  The conservatory proposed is to the 
same height as the previous conservatory with the width increased by 0.25m and 
the projection increased by 2.74m from a 3m projection to a 5.74m projection.  
Although the conservatory itself is acceptable in terms of design and materials 
which would accord with policy, due to the scale, massing and projection when 
added to the previous extensions, this would result in the extensions dominating 
the original dwelling visually, particularly when viewed from Haddlesey Road.  
The proposals would therefore result in a detrimental impact on the visual 
amenities of the area and openness of the Green Belt  and the countryside 
contrary to Policies GB4, H14 and ENV1 of the Local Plan. 
 
3. Residential Amenity 
 
The proposed conservatory which is sited on the rear elevation of the property is 
set a considerable distance from the closest residential properties as such the 
proposals would not result in a detrimental impact through overlooking or 
overshadowing and would therefore accord with Policy ENV1 (1). 
 
4.  Flood Risk 
 
The application site lies within Flood Zone 3 which PPS25 states as having a 
high probability in terms of flooding.  However, due to the proposals being for a 
small scale domestic extension which would have limited impact in terms of flood 
risk, the agent should refer to the Environment Agency’s standing advice.  The 
application includes a Flood Risk Statement in line with suggestions within the 
standing advice which states that the floor level of the conservatory would match 
that of the original house and the site would be protected from flooding by 
providing water barriers to the patio doors and the remainder of the house.  All 
rainwater is to be channelled away from the site to a soakaway and as such 
would not increase the flood risk on the surrounding area.  The proposals are 
therefore considered acceptable in terms of the impact of the proposals on flood 
risk in accordance with PPS25.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Having had regard to all relevant local and national policies, consultation 
responses and all other relevant material considerations, it is considered that the 
proposed conservatory by virtue of its scale, massing and projection when added 
to the previous extensions to this property would result in a disproportionate 
addition over and above that of the original building and would dominate it 
visually, particularly when viewed from Haddlesey Road therefore resulting in a 
detrimental impact on the visual amenities of the area and the openness of the 
Green Belt and countryside contrary to Policies GB4, H14 and ENV1.  As such 
the proposal would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  In 
the absence of any very special circumstance the proposal would not be 
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acceptable in principle and therefore would be contrary to the guidance in PPG2 
and Policies GB4, H14 and ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan.  . 
 
However in other respects the proposal, by virtue of its design and relationship 
with neighbouring properties would not detract from the form and character of the 
immediate area or the residential amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring 
properties and would not result in any detrimental impact on flooding within this 
location.   
 
Despite the application being a departure from the Local Plan there is no need to 
refer this to the Government Officer as it is a minor departure in line with Circular 
11/2005 The Town and Country Planning (Green Belt) Direction 2005.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The application is recommended for refusal for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposed conservatory by virtue of its scale, massing and projection, 

when added to the previous extensions would constitute a disproportionate 
addition over and above that of the original building and would therefore 
constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt, wherein it is 
national and local policy to resist such development except in very special 
circumstances, which have not been demonstrated in this instance.  The 
proposal is therefore contrary to Policies GB2 and H14 of the Selby District 
Local Plan and the guidance contained in PPG2. 

 
2. The proposed conservatory by virtue of its scale, massing and projection, 

when viewed together with the two storey rear extensions would dominate the 
original dwelling visually, particularly when viewed from Haddlesey Road.  
The proposals would therefore result in a detrimental impact on the visual 
amenities of the area and openness of the Green Belt and the countryside 
contrary to Policies GB4, H14 and ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

69



 
 
Maps and Plans available on request from the Planning Department 
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TPO NUMBER: 
 

02/2010 PARISH: Selby Town 

APPLICANT: 
 

Selby District 
Council 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

24 June 2010 
 
 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Confirmation of Tree Preservation Order  
 

LOCATION: Londesborough Arms Hotel 
Market Place 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
YO8 4NS 
 

 
The purpose of this report is to inform the Planning Committee of an objection 
to the Tree Preservation Order 2/2010 served on 24th June 2010 and seek 
confirmation of the order. 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND  
 
The Site  
The tree subject to the TPO No:02/2010 is a Walnut tree located in the rear 
courtyard of the Londesborough Hotel, which is a Grade II Listed Building. 
The Walnut Tree is located in the northeast corner of the courtyard.  The tree 
is also located within the Selby Town Conservation Area. 
 
The Walnut tree is considered to have a high amenity value and has a positive 
impact upon the conservation area and the setting of a Grade II Listed 
Building. Due to the Walnut Tree’s high amenity value any works to the tree 
should be controlled. With this in mind a tree preservation order has been 
served to ensure that any works to the tree protect its high amenity value.  
This is in accordance with Section 198 and 2006 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and the guidance set out in Trees and Preservation 
Orders: Guidance to the law and good practice 
 
Section 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Trees) Regulations 1999 states 
that before a provisional Tree Preservation Order is confirmed any persons 
interested in the land affected by the order should be served with a copy of 
the order. Local residents in the vicinity were also consulted and objections 
and representations made with respect to the Order were considered. 
 
CONSULTATIONS  
 
SELBY TOWN COUNCIL: 
No Objections 
 
THE OWNER: 
The owner has objected to the making of the TPO stating that the tree’s 
location in the rear Beer Garden is causing a disturbance to the use of that 
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area.  The owner believes the tree could cause long-term damage to the hotel 
building and cause a nuisance and hindrance in the use of the beer garden. 
 
OWNERS OF ADJOINING LAND: 
No Objections 
 
Key Issues and Assessment  
 
In considering applications the Local Planning Authority are advised: 
 

1. To assess the amenity value of the tree or woodland and the likely 
impact of the proposal on the amenity of the area; and  

2. In light of their assessment at (1) above, to consider whether or not the 
proposal is justified, having regard to the reasons put forward in 
support of it.  

 
Assessment 
 
Mike Harrison of Church Hill Trees & Landscapes assessed the Walnut Tree 
on behalf of the Council and the contents of this assessment are based upon 
his report. 
 
The Walnut Tree is approximately 100 years old and fully mature.  The tree 
currently stands 16 metres high, and its crown growth is asymmetric.  There is 
a minor amount of dead wood within its crown growth and the tree is fairly 
healthy with consistent leaf growth. The crown branches extend over and are 
in contact with the outbuilding. 
 
Although the tree is not visible from the frontage of the site it is within an 
existing beer garden/seating area and as such offers amenity value to the 
customers using this area and provides a pleasant backdrop to the public 
house and beer garden, contributing to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  The tree is a very dominant feature in the limited space 
within the grounds of the hotel and is close to certain outbuildings. There are 
no obvious defects from where the tree has touched the building.  The tree is 
mature and it is less likely that any structural damage will occur at this stage 
of the trees life.  The removal of the tree could result in changes to the ground 
that may result in the surrounding buildings becoming unstable.  The leaf 
cover is fairly consistent and healthy considering the trees location suggesting 
the tree’s condition and life expectancy is good.  
 
The owners obtained consent to reduce the branch structure by 20% to give a 
clearance of 2.2 metres from the ground ref: 2010/0615/TPO. It was 
considered that the carrying out of a crown reduction and reshaping relating to 
creating a clearance between crown branches and buildings by 1m with a 
2.2m clearance from the ground level to the existing Walnut Tree under TPO 
2/2010 would result in a balance between a duty of care to ensure that the 
tree does not cause any nuisance or damage whilst ensuring that the long 
term health and vitality of the tree and character of the conservation area 
would not be adversely affected. 
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Conclusion 
 
The objections have been taken into account.  However the tree is healthy 
and in a good condition, with no evidence that the tree is causing a problem.  
The Walnut tree is healthy with a good life expectancy, therefore its removal 
would result in a loss of amenity. Therefore the Walnut tree shown on the 
attached plan should be protected by the Tree Preservation Order.   
 
Recommendation  
 
That the Tree Preservation Order be confirmed. 
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Planning Appeal Decisions 
 

Received between 5th August 2010 and 3rd September 2010 
 

 
 
Local Authority Ref: 2009/0821/HPA  
Inspectorate Ref: APP/N2739/D/10/2127622 
Site Location: 
 

60 Church End 
Cawood 
Selby 

Proposal: 
 

Erection of a two storey extension 
and detached garage to rear 
following demolition of existing 
garage 
 

Status: Appeal Dismissed 
 

 
Local Authority Ref: ENF/2009/0249/ENF  

AP/2010/0009/ENF 
Inspectorate Ref: APP/N2739/C/09/2119366 
Site Location: 
 

Land at Borders Farm 
Hillam Lane 
Hillam 
Leeds 

Proposal: 
 

Appeal against enforcement notice 
 

Status: Appeal Allowed 
 

 
Local Authority Ref: 2010/0328/HPA   
Inspectorate Ref: APP/N2739/D/2131176 
Site Location: 
 

1 Manor Drive 
North Duffield 
Selby 

Proposal: 
 

Loft conversion to include an 
extension to the loft above the 
drive and a small enclosed 
extension to the rear of the car port 
to include a utility room. Erection of 
2 dormer windows to the rear. 
 

Status: Appeal Allowed 
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