
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MISSION STATEMENT 
 

To Improve the Quality of Life  
For Those Who Live and Work in The District 

 
 
 
11 July 2006 
 
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 19 July 2006 commencing at 4.00 pm. 
 
The agenda is set out below. 
 
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 Sections 94 
and 117 of the Local Government Act 1972 or the National Code of 
Local Government Conduct.  
 

3.  MINUTES 
 
To confirm as a correct record the minutes of the proceedings of 
the meeting of the Special Planning Committee held on 12 
July2006 (To follow). 
 

4.  CHAIR’S ADDRESS TO THE PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
 

6. PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Planning and Economic 
Development (pages 5 to 98 attached). 
 
 



7. URGENT APPEAL DECISIONS 
 
The Principal Planning Officer will inform Members, if necessary, of 
any appeal decisions made. 
 

8. APPLICATIONS TO BE DETERMINED BY THE COUNTY 
COUNCIL ON WHICH THE VIEWS OF THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
ARE REQUESTED (pages 99 to 100 attached). 
 

9. PRIVATE SESSION 
 
It will be recommended that in accordance with Section 100(A)(4) 
of the Local Government Act 1972, in view of the nature of the 
business to be transacted, the meeting be not open to the Press 
and public during discussion of the following items as there will be 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in Section 100(1) of 
the Act as described in paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of 
the Act. 
 

10. ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 
 
Verbal report from the Chief Executive. 
 

 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 
 

 
 
 
 
 
M Connor 
Chief Executive 
11 July 2006 
 



DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST – GUIDANCE NOTES: 
 

(a) Members 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 Democratic Services Officer or relevant Committee Administrator 

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 
 

Date 
 

Deadline 

16 August 2006 
 

03 August 2006 

13 September 2006 31 August 2006 
 

11 October 2006 27 September 2006 
 

 
 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE 
18 MEMBERS 

 
Conservative Labour Independent 

 
D Bain-Mackay G Croston R Sweeting 
J Cattanach D Davies  
I Chilvers B Marshall  
J Mackman (Vice Chair) W N Martin  
D McSherry S Shaw-Wright  
C Lunn R Wilson  
W Norton (Chair)   
C Pearson   
D Peart   
F Ryan   
 
Enquiries relating to this agenda, please contact Linda Roper on: 
Tel:  01757 292207 
Fax: 01757 292020 
Email: lroper@selby.gov.uk

 
 

Please note the deadline for registering to speak at Committee is 3.00 PM 
Monday 17 July 2006  

mailto:tpeam@selby.gov.uk


Items for Planning Committee  
19th July 2006 

 
 

File Number: Site Address: 
Case 
Officer Page

2005/0943/OUT 
Papyrus Works, Papyrus Villas, Newton 
Kyme 

Tony 
Slater 5 

2005/0967/LBC 
Papyrus Works, Papyrus Villas, Newton 
Kyme 

Tony 
Slater 31 

2005/0969/FUL 
Papyrus Works, Papyrus Villas, Newton 
Kyme 

Tony 
Slater 37 

2006/0471/LBC  
Old Manor House, Main Street, 
Bilbrough 

Stephen 
Courcier 43 

2006/0466/OUT 
Old Manor House, Main Street, 
Bilbrough 

Stephen 
Courcier 53 

2006/0469/FUL 
Old Manor House, Main Street, 
Bilbrough 

Stephen 
Courcier 71 

2004/1615/FUL Tesco, Portholme Road, Selby  
Louise 
Crosby 83 

2006/0546/OUT 
Adjacent to Merides, Rawfield Lane, 
Fairburn  

Rachael 
Bartlett 95 

 



DESCRIPTIONS OF EXEMPT INFORMATION 
 
1. Information relating to any individual. 

 
2. Information which is likely to reveal the identity of an individual. 

 
3. Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 

person (including the authority holding that information). 
 

4. Information relating to any consultations or negotiations, or contemplated 
consultations or negotiations, in connection with any labour relations matter 
arising between the authority or a Minister of the Crown and employees of, 
or office holders under, the authority. 
 

5. Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could 
be maintained in legal proceedings. 
 

6. Information which reveals that the authority proposes –  

(a) to give under any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which 
requirements are imposed on a person;or 

(b) to make an order or direction under any enactment. 

7. Information relating to any action taken or to be taken in connection with 
the prevention, investigation or prosecution of crime. 
 

 

 

 

 

E:Committee Share/Useful Information 





This map has been reproduced from the Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of Her Majesty's stationary office. © Crown copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Selby District Council: 100018656

APPLICATION SITE
Item No:
Address:
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Papyrus Works, Papyrus Villas, Newton Kyme
2005/0943/OUT



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/72/2M/PA 
2005/0943/OUT 

PARISH: Newton Kyme Cum Toulston 
Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Commercial 
Estates Group 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

5 August 2005 
 
4 November 2005 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Outline application for the redevelopment of 'Papyrus Works' for 
residential and employment (B1) purposes, incorporating public open 
space provision, landscaping, footpath link, together with highways and 
ancillary works 

LOCATION: Papyrus Works 
Papyrus Villas 
Newton Kyme 
Tadcaster 
North Yorkshire 
 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
THE SITE CONTEXT 
The site is located to the north of the A659 road, approximately 3 km northwest of 
Tadcaster and 2 km east of Boston Spa. It is approximately 11.08 ha. in area and 
rectangular in shape. It is now disused but was until 2003 in use for the manufacture of 
paper and board products. 
 
Its boundaries are formed by: 
to the NW, the banks of the River Wharfe and Newton Kyme viaduct; 
to the NE, the line of the former Church Fenton to Harrogate railway; 
to the SE, the rear of residential properties at Papyrus Villas; and 
to the SW, a tree/hedge line which forms the administrative boundary of Selby District. 
 
The central and southern areas of the site slope gently down from south to north by some 
5m over a distance of 300m. They contain a number of manufacturing, storage and 
administration buildings constructed at various times between 1936 and the 1990s. The 
total floorspace of the buildings is around 31,536 sq.m (339,454 sq. ft.). They vary in 
height from 3m to 10m and external materials include brick and sheet cladding. 
In the northern area of the site, beyond the buildings, levels fall more steeply towards the 
river by some 10m over a distance of 40m. This then levels out roughly to provide a 
triangular-shaped plateau, some 150m long at its maximum. This area contains a number 
of steep-sided sludge lagoons which were previously used for the processing of waste 
water. 
 
A public footpath -the Ebor Trail - runs along the northwest boundary of the site, on the 
south bank of the River Wharfe. 
 
Along the southern and western boundaries lies a narrow band of vegetation containing 
ornamental shrubs and semi-mature trees. Along the northern and eastern boundaries are 
the remnants of a hawthorn hedgerow with semi-mature trees. The banks of the River 
Wharfe are heavily treed. The slopes of the disused railway embankment have become 



colonised mainly by sycamore and ash, which are now 15m - 20m in height. The northern 
parts of the site contain large areas of bare ground, grassland and bramble. 
 
Vehicular access to the site is located to the west of Papyrus Villas, and both the works 
and the residential area share the 50m link to the A659. Papyrus Villas comprises a group 
of some 35 semi-detached and terraced properties which were originally constructed as 
homes for employees of the adjacent works. The initial phase of housing was built around 
1932, along with the factory. Additional houses were added around 1960 when the factory 
complex was significantly re-modelled. 
 
THE PROPOSALS 
It is now proposed to redevelop the site for residential and related purposes primarily, with 
an employment (B1) use in part. The application is in outline. Details of the means of 
access are included for consideration now. Details of siting, design, external appearance 
and landscaping are reserved for consideration subsequently. However, illustrative plans 
have been submitted which indicate that the scheme could include: 
1. 200 dwellings in the form of a mix of terraced and detached houses, together with 

parking, highways, landscaping and public open space on 5.88 ha of land; 
2. 1,858 sq.m (20,000 sq.ft) of Class B1(a) offices in a courtyard arrangement on 0.39 

ha of land to the rear of nos.22 - 25 Papyrus Villas and east of the main access to 
the site; 

3. Approximately 1.39 ha of public open space in the northern area of the site, 
adjacent to the River Wharfe; 

4. A pedestrian route and landscaping along the former railway line adjacent  to the 
NE boundary; 

5. Highway works between the site and the public highway; 
6. Off-site highway works within the adjacent public highway. 
 
The application is accompanied by a 
 Planning Supporting Statement (PSS) 
 Newton Kyme Masterplan Document 
 Transport Statement 
 Highways Sustainability Statement (incorporating Travel Plan) 
 Landscape Appraisal 
 Ecological Appraisal 
 Ground Investigation Report 
 Flood Risk Assessment 
 Tree Survey 
 Marketing Report 
 Statement of Public Consultation 
 
There are also two related applications for planning permission (ref: 2005/0969/FUL) and 
for Listed Building Consent (ref: 2005/0967/LBC) for works to the grade II listed Newton 
Kyme Viaduct. These propose its repair and refurbishment; the repainting of wrought iron 
spans; the installation of a new timber deck, the provision of new handrails across the 
span of the bridge; and its re-use to provide (part of) the new pedestrian route. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
Between 1974 and 2002 a number of planning applications were submitted to and 
approved by Selby District Council for, inter alia, new administration offices, office and 
storage buildings extensions, car parking, new access road, and replacement sewers and 
drains. During the same period, in relation to land around Papyrus Villas, permission was 



granted for the erection of two bungalows in 1975 and for the erection of a prefabricated 
village hall building in 1984, the latter being a temporary consent which was renewed on 
four occasions up to 1995. 
 
THE APPLICANTS' CASE 
The applicants' Planning Supporting Statement (PSS) is summarised below. The other 
accompanying documents are summarised in Appendix A. 
 
The PSS refers to the statutory development plan as now including the adopted Selby 
District Local Plan together with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). It states that key 
provisions of the County Structure Plan are now out of date, and therefore the PSS 
concentrates on the up to date policy guidance provided by the adopted Local Plan and 
RSS. 
 
It refers to the following policies in the Local Plan: 
Green Belt Policy (Policy GB3 - Major Developed Site within the Green Belt);  
Environment Policies (Policies ENV1; ENV2 - Environmental Pollution and Contaminated 
Land; ENV3 - Light Pollution; ENV5 - Flood Risk; ENV10 - Nature Conservation 
Considerations; ENV12 - River and Stream Corridors; ENV14 - Protected Species; and 
ENV15 - Locally Important Landscape Areas); 
Housing Policies (Policies H1 - Housing Land Requirements; H2A - Managing the Release 
of Housing Land; H2 - Location of New Housing Development; H4 - Affordable Housing; 
H4A - Mixed Housing Schemes; and H6/H7 - Housing Development within defined 
development limits);  
Economic Policies (Policies EMP1 - Employment Land Requirement; EMP2 - Location of 
Economic Development; and EMP4 - Retention of Established Employment Areas). 
 
With regard to Housing Policies, the PSS states that the written justification for Policy H1 
indicates that of the total requirement for 1240 dwellings up to December 2006, some 800 
units are expected to come from existing commitments and windfalls. The Plan suggests 
that granting planning permissions on a number of brownfield sites will help to boost house 
building rates to around 400 dwellings per annum over the last two years of the Plan 
period. By then the pool of windfall permissions is expected to be significantly reduced as 
sites are taken up and not replaced. 
 
It states that Policy H2 deals with the location of new housing development, in the context 
of a hierarchical approach which identifies three descending levels of sustainability i.e. 
market towns, larger villages and small villages. The policy allocates land for housing 
development in the market towns and selected villages in Phase 1 (up to 31 December 
2006) and Phase 2 (post December 2006). 
 
The PSS states that in considering the acceptability of the housing proposals in the outline 
application it is important to note that those Major Development Sites in the Green Belt 
designated by the Plan (including the former Papyrus Works) are not included within the 
defined settlement hierarchy. In such circumstances, and bearing in mind nothing in Policy 
GB3 or elsewhere in the Plan seeks as a matter of policy to preclude residential 
development on such sites, this residential development proposal must be considered on 
its merits, in the context of the other policies of the Plan, and national and regional 
guidance. The site performs unusually well in sustainability terms in a rural context, and 
arguably better than many of the locations listed in Policy H6. 
 



In any event, this PSS indicates that (a) the grant of planning permission on this brownfield 
site will serve to reduce the pressure on Greenfield sites in the District, particularly in 
Phase 2 (post 2006); and (b) will give rise to identifiable planning benefits, including 
improvements to the visual amenity and openness of the Green Belt; improvements to the 
character of the Locally Important Landscape Area; the removal of unsightly, unused 
industrial buildings; improvements to the character, condition and appearance of the Listed 
viaduct, and the provision of a new pedestrian link to the Thorp Arch Trading Estate. 
 
The PSS states that the following policies have also been taken into account in the 
preparation of the outline planning application: T1 - Highway Network; T2 - Access to 
Roads; T8 - Public Rights of Way; RT2 - Open Space Requirement; and RT5 - Access in 
the Countryside.  
 
It also refers to the Regional Spatial Strategy, Policies P1; H1 - Provision and Distribution 
of Housing; H2 - Managing the Release of Land; H3 - Provision of Affordable Housing; and 
H4 - Housing Mix. 
 
The PSS refers to government planning policies PPG2 - Green Belts; PPG3 - Housing; 
and PPS1 - Delivering Sustainable Development. 
 
In relation to PPG2, the PSS states that the existing, large-scale former mill buildings 
cover a large proportion of the central and southern areas of the site, and the bulky 
massing and height of those buildings have a significant impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt, its visual amenity, and landscape quality generally. The proposed 
development continues to be restricted to the site's central and southern areas, building 
heights are limited to two storeys, and the aggregate ground floor area of the housing 
development will not exceed that of the existing factory buildings. In such circumstances 
the key objectives of Annex C of PPG2 for the redevelopment of major developed sites in 
the Green Belt are satisfied. 
 
In relation to PPG3, the PSS draws attention to new paragraph 42(a), which was 
introduced into the guidance in January 2005 as a Housing Update - "Supporting the 
Delivery of New Housing". The new paragraph requires local planning authorities to give 
favourable consideration to applications for housing or mixed use development in respect 
of redundant industrial land or buildings which are no longer needed for such uses. The 
circumstances in which such an approach would be inappropriate are set out as: (i) where 
the proposal failed to reflect policies of PPG3; (ii) where housing development would 
undermine the regional spatial strategy or the development plan, in particular where it 
would lead to an over provision of housing; or (iii) where housing development would 
undermine strategies for economic development and regeneration. 
 
The PSS states that the application site comprises previously developed land, and many 
of the key requirements of PPG3 are satisfied. Whilst the development may not be in strict 
accordance with the sequential approach, it nevertheless contributes to the objectives of 
housing policy guidance; is capable of making a significant contribution to meeting housing 
needs in a rural area; will help to prevent the release of Greenfield sites in an area where 
brownfield land resources are at a premium, and results in a number of significant planning 
benefits. In addition, there is no realistic prospect of the re-use of the whole site for 
employment purposes, and given that the site will represent a "windfall" site on which the 
housing strategy of the plan relies in part, it will not lead to a harmful over supply of 
housing land. 
 



In relation to PPS1 the PSS states that a government objective is that planning should 
facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of development in both urban and 
rural areas. This should be delivered through the development plan process and should 
include regeneration which improves the well being of communities; improves facilities; 
promotes high quality, safe development and creates new opportunities generally. Mixed 
use developments which create linkages between uses should be promoted. 
 
The PSS considers that the key issues are: 
1. Site-Specific Policy Designations. It points out that the site is designated as a Major 
Developed Site in the Green Belt (Policy GB3), and that it is in a Locally Important 
Landscape Area (Policy ENV15). 
Policy GB3: The PSS states that nothing in Policy GB3 precludes redevelopment for 
residential purposes or, as in this case, for a mixed use scheme with housing as the 
predominant land use. Whilst the supporting text indicates that SDC will discriminate 
positively in favour of re-use or redevelopment for employment purposes, it is apparent 
from the marketing report that such an approach is not realistic or viable. Furthermore, the 
perceived benefits of redevelopment for an employment use (a supply and range of sites; 
minimising development of Greenfield sites; and sustaining the rural economy) are also 
applicable to a mixed use development. 
 
With regard to criterion 1 of the policy: (that "There is no greater impact than the existing or 
former use on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt") The PSS states that by 
restricting development to the boundaries of the former mill, and to those areas of the site 
developed with large industrial buildings, there will be no implications in terms of the Green 
Belt purposes of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; preventing 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another, or safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment. Neither the preservation of the setting and special character of historic 
towns nor assisting in urban regeneration are relevant. The proposals will not result in 
greater impact, and criterion 1 is satisfied. 
 
Criterion 2 is that "The proposal would not exceed the height of the existing buildings." The 
PSS states that on the basis that the new dwellings would not exceed 2/3 storeys, it is 
apparent that the height of the existing buildings will not be exceeded. Criterion 2 is 
complied with. 
 
Criterion 3 is that "Infilling would not lead to a major increase in the developed proportion 
of the site". This is not relevant. 
 
Criterion 4 is that "Redevelopment would achieve environmental improvements and would 
result in no greater impact than the existing development on the openness of the Green 
Belt." The PSS states that the proposals do not occupy a larger area of the site than the 
existing buildings, and new building is generally restricted to those areas of the site 
currently developed with buildings. Bearing in mind the reduced height of development, the 
sensitive design, the extensive new areas of landscaping and open space the proposals 
will not result in greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt. Environmental 
improvements will also result from improved amenity conditions for Papyrus Villas and the 
reduction in HGV movements in the area. Criterion 4 is complied with. 
 
Criterion 5 is that "For non-employment uses on sites of existing or former employment 
use it can be demonstrated that the premises are unsuited to commercial, industrial or 
recreational uses or that there is no demand for these purposes in the locality." The PSS 
states that the marketing report indicates that there is no demand for such buildings in this 



locality and that the buildings are unsuited to modern employment use. No interest has 
been expressed in the potential of the site for redevelopment for employment purposes. 
On the other hand the scheme will make a major contribution to amenity and recreation in 
the area. Criterion 5 is therefore complied with. 
 
2. Housing Policy Issues. The PSS states that the proposals would accord with key 
elements of development plan policy, and government housing policy guidance, as follows: 
re-use of brownfield land (Policy H2A and PPG3); a high standard of design and layout 
can be achieved (Policy ENV1, PPG3 PPS1); a density above 30 dph can be achieved; a 
high quality, mixed-use scheme can be promoted (PPG3 and PPS1); there is no realistic 
prospect of re-use for employment purposes, no harm to employment policy objectives, 
and no potential for problems as a result of a significant over-supply of housing land 
(PPG3 as amended).  
 
The PSS recognises that this major development site in the Green Belt does not fall 
readily into the sequential approaches set out in PPG3 or RSS. However the Local Plan 
does not preclude redevelopment for housing purposes, and RSS recognises that 
provision to meet needs in rural areas can be made separately to the sequential approach, 
with priority being given to brownfield sites. PPS1 makes it clear that regeneration 
objectives also apply to rural areas. 
 
In such circumstances the PSS considers that to the extent that a lack of consistency with 
the sequential approach might be regarded as a drawback, the brownfield characteristics 
of the site (particularly in this largely rural area) and consistency with other housing 
objectives are key material considerations, as are other planning benefits which will flow 
from the grant of planning permission i.e. improvement to visual amenity and openness of 
the Green Belt; improvements to landscape quality; improvements to the environmental 
quality and amenity of adjacent residential properties; reduction in HGV movements; 
improvements to the condition and appearance of the Listed viaduct; the provision of a 
new pedestrian link to Thorp Arch. 
 
The PSS also considers that (i) the site is a brownfield windfall site which the Local Plan 
relies on to provide an adequate supply of housing land prior to and beyond 2006; and (ii) 
whilst it is located outside an existing settlement the site performs reasonably well in 
sustainability terms, and exceptionally so for a site located in a rural area. It is reasonably 
close to Tadcaster and Boston Spa which can be reached by public transport or on foot via 
existing footpaths. A direct route is provided to Thorp Arch. The objectives of PPS1 are 
complied with. If the proposed allocation of 1500 new dwellings at Thorp Arch is 
confirmed, additional services can be expected over time, further improving the 
sustainability of this site. 
 
3. Employment Policy Issues. The PSS states that the loss of some 7ha of 
employment land will not cause harm to the level of provision or availability of employment 
land in suitable locations. The Local Plan has built-in flexibility. The objective of Policy 
EMP2 of concentrating new employment development around the market towns will not be 
harmed by the redevelopment of the former mill. Significantly, the site is not identified as 
an "established employment area" where the loss of floorspace is resisted under Policy 
EMP4. On the other hand the mixed-use scheme accords with PPG3 and the provision of 
employment opportunities in a rural area is consistent with Policy EMP7 and with RSS. 
Given the cessation of the previous use, and the conclusions of the marketing report, the 
application proposals are an improvement in employment and economic development 
terms, thus contributing to the objectives of the economic policies of the development plan. 



 
4. Highways and Transportation Issues. The Transport Assessment indicates that 
when predicted levels of traffic are compared with those from the previous use, only a 
small increase is anticipated. There is no harm to the highway network, nor to highway 
safety. The improvements to the access road junction, and the amenity benefits from the 
significant reduction in HGV movements create a net benefit in highway terms. The 
proposals accord with Policy T1. 
 
5. Nature Conservation. The Ecological Survey and Evaluation Statement concludes 
that the site has localised but not substantive wildlife interest, with only common and 
widespread species of flora and fauna. There is no evidence of protected species. The 
riverbank woodland, former railway embankment and peripheral areas have some nature 
conservation interest, and those areas will not be subject to development proposals (other 
than the pedestrian route along the former railway). There is no effect on any site of 
international, national or local importance and no conflict with Policies ENV7, ENV8, and 
ENV9. Measures can be taken to create/enhance habitats and there is no conflict with 
Policy ENV10. There is no harm to protected species and no conflict with Policy ENV14. 
 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
NEWTON KYME PARISH COUNCIL:  
The PC is aware that Sustrans is keen to continue the National Cycle Route from Thorp 
Arch via the Newton Kyme Viaduct. However, during the consultations undertaken by the 
applicant with residents and the PC it became apparent that residents did not want the 
provision of a cycleway across the viaduct. Therefore the outline application has applied 
for footpath access only. The major objections to the cycleway were that: 
It would create potential access for criminal elements to the area from West Yorkshire, 
which the PC understands to be a serious problem in other areas where the cycle track 
has been established; 
There was potential for use by motorcyclists; 
There is no provision being made by the Police to ensure it is secure and not abused. 
No proper formal consultation exercise had taken place with residents, and there has been 
a lack of transparency by Sustrans about their plans for the continuation of the national 
route from Thorp Arch. 
 
However, the PC would not wish to have these objections affect the overall development 
proposal, which they fully support. It feels that there should be full public consultation into 
the proposals for the Cycle Scheme to cross the viaduct, and this is entirely separate from 
the current planning application. 
The PC seeks the support of Selby District Council in not allowing the two issues to be 
linked, the result of which would be severe deterioration in the safety, security and 
environment of the village residents. 
 
TADCASTER TOWN COUNCIL: 
Members noted that the footpath link over the viaduct was for pedestrian use only. It was 
felt that this was too restrictive, and should be opened up for bicycles and equestrians 
also. However, design factors could be used to ensure that motorbikes are not allowed on 
the link. 
 
BOSTON SPA PARISH COUNCIL: 
Comments that: 



Although the ODPM is pursuing a policy of high density development, this is not an 
appropriate solution for rural areas and density should be reduced for this site. 
The immediate area does not have adequate infrastructure in terms of social provision, 
doctors, dentists, sports and social facilities to support such a large-scale development. 
The area has very poor public transport links and the scale of development would not 
support much, if any, improvement. Cars will therefore be the primary source of transport. 
The impact of traffic in and through Boston Spa would be unsustainable. 
There are no indications of the extent of affordable housing to be provided. 
There is no indication as to the extent of B1 employment provisions. 
The additional traffic exiting to the Tadcaster road would be a significant hazard as sight 
lines to the west are poor. 
The restoration of the viaduct should provide for at least a footpath, cycleway and, ideally, 
also a bridleway. 
 
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY 
No objections in principle. 
 
NYCC EDUCATION 
Based on the proposed 200 properties indicated a contribution of £429, 250 would be 
sought for Tadcaster Riverside Community Primary School. 
 
NYCC HERITAGE SECTION 
Sufficient data has been presented to demonstrate that the proposal will have no 
significant impact upon the local archaeological resource. No further archaeological work 
is advised. 
 
ENGLISH HERITAGE 
Does not wish to comment in detail. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER 
Recommends conditions:  to prevent building within 3m of the centre line of the water main 
which crosses the site; to provide separate systems of foul and surface water drainage; to 
provide a surface water outfall;  and to obtain details of foul water drainage. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY 
No objections in principle. Recommends conditions: to set finished floor levels a minimum 
of 600mm above the highest recorded flood level; to leave the northernmost 5000 sq. m. 
undeveloped; to obtain a scheme for surface water drainage; to obtain details of the 
method for piling foundations; to provide a settlement facility for removing suspended 
solids from surface water run-off during construction; and to provide oil interceptors for 
parking areas and hardstandings. 
 
ENGLISH NATURE 
Welcomes the inclusion of green space and wildlife corridors within the design of the 
development. Recommends conditions: to secure the recommendations in the submitted 
Ecological Survey and Evaluation; and to obtain a long term Management Plan for the 
green space and wildlife corridors. 
 
YORKSHIRE WILDLIFE TRUST 
Does not have any major objections, but the sustainability of the settlement is questioned. 
Does object to the position of two houses at the northwest edge of the site which cut into 
the river corridor and could result in light pollution on the river.  



Recommends a condition to obtain a management plan for the communal areas; and to 
protect sensitive wildlife areas from damage during construction. 
 
RAMBLERS ASSOCIATION 
Comments that: the refurbishment of the viaduct is most welcome; and, is it possible to 
upgrade the Ebor Way towards Boston Spa which is narrow due to erosion of the river 
bank? 
 
SUSTRANS 
Objects to the applications. The former railway corridor through this site is part of the 
strategic route for the National Cycle Network between Wetherby and Tadcaster. The 
proposal is for a multi-user path suitable for cyclists, pedestrians and horse riders. In 1997 
Selby District Council gave consent for the route to continue over the viaduct to Boston 
Spa Road. 
Concerned that in the applications there is no reference to the cycleway. It is important 
horse riders are permitted to use the bridge in order to access the local bridleway network. 
Equally, cyclists travelling from Tadcaster, or resident on the new development will want 
access to the railway path to Wetherby. It needs to be traffic-free with a width of 2.5m and 
wide grass verges. The Travel Plan should highlight the importance of the railway corridor 
as a cycle route. The viaduct is critical in connecting housing and jobs on both sides of the 
river. 
 
Sustrans subsequently wrote to state that it was pleased that the design concept for the 
scheme includes the restoration and reopening of the viaduct to improve cycle and 
pedestrian access between Wetherby and Tadcaster. It confirmed that it was working with 
Leeds City Council to develop the former railway between Walton Gates and the Wharfe 
Viaduct as a greenway for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians. Please ensure that 
horseback riders are given access over the viaduct since it will reconnect important links in 
the bridleway network. The addition of cycle lanes on the A659 or a field edge segregated 
cycleway would improve cycle access into Tadcaster and further reduce car dependency. 
 
CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND 
Comments that: 
The site is remote and served only by an hourly bus service. There are 35 dwellings at 
Papyrus Villas, 15% of the proposal. Hence the development may be considered as a new 
settlement. 
There are no proposals to upgrade local services to accommodate a 572% increase in 
housing plus B1 business on the site. We would expect the proportion (c.23%) of 
affordable housing if planning permission is granted. 
PPS 7 states that a positive approach should be adopted to improve the viability, 
accessibility or community value of existing services and facilities. There are no such 
proposals in the application. It also says that non-residential buildings with residential 
development in the countryside should be treated as new housing in accordance with PPG 
3. 
PPG 3 gives priority to re-using previously developed land within urban areas. We contend 
that Papyrus Works is clearly in a rural area. 
 PPG 3 (para. 31) presumes that previously developed sites be developed before 
Greenfield. However, we believe that the criteria in respect of location and accessibility, 
capacity of existing infrastructure and the ability to build communities will not be met. 
The government emphasises the importance of integrating decisions on planning and 
transport. We believe that against the criteria set out in para. 47 the application fails. Para. 



66 states that substantial new development must be planned as a community with a mix of 
land uses. This application does not fulfil this. 
Para. 70 sets out three criteria for the sustainability of rural housing. We consider that in 
respect of additional housing supporting local services, and development designed and 
laid out in keeping with the character of the village (Newton Kyme), the application fails.  
 
NHS PRIMARY CARE TRUST 
Unable to consider whether this will have a major impact on Primary Care Services 
because of lack of information regarding numbers of dwellings and residents. 
 
LEEDS CITY COUNCIL 
Strategy and Policy Officer:  
Concerned about the proximity to Thorp Arch Trading Estate, that residential development 
may lead to environmental complaints which would be detrimental to the operations of 
major employers. It could prejudice their viability and reduce employment levels. 
 
The proposal does not seem to effectively address the need to create sustainable 
development in this isolated location. What services will these new residents have access 
to, what improvements are proposed, what arrangements are being made to generate 
commuted sums, what proposals are there for affordable housing ? 
 
Transport - the proposal will attract traffic to or through Boston Spa. What proposals are 
put forward to mediate the impact ? 
 
Leeds Planning and Development Services Officer: 
The link from the bridge along the disused railway line should be for cycling as well as 
walking. The route is part of the National Cycle Network. The provision of the link as a 
footpath only would be severely damaging. PPG 13 indicates that in determining planning 
applications local authorities should where appropriate assist in the completion of the 
national cycle network as well as promoting local networks. The footpath only link would 
break the continuity of the intended national network. 
 
The Transport Assessment refers to the accessibility of Boston Spa on foot. If there is not 
a continuous footway alongside the A659 then Boston Spa will be difficult to access on 
foot from the development. 
 
Parks and Countryside Officer: 
The Ebor Way passes the site. It is not clear how the current line of the footpath will be 
catered for within the proposed layout. Ideally it should be improved to match the standard 
of the other footpaths through landscaped areas; and should be linked both to the 
development and to the disused railway route. 
 
Concerned that National Cycle Network Route no. 66 has only been described as a 
footpath. It should have been identified as a footpath and cycle route, or a bridleway. The 
proposal to refurbish the viaduct is to be welcomed, but it needs to be of a width and 
standard consistent with the route proposed on the Thorpe Arch side of the river. 
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT UNIT 
The EDU confirms that Eddisons did market the site from 2003.  On the basis of enquiries 
received by the EDU it agrees with the Marketing Report, that the nature of the buildings 
and their location make it unsuitable. 
The EDU welcomes the inclusion of B1 development. 



 
TREE AND LANDSCAPE OFFICER 
The trees on the site provide a high level of screening. Individually most trees are not 
particularly good, collectively most group value is high. The proposed development seems 
very compatible with the principle of retaining and reinforcing the NE and SW boundaries.  
Suggests conditions to agree a scheme of works to existing trees; for new planting; to 
protect trees during construction; and for long-term maintenance of the public open space/ 
public foot-cycle way. 
 
PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER 
Recommends conditions to control contamination; to minimise the impact of noise, 
vibration, dust and dirt; to prevent burning waste during demolition; and to restrict the 
hours of operation of noisy equipment. 
 
PLANNING POLICY MANAGER 
Residential and economic development at this location on the scale proposed would be 
contrary to national, regional and local policy, which aims to direct development away from 
areas of Green Belt, to sustainable locations in the market towns and larger villages. 
While this site comprises previously developed land, there is nothing in current policy that 
enables residential development on previously developed land outside established centres 
to take precedence over sites allocated in the Local Plan, or previously developed sites 
inside defined development limits. 
Recent monitoring indicates that there is a high level of outstanding residential 
permissions for the District (3000 dwellings) and that completions have increased 
significantly to 638 dpa in the last year. Since the emerging RSS is proposing a reduction 
in annual house building to 400 dpa, there is likely to be less justification for early release 
of SDLP Phase 2 sites, and no overriding reason to increase the short term supply of land. 
These considerations must, of course, be balanced with the fact that the site is identified 
as a 'Major Developed Site in the Green Belt' in the SDLP where, in accordance with 
Policy GB3, proposals for the redevelopment of existing premises are acceptable in 
principle, provided a number of criteria can be satisfied. 
If the proposal is acceptable in principle, then the following issues should be taken into 
account: density; mixed housing/affordable housing; developer contributions; recreation 
open space; recycling; flooding; and biodiversity. 
 
NEIGHBOURS 
1 resident has no objections to the scheme, but would like to know what is happening 
regarding the sewerage system. If the development goes ahead, make sure that a system 
put in would benefit all the new and all the houses here already. 
 
1 resident is concerned about access arrangements, and traffic generation and 
management. Re-alignment of the access would have an unacceptable impact on people 
in properties close to this road. The buffer provided by the bungalow and garden would be 
removed and the road would be very close to the houses.  
If permission is granted consideration should be given to a speed limit in the vicinity of the 
entrance rather than realigning the road. This would remove the proposed blight on some, 
and improve conditions for all. 
The traffic survey was carried out in January, and is unrepresentative  of traffic speeds and 
levels at all times of the year. 
 
1 resident objects for the following reasons: major disruption to existing homeowners at 
Papyrus Villas caused by building work and realignment of the access road to within a few 



feet of an existing property; additional traffic entering the A659 would be hazardous; 
environmental impact of the development would be significant, the ecological report has 
been based on a limited number of visits and has not revealed all the wildlife value. Bats 
are present; there is no shortage of new housing in the area. Is this development really 
needed ?; Is it wise, considering the rural location, to put more vehicles into an area where 
there is very poor public transport infrastructure ? 
 
Councillor Parker objects to the proposals. However he states that his objections would be 
met by a condition on the development and a simple change to what is proposed. He 
suggests that provision for cycling is missing from the plan. This leads to conflict with 
policies T7 and RT8 of the Local Plan. His objections would be removed by: 
Making explicit that the bridge is for the use of cyclists as well as pedestrians. 
Making explicit that the route described as a footpath link, from the bridge to the A659, is 
for the use of cyclists as well as pedestrians. 
Making the small modifications to the plan to bring this about. 
 
Cunnane Town Planning (CTP), on behalf of Samuel Smith Old Brewery (SSOB), objects 
for the following reasons: 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999.  
The proposal, when considered in totality, exceeds the Urban Development Projects’ 
threshold under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 1999. Therefore, a full Environmental Statement is required to be submitted in 
support of the planning application for consideration by the local planning authority before 
any determination can be made. 
The information submitted in support of the application fails to address Schedule 4, Part 1, 
criterion 2 which requires “ an outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant or 
appellant and an indication of the main reasons for his choice, taking into account the 
environmental effect.” Whilst there has been some limited assessment of retaining the 
current use of the site within the marketing report, this report does not assess the 
environmental effects of this option. In a number of other reports consideration is given to 
the reuse of the site under its existing lawful use. However, no consideration is provided of 
other alternatives that should have been studied at this stage. The documents also fail to 
address Schedule 4, Part 1, 6, in not providing a non-technical summary of the information 
provided under the previous five paragraphs of that Schedule. 
The various documents submitted cannot be held to constitute an Environmental 
Statement for the purposes of the Regulations. A full assessment of the proposals, 
environmental impacts, alternatives and mitigation needs to be carried out in a clear and 
transparent manner. The information submitted is not sufficient for the Council to 
determine the environmental effects of the proposal. 
 
CTP considers that the issues that need consideration are: 
1. The impact of the proposal on the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
having due regard to the site’s “previously used” status and Policy GB3 of the adopted 
Local Plan. 
2. The impact of the proposal on the housing strategy set out within the adopted Selby 
Local Plan, having regard to housing land supply within the district and the requirements of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy of Yorkshire and Humber.  
3. The impact of the proposal on local land use and transportation patterns in relation 
to the aims and objectives of sustainable development as set out by the Council and 
Government. 
4. The impact of the development on the employment strategy for the local area set 
out within the adopted local plan.  



      
      In relation to Issue 1, CTP considers that the redevelopment of the site will not 
contribute to the physical sprawl of large built-up areas. However, the differing character of 
the proposed use will have an urbanising effect on the surrounding area with higher levels 
of activity associated with the proposal when compared to the actual - as opposed to 
theoretic - levels of activity generated by the current lawful use of the buildings. The 
development will add to sprawl by virtue of changing the character of the surrounding area. 
 CTP also considers that the introduction of a large residential development on the main 
route between Boston Spa and Tadcaster will provide for significant merging and 
intensification of activities between these two destinations. 
CTP also considers that the proposal fails to safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment, again by virtue of an urbanising effect of activity, lighting, noise, and 
outlook from large-scale residential development when compared with the actual levels of 
activity likely to be generated by the proposal’s lawful use. 
CTP considers that the development will be harmful to both the setting and character of 
Tadcaster and Boston Spa. The increased level of activity will detrimentally affect both of 
these compact, historic centres which will be subject to increased traffic from residents 
moving to and from the proposal site. The development will also detrimentally affect the 
prospects for retaining beneficial use of historic residential buildings in these towns, 
harming the historic character through undermining initiatives to bring these buildings back 
into beneficial reuse. 
CTP states that the development will not assist in urban regeneration. Indeed, a 
development this size for housing purposes will be directly contrary to the adopted housing 
strategy set out in the adopted Local Plan. The proposal is harmful to the district-wide 
housing land supply and, consequently, to the regeneration strategy for the district. 
 
Having regard to the above points and the conflict between the proposal and the purposes 
of including land within the Green Belt CTP considers that the proposal fails to comply with 
Policy GB3(1) of the Local Plan. 
 
Additionally, no information has been submitted to confirm that the premises are unsuited 
to other commercial or recreational uses or that there is no demand for these purposes in 
the locality. In view of this, the proposal is contrary to Policy GB3(5) of the Local Plan. 
 
The application fails to meet the test set out in Policy GB3 of the Local Plan. In addition no 
material considerations exist to outweigh the requirement that any determination must be 
made in accordance with these plans unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
In relation to Issue 2, CTP states that estimated housing completions in the District in 
2006/07 and 2007/08 are likely to run at approximately double the level required in the 
draft Regional Spatial Strategy. The Council is now required to “manage” the supply of 
housing land to prevent the anticipated over-provision being exacerbated and further 
negatively impacting on the local plan strategy and the wider sub-regional strategy. To 
approve planning permission for a residential development of this scale would add to the 
already serious anticipated over-provision of residential development within the district. 
The mechanism for controlling the further release of housing land is provided for in Policy 
H2A of the adopted Local Plan. There appear to be no overriding considerations with 
regard to this proposal that may justify such a departure from the adopted plan, and the 
plan, monitor and manage approach set down in PPG3. 
 
In relation to Issue 3, CTP considers that the site’s location beyond the development limits 
of any major town means that it does not fit easily within a sequential search sequence 



outlined in para. 30 of PPG3 and Policy H2A of the Local Plan. The Leeds UDP Inspector 
has concluded similarly in respect of residential proposals on nearby Thorp Arch Trading 
Estate. Nothing in the supporting information to the current application suggests that the 
development of Papyrus Works should be considered as a special case and excluded from 
the sequential test. Consequently, CTP considers that the proposal is in direct conflict with 
the principles and objectives of sustainable development as set out in PPS1, PPG3 and 
the adopted local plan and emerging RSS for the area. 
 
In relation to Issue 4, CTP states that Policy EMP9 of the local plan permits the 
redevelopment of employment sites outside development limits provided that four criteria 
are met. CTP considers that highway safety will be detrimentally affected by the proposal 
and there is potential for a significant adverse effect on local amenity including the 
residential amenity of the occupiers of Papyrus Villas. Also that the proposal would have a 
significant adverse effect on the character and appearance of the area through issues 
such as activity, lighting and the difference in character from the current lawful 
employment use. CTP points out that the third criterion requires that the proposal should 
achieve a high standard of design, materials and landscaping. CTP states that because 
the application is in outline, with only indicative information in respect of these issues, the 
local authority can place no reliance on the fact that the final development would meet this 
criterion in Policy EMP9. 
 
Having regard to all of the above, CTP considers that the proposal fails to meet a number 
of important policy tests within the adopted and emerging development plan for the area. 
CTP considers that there are no material considerations before the Council which 
outweigh this fundamental conflict with the development plan, and that planning 
permission should be refused. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
applications be determined in accordance with the Development Plan, which consists of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 December 
2004, the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995, and the Selby 
District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The application site is located in the Green Belt. Almost all of it is defined in the Selby 
District Local Plan as a Major Developed Site  in the Green Belt (MDS). Those parts which 
are not within the MDS boundary are: (i) that area south of the works entrance occupied by 
the existing public highway and by The Bungalow, Papyrus Villas; and (ii) the line of the 
former railway, east of Papyrus Villas and Station Cottages, between the works boundary 
and the A659.  
 
 
The following policies in the Selby District Local Plan are considered relevant:  
GB3 (Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt) 
ENV1 (Control of Development); ENV2 (Contaminated Land); ENV3 (Light Pollution); 
ENV5 (Flood Risk); ENV10 (Nature Conservation); ENV12 (River and Stream Corridors); 
ENV15 (Locally Important Landscape Areas); ENV20 (Strategic Landscaping); ENV21 
(Landscaping Requirements); ENV28 (Archaeological Remains). 
H1 (Housing Land Requirements); H2A (Managing the Release of Housing Land); H2B 
(Density); H4 (Affordable Housing); H4A (Mixed Housing Schemes). 
EMP2 (Location of Economic Development); EMP9 (Employment Uses in Rural Areas). 



T1 (Highway Network); T2 (Access to Roads); T6 (Public Transport); T7 (Provision for 
Cyclists). 
RT2 (Open Space Requirements). 
CS6 (Developer Contributions to Infrastructure). 
 
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 
 
PPS1: DELIVERING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT - JANUARY 2005 
PPS1 replaces Planning Policy Guidance Note 1 (PPG 1): General Policies and Principles, 
which was published in 1997. It sets out the overarching planning policies on the delivery 
of sustainable development through the planning system. PPS1 advocates that planning 
should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural 
development. It commits to high quality development, supporting existing communities, 
regeneration in urban and rural areas, and to creating safe, sustainable and mixed 
communities. 
PPG2: GREEN BELTS - 1995 
PPG2 confirms that the protection of areas of Green Belt is an overriding planning 
consideration and that there is a general presumption against inappropriate development 
within Green Belts. It acknowledges that areas of Green Belt may contain some major 
developed sites, including factories, which often pre-date Green Belt designation. These 
substantial sites may be redundant. The advice indicates that limited infilling or 
redevelopment will not be regarded as inappropriate development provided such sites are 
specifically identified in Local Plans. 
The application site has been specifically identified as such. Redevelopment should: (i) 
have no greater impact than the existing development on the openness of the Green Belt 
and the purposes of including land in it; (ii) contribute to the achievement of the objectives 
for the use of land in Green Belts; (iii) not exceed the height of existing buildings; and (iv) 
not occupy a larger area of the site than the existing buildings (unless this would achieve a 
reduction in height which would benefit visual amenity). 
 
PPG3: HOUSING - MARCH 2000 
PPG3 was revised in March 2000 and established the government's intention that land for 
new housing should be identified and released on the basis of a systematic and sequential 
approach to housing land allocation. The search sequence to be followed is: 
Re-use of previously developed land and buildings in urban areas. 
Urban extensions. 
New development around nodes in public transport corridors. 
 
DRAFT PPS3: HOUSING 
The consultation paper, setting out proposed changes to PPG3, was published in 
December 2005. It is intended that the final PPS3 will supersede PPG3 Housing (2000), 
the PPG3 Housing Updates (2005) and Circular 6/98 Planning and Affordable Housing 
(1998). 
 
PPS7: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN RURAL AREAS. 
PPS7 was issued in July 2004, and replaced PPG7 of 1997. Its key principles are that: 
Decisions on development proposals should be based on sustainable development 
principles; accessibility should be a key consideration in all development decisions; priority 
should be given to the re-use of previously developed sites in preference to Greenfield 
sites unless they perform poorly in terms of sustainability considerations 
 
PPS9: BIODIVERSITY & GEOLOGICAL CONSERVATION - AUGUST 2005 



PPS9 sets out the background to the consideration of nature conservation in a land-use 
planning context, and recognises that with careful planning and control, conservation and 
development can be compatible. 
 
PPS12: LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORKS - SEPTEMBER 2004 
PPS12 replaces PPG12 Development Plans. The new guidance defines the new regime 
whereby development plans are to be replaced by Local Development Frameworks. The 
intention is to create a more flexible plan-making system, to speed up the review process 
and to strengthen community involvement in planning. 
 
PPG13: TRANSPORT (REVISED) - MARCH 2001. 
The revised transport guidance aims to promote more sustainable transport choices, 
promote accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport, 
walking and cycling, and to reduce the need to travel, especially by the private car (Para. 
4). In order to achieve these aims, local authorities must, through the preparation of 
development plans, manage urban growth; locate facilities in local centres accessible by 
walking and cycling; offer a realistic choice of access; and place people above traffic in 
new residential development (Para. 6). 
 
REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY 
The current Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) was published in December 2004. A 
comprehensive review has been published and was the subject of a public consultation 
exercise earlier this year. 
The spatial planning approach, set out in Policy P1 of the adopted RSS, is to focus 
development in the region's existing main cities and towns, and in rural areas in market 
and coalfield towns. 
 
Policy H2 elaborates this sequential approach to housing land and indicates that in rural 
areas the provision of housing should be to meet local needs and/or support local 
services, giving priority to the re-use of previously developed land. 
 
Policy E2 sets out a range of considerations for promoting rural employment, including 
providing development in and around towns and villages with potential for good transport 
links, reducing the need to travel by car and providing high quality flexible floorspace to 
assist small and medium sized enterprises. 
 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY STRUCTURE PLAN 
Until the current RSS is replaced by the review referred to above, policies in the current 
Structure Plan are "saved" for three years. 
 
Policies H1 and H2 provide for the bulk of new housing to be mainly in and around main 
urban areas and towns or in service villages. 
 
Policy H5 stipulates that isolated residential development should not normally be permitted 
except in exceptional circumstances. 
 
Policy I5 establishes a requirement for 125 ha. of employment land to be provided in the 
period 1991 - 2006, primarily in towns. 
 
Policy E2 permits development in open countryside only where it relates to small-scale 
proposals requiring an open countryside location for individual sites or adaptation of 
existing buildings to secure employment uses which benefit the rural economy. 



 
OFFICER APPRAISAL 
Having regard to the Development Plan and to other material considerations it is 
considered that the main issues in this case relate to: 
 
The Green Belt. 
Housing Policies 
Employment. 
Transportation and highway matters. 
Other matters. 
 
GREEN BELT 
 The site is defined in the adopted Selby District Local Plan as a Major Developed Site in 
the Green Belt. Policy GB3 of the Local Plan states that:  
          "Proposals for limited infilling or redevelopment within major developed sites in the 
Green Belt, as defined on the proposals map, will be permitted provided: 
1. There is no greater impact than the existing or former use on the purposes of 
including land in the green Belt; 
2. The proposal would not exceed the height of the existing buildings; 
3. Infilling would not lead to a major increase in the developed portion of the site; 
4. Redevelopment would achieve environmental improvements and would result in no 
greater impact than the existing development on the openness of the Green Belt. Any new 
buildings resulting from a redevelopment scheme should not occupy a larger area of the 
site than the existing buildings, unless this would achieve a reduction in height which 
would benefit visual amenity; and 
5. In the case of proposals for non-employment uses on sites of existing or former 
employment use it can be demonstrated that the premises are unsuited to commercial, 
industrial or recreational uses or there is no demand for these purposes in the locality." 
 
In the current case the application is for redevelopment, not for infilling, therefore criterion 
3 does not apply. 
The application is in outline and no details of the siting or the heights of the proposed 
buildings are formally submitted for approval at this stage. It is not therefore possible to 
state with absolute certainty that the scheme would not exceed the height or the site 
coverage of the existing buildings, although it might be considered to be a reasonable 
possibility. The indicative plans do suggest that compliance with criteria 2 and 4 would be 
achieved if the final layout were to be closely based on these indications. There is 
considered to be no conflict with these criteria at this outline stage. 
In relation to criteria 5, the Marketing Report has provided some evidence of the lack of 
commercial interest in the conversion or the redevelopment of the site for commercial 
purposes. Its conclusions are supported by the Council's EDU. Consequently, it may be 
accepted that criterion 5 has been complied with. 
 
Criterion 1 requires that redevelopment should have no greater impact than the former use 
on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. 
The purposes of including land in the Green Belt are fivefold. They are: 
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; 
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  
To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. 



 
In order to assess the merits of the application against these criteria it is necessary to have 
regard to the general differences between an existing employment use and a proposed, 
primarily residential use. The site is by definition already developed. It contains buildings 
and it has created a level of activity which are consequent upon its employment use. The 
proposed use would not be creating a fresh development on an undeveloped site but 
would be introducing changes to the nature of buildings and to the nature of activities that 
are already there. 
 
As a result of the changes in activity that would follow from a primarily residential 
development of around 200 houses - e.g. the greater connectivity and movements 
between the site and the nearest settlements of Boston Spa and Tadcaster; the increased 
illumination of the site - it is considered that there would be a perceived increase in 
residential sprawl; and in the merging of neighbouring towns; and encroachment into the 
countryside. 
 
In addition it is at least arguable that the character of Tadcaster could be adversely 
affected as a result of the existence of around 200 new houses outside its boundaries by 
diluting the efforts to re-use the existing residential properties within. Furthermore, it is 
difficult to see how the scheme would assist in urban regeneration. It would appear more 
likely that a windfall gain of 200 dwellings in the Green Belt outside the development limits 
of any settlement would tend towards discouraging the recycling of derelict or other urban 
land. 
 
It is therefore considered that for those reasons the current proposals are not in 
accordance with Policy GB3(1)of the Local Plan. 
 
HOUSING POLICIES 
i) Housing Supply 
 
National policy most relevant to the housing issues is contained in PPG3 (Housing), draft 
PPS3 and PPG7 (Sustainable Development in Rural Areas). PPG3 establishes a 
sequential test for assessing the merits of potential housing sites which gives highest 
priority to previously developed land within urban areas. PPG7 endorses the principles 
established in PPG3 of promoting sustainable patterns of development by focusing 
development in or next to existing towns and villages. 
 
The development plan includes the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the 
Humber, issued in December 2004. The spatial planning approach, set out in Policy P1 of 
the adopted RSS, is to focus development in the region's existing main towns and cities, 
and in rural areas in market and coalfield towns. Policy H2 elaborates this sequential 
approach to housing land and indicates that in rural areas the provision of housing should 
be to meet local needs and/or support local services, giving priority to the re-use of 
previously developed land within settlements. 
 
The application site does constitute previously developed land. However, there is no 
current national, regional or local policy basis for the residential development of previously 
developed land which is outside established service centres and villages, ahead of sites 
which are either allocated for development in the adopted Local Plan or are previously 
developed sites within development limits. 
 



Consequently, it is considered that the proposal is in conflict with Policy H2A of the Selby 
District Local Plan which states that:  
" In order to ensure that the annual house building requirement is achieved in a 
sustainable manner, applications for residential development up to the end of 2006 will 
only be acceptable on the following: 
1) Previously developed sites and premises within defined Development Limits. 
2) Sites allocated in Phase 1. 
Sites allocated in Phase 2 will only be released after 2006 and only if monitoring shows a 
potential shortfall in relation to the then current required annual delivery rate in the 
Regional Spatial Strategy." 
 
Further to this, Policy H1 of the Local Plan states that: 
"Provision will be made for land to accommodate about 620 dwellings per annum...to 
December 2006. Beyond this date the annual build rate from the Regional Spatial Strategy 
will apply." 
 
Monitoring of housing development indicates that there remains a high level of outstanding 
residential permissions for the District (3035), completions increased to 638 in the last 
year, and the emerging RSS is proposing a reduction in the annual house building to 400 
dpa. There is thus likely to be less justification for the early release of SDLP Phase 2 sites, 
and no overriding reason to increase the short term supply of housing land from sites 
outside development limits in the Green Belt. 
 
The proposals are therefore considered to be in conflict with Policy H1 of the Selby District 
Local Plan. 
 
ii) Density 
The scheme would provide a density of around 34 dph, if the indicative plans were to be 
implemented. This would be above the  required minimum of 30, and would be acceptable. 
 
iii) Affordable Housing 
The applicants have submitted details of what they consider to be major abnormal 
development costs associated with the site that are required to implement the outline 
application. The investment would allow the existing properties at Papyrus Villas to be 
linked to the adopted foul drainage system. The list of items also includes contributions 
that would be provided under a S.106 Agreement. 
1. Repair to viaduct                                             £  1,350,000 
2. Demolition and site levelling                            £  1,100.000 
3. New foul sewer across River Wharfe              £     250,000 
4. Replacement foul pumping station                  £     100,000 
5. Education contribution                                    £      460,000 
6. Village hall contribution                                   £      150,000 
 
                                                                    TOTAL  £ 3,410,000. 
 
They state that "current affordable housing policy applies to 40% of the 200 properties 
proposed. The affordable housing element is split so that 50% are for shared ownership, 
and 50% are for rented accommodation. Account has been taken of the anticipated open 
market value of properties, and the discount that would be given to a Registered Social 
Landlord (RSL). It has been assumed that a three bedroom property would be £168,000 
on the open market (having been £138,500 at Papyrus Villas over the last two years). 
Those properties to let at affordable rents would be acquired by the RSL at a fixed rate of 



c. £80,000, whilst those for shared ownership would be acquired at c. 65% of open market 
value. The cost to the development of the affordable requirement would be: 
 
40 units @ 65% OMV.  Cost to developer.                   £2,352,000 
40 units @ £80k. Cost to developer.                             £3,520,000 
 
                                                                   TOTAL       £5,872,000." 
 
The applicants therefore propose that the cost to the developer associated with a 40% 
affordable housing requirement should be reduced by the cost of the abnormal costs 
described above. This would leave a contribution of  £2,462,000 for affordable housing. If 
this were split equally between shared equity and affordable rented accommodation, this 
would allow a 17% affordable housing contribution to be made. 
 
As members will be aware, the Council resolution and subsequent draft SPD would seek 
affordable housing on this site since it exceeds the 15dw/ 0.5ha threshold (approved by 
the Council on 21st June 2005). This policy reflects the evidence set out in the Housing 
Needs Survey 2005 relating to the level of housing need in the District. This is now 
mirrored in emerging government advice contained in the ODPM consultation paper PPS3, 
published in December 2005. The new indicative minimum national threshold would be 15 
dwellings from that draft PPS. 
 
Policy H4 of the adopted Local Plan states that the precise amount and mix of market and 
affordable housing to be provided in each case will be determined by negotiation between 
the Council and the developer, taking into account the extent of local need, site size, 
suitability, and the economics of provision. It is for the developer to demonstrate 
exceptional circumstances to justify why the 40% level cannot be provided. The 2005 
consultation draft of the RSS proposes that 40% of new dwellings should be affordable in 
areas of high need, and North Yorkshire is listed as one of those high need areas. 
 
The application does not contain an Affordable Housing Plan, which is now a requirement 
of the SPD; there is no apparent involvement of a RSL at this stage, and no planning 
obligation has been offered to define the provision of affordable housing, the timescale for 
their provision and to ensure their availability in perpetuity. 
 
The inference from the SPD is that Abnormal Costs are those that are proven to be 
unforeseeable at the time of site acquisition. It is considered that Repair to Viaduct and 
Demolition and Site Levelling where clearly known very early on in the piece and therefore 
find it difficult to agree that they were unforeseen at the time... unless they can show us 
otherwise. It would seem that the connection of existing properties at the Villas to mains 
foul may be another planning objective that may need to be given priority and so 
presumably the New Foul Sewer Across the Wharfe and the Replacement Pumping 
Station could be accepted as abnormals not required as a result of the development 
(unless they are).  
 
In terms of the Education and Village Hall contributions, when there are competing 
demands on s106 monies we should be prioritising them and in certain circumstances 
such as this forego one in favour of another that may be regarded as a greater priority. If 
the Council, or Members think that the Village Hall contribution is the top priority and it 
should be achieved even if nothing else is achieved then so be it, or if a higher level of 
affordable housing is really needed, lets not take them up on the Village Hall and 
Education contributions but instead divert it to increased levels going to something else.  



 
Having said all this, an equivalent of £2.4m towards affordable housing is a not 
insignificant contribution and the proposed 17% or 34 units on 200.  If the Repairs to the 
Viaduct and Demolition are not truly abnormals, they would need to back it up with a fuller 
appraisal in the manner that we have been achieving recently. 
 
The SPD makes it clear that where a developer raises the viability of a development as an 
issue, they will be requested to submit full financial details and valuations in the form of 
their regular site appraisal  to enable the Council to assess and revise the targets for 
negotiation if possible.  It is considered that given what we say in para 6.18 b of the SPD 
about land value and if they can provide evidence that binding contracts were entered into 
before the June 2005 resolution, it seems to that we are unable to reasonably require 
anything more, other than coming to a view on whether the pot of money is spread 
between different beneficiaries or concentrated into one Council priority. 
 
Consequently given the current information the proposal is considered to be in conflict with 
Policy H4 of the Local Plan, the draft SPD, RSS and government advice when applied in 
it's strictest sense. 
 
EMPLOYMENT 
The site is not designated in the Local Plan as an established employment area where the 
loss of employment floorspace would be resisted. Consequently the proposed loss is 
considered to be acceptable. 
 
The employment floorspace which is proposed as part of the application needs to be 
evaluated against Policy EMP9 of the Local Plan which allows for the redevelopment of 
existing industrial uses outside development limits subject to various criteria being met. 
These criteria are concerned with conditions prejudicial to highway safety, significant 
adverse effects on local amenity, significant adverse effects on the character and 
appearance of the area, harm to acknowledged nature conservation interests, and 
achieving a high standard of design and landscaping. 
 
The highway authority has yet to make a formal recommendation on the application but its 
initial comments have been forwarded to the applicants. They are understood to be 
working towards an acceptable solution, and the Principal Planning Officer will provide an 
update to the Committee. 
 
Although CTP has objected under Policy EMP9 on the basis that the existing highway 
safety problems it perceives as arising from the poor condition of the highway network 
would be exacerbated if these employment proposals were to proceed, it would seem 
logical that the proposed reduction in the employment floorspace should offer 
improvements in this respect. Similarly, the CTP objection on the basis of harm to the 
character of the area would seem difficult to ascribe to the proposed employment element 
of the scheme. Furthermore, the proposed B1 use should in principle represent an 
improvement in amenity terms. As the scheme is in outline - with details of design, 
materials and landscaping reserved for subsequent approval - it would not be appropriate 
to conclude at this stage that a satisfactory standard could not be met. 
 
Consequently, it is considered that the scheme is in accordance with the employment 
policies of the Local Plan. 
 
TRANSPORTATION AND HIGHWAY ISSUES 



The scheme proposes a new vehicular access to the site and to Papyrus Villas some 10 
metres east of the existing access. It requires the demolition of a bungalow. Adjustments 
within the carriageway of the A659 would enable the provision of a right-turn lane into the 
new access road from the westbound direction, and a pedestrian refuge. Any formal 
recommendation from the Highway Authority will be reported verbally as stated above. 
 
The applicants' Transport Assessment concludes that redevelopment of the site for the 
proposed scheme is likely to result in an increase in the potential traffic generation at peak 
times of about one vehicle per minute (based on historical employment levels and the floor 
area used for industrial use - which was about 30% of the total). It also states that there is 
no evidence to suggest that residential development of the site will result in harm to the 
operation of the network or to existing levels of highway safety. It notes that there would be 
a reduction in HGV movements. 
 
It is considered, however, difficult to establish a reasonable baseline of traffic generation 
against which to measure the impact of the proposed development, particularly bearing in 
mind whether there is, in fact, any reasonable likelihood of the existing buildings being put 
to an active re-use for their former purposes. If there is not, then the sustainability of the 
site and the compliance of the scheme with PPS1 and PPG3 objectives is open to 
question because it is relatively isolated, not well served by public transport, and not close 
to a transport node. It would appear to be heavily reliant on access by private car. 
 
The applicants' Travel Plan proposes improvements to walking and cycling routes into the 
site with priority to non-car modes; the possible moving of a bus stop into the site; and free 
trial bus tickets for one year for residents and employees. 
 
It is considered that these arrangements would not be able to overcome the inherent 
unsustainability of the use of the site for residential purposes, particularly in the longer 
term. 
 
OTHER MATTERS 
The proposals could bring about improvements in respect of 
Repairing the Listed viaduct (- although it is an owner's normal responsibility); 
Creating local and long distance footpath, cycleway and equestrian routes; 
Enhancing biodiversity and landscaping; 
Removing HGV movements; 
Improving the vehicular access and highway safety; and 
Removing redundant buildings. 
 
The effect of the development on residential amenities generally in the locality should be 
either neutral or beneficial.  
The effect of moving the access road closer to the first properties on both sides of Papyrus 
Villas should not be significantly adverse, bearing in mind that it would result in a normal 
relationship between houses and a road at a T- junction. 
 
It is considered that if permission were to be granted it would be appropriate to require by 
condition that the proposed pedestrian route across the viaduct be amended to include 
provision for cyclists and equestrians. This would accord with Policy T7 of the Local Plan, 
and with government objectives, and would integrate with actions to extend such facilities 
that are about to be taken on the other side of the viaduct. The upgrading of the proposed 
facility to accommodate these other user groups should not have the adverse effects on 
residential amenity and on the security of properties that the Parish Council fears. 



 
CONCLUSION: 
 
For the reasons described above the application is considered to be in conflict with the 
Development Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused 
for the following reasons: 
 
 
01. The proposed redevelopment and change of use of the site would fundamentally 
affect its character. The proposals would increase residential sprawl; would contribute to 
the merging of neighbouring towns; would not safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment; would detract from the special character of historic towns; and would not 
assist in urban regeneration. The proposals would therefore have a greater impact than 
the former use on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The development is not 
in accordance with Policy GB3(1) of the adopted Selby District Local Plan which states 
that: 
 "Proposals for limited infilling or redevelopment within major developed sites in the 

Green Belt, as defined on the proposals map, will be permitted provided (1) there is 
no greater impact than the existing or former use on the purposes of including land in 
the Green Belt". 

  
 
02. The site is not within Development Limits and it is not allocated for housing 

development in Phase 1 of the adopted Selby District Local Plan. The proposed 
residential development would therefore not be in accordance with: 

 (i) Policy H2A of the Selby District Local Plan which states that:  
 "In order to ensure that the annual house building requirement is achieved in a 

sustainable manner, applications for residential development up to the end of 2006 
will only be acceptable on the following: (1) Previously developed sites and premises 
within defined Development Limits. (2) Sites allocated in Phase 1." 

 Or with: 
 (ii) Policy H1 which states that: 
 "Provision will be made for land to accommodate about 620 dwellings per annum 

over the period January 2005 to December 2006 inclusive. Beyond this date the 
annual build rate from the Regional Spatial Strategy will apply." 

 
03. The application contains no commitment to providing affordable housing. The 

proposal is therefore not in accordance with extant and emerging national, regional 
and local planning policies. The proposals are in conflict with Policy H4 of the 
adopted Selby District Local Plan which states that: 

 "Proposals for residential development on allocated sites and windfall sites of 25 
dwellings or more will be expected to contribute toward the provision of new 
affordable dwellings in the period 1996 - 2006 for people who cannot afford to rent or 
buy on the open market because of the local relationship between those prices and 
incomes". 



 The precise amount and mix of subsidised housing, low-cost market housing and 
general market housing to be provided in each case will be determined by negotiation 
between the council and developers, taking into account the extent of local need, site 
size, suitability and the economics of provision.” 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/72/2P/LB 
2005/0967/LBC 

PARISH: Newton Kyme Cum Toulston 
Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Commercial 
Estates Group 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

5 August 2005 
 
30 September 2005 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Listed building consent for repair and refurbishment works to 'Newton 
Kyme Viaduct', including repairs to stonework and brickwork and 
reinstatement of safety rails to facilitate its use as a proposed new 
pedestrian route in connection with outline application 8/72/2M/PA 

LOCATION: Papyrus Works 
Papyrus Villas 
Newton Kyme 
Tadcaster 
North Yorkshire 
 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This is one of two applications for works to the Grade 2 Listed Newton Kyme Viaduct 
(Wharfe Bridge), which is adjacent to the Papyrus Works, Newton Kyme.  
As well as this Listed Building application , there is an identical planning application. 
 
The works proposed are essentially: 
 
The repair and refurbishment of the existing structure; and 
 
Additional works to facilitate the re-opening of the viaduct as part of the proposed 
pedestrian link to Thorp Arch. 
 
The repair works include repointing, cleaning, replacement of spalled and missing 
brickwork, stonework repairs, replacement of stonework and stitching. On the heavily 
eroded stonework on several piers it is proposed to apply a render. The wrought iron 
spans would be fully repainted. 
 
The additional works to the approach viaducts involve waterproofing and surfacing. 
Handrails would be mounted on the stone parapets to a height of 1.4 metres. The wrought 
iron spans would be provided with a 100mm thick timber deck, and handrails. 
 
In support of the schemes the applicants have submitted a Historic Structure Survey 
(covering a review of the design; references to construction details; information relating to 
previous remedial work undertaken, and an assessment of the current condition of the 
structure), and a more detailed Inspection and Repair report (covering a detailed condition 
survey; the scope of repair works and additional works required in connection with the 
proposed footway use; and a schedule of works, with related plans). 
 
The applicants point out that the total cost of works to the bridge is estimated at about 
£1.35 million. Subject to the proposals being acceptable to English Heritage, other relevant 
consultees, and to the LPA the applicants consider that the proposals would not have a 



detrimental effect on the bridge and would comply with Local Plan Policies ENV22 and 
ENV24. Also, by facilitating the provision of a new pedestrian link at no cost to the public 
purse, the proposals would improve facilities for pedestrians and extend opportunities for 
informal recreation and access to the countryside, consistent with Policy RT5. 
 
The applicants have confirmed that they would have no objection to a condition that 
requires the provision of a cycle route and bridleway. 
 
  
 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: No response 
 
ENGLISH NATURE: No objection in principle. The viaduct may provide roosting sites for 
bats. Recommends that a bat survey be carried out prior to the granting of planning 
permission, not as a condition of a planning permission. 
 
YORKSHIRE WILDLIFE TRUST: Raises a conditional objection on the grounds that (1) 
the viaduct is likely to be used by bats. Suggests that a condition be imposed detailing the 
survey requirements and mitigation procedures; (2) a botanical survey is needed for the 
track bed on the Leeds side of the river, which is designated as a Site of Ecological or 
Geological Importance; (3) Otters are present in the river. Works need to minimise 
disturbance to the river corridor. The structure should not be lit as part of the footpath 
scheme. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: No objection. 
 
ENGLISH HERITAGE: No observations. 
 
SUSTRANS: Objects on the grounds that the former railway corridor is part of a strategic 
route for the National Cycle Network. The proposal is for a multi-user path. The route is 
already open between Wetherby and Walton Gates. In 1997 SDC gave consent for the 
route to continue over the viaduct.  
 
There is no reference to the cycleway. The route needs to be open to cyclists and horse 
riders. 
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER: The proposal has the potential to ensure the long-term future 
of this important historic structure. The existing decking plates, timber decking and iron 
railings contribute to the special interest but their loss should be weighed against the long-
term viable use of the structure. Further details of the railings should be required by 
condition. 
 
Set against this is the proposal to render the majority of the stonework. The stonework is 
attractively detailed and was meant to be expressed. Rendering would damage the face of 
the stone, and could allow moisture retention, which would cause further long-term 
deterioration. 
 
Recommends that the applications be refused. 
 



NEIGHBOURS: The applications have been advertised in the local press and on site. 
 
A resident of Thorp Arch objects on the grounds that the proposals do not involve a 
bridleway/ cycleway. It is part of a longer route. It would be a waste of a good opportunity 
to cater for pedestrians only, when there is significant demand from horse riders and 
cyclists as well. 
 
Councillor Parker objects because there is no provision for cyclists. This is in conflict with 
policies T7 and RT8 of the Selby District Local Plan. His objections would be removed if it 
is made explicit that the bridge and the footpath link to the A659 are for the use of cyclists 
as well as pedestrians. 
 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
applications are determined in accordance with the Development Plan which consists of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 December 
2004, the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995, and the Selby 
District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires local planning 
authorities to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the (listed) building or its 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 
 
Policy ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan states that: 
 
“The conversion, alteration, extension or change of use of a building will only be permitted 
where it can be demonstrated that the proposal: 
 
(1)   Would not have any adverse effect on the architectural and historic character of the 
building, and its setting; 
 
(2)   Is appropriate in terms of scale, design, detailing and materials; and 
 
(3)   Would not harm the historic fabric of the building.” 
 
Policies T7 (Provision for Cyclists), ENV12 (River and Stream Corridors), ENV14 
(Protected Species) and RT5 (Informal Recreation and Access to the Countryside) are 
also relevant. 
 
It is considered that the principal issues are concerned with the effect on the special 
character of the Listed Building; the possibility of providing a cycle track; and wildlife 
protection. 
 
The re-use of the Listed Building is to be welcomed in principle as the best way of securing 
its long-term future. Most elements of its repair and refurbishment have general support 
but the Conservation Officer has reservations about the need for, and the extent of, the 
proposed rendering of parts of the supporting piers. Consequently, it is recommended that 
this should be controlled by condition. 
 



Similarly, conditions are recommended to secure the submission of a bat survey and 
mitigation measures, and to ensure that the pedestrian link is adjusted to enable its use by 
cyclists and equestrians. The applicants have stated their agreement to a condition 
requiring the latter. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Subject to the conditions outlined above, it is considered that the proposals would protect 
the special character of the viaduct and would be in accordance with the Development 
Plan. 
 
 
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 five years from the date of this permission. 
  
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 18 of the Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
 
02. Before development commences, a bat survey including avoidance and mitigation 

measures shall be carried out by an appropriately qualified person and shall be 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The mitigation measures shall be 
carried out as approved. 

  
 Reason:  
 To comply with Policy ENV14 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
 
03. Before development commences, revised details of the proposed pedestrian link shall 

be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority to enable its use by 
cyclists and equestrians. The revised details shall be carried out as approved prior to 
the use of the link commencing. 

  
 Reason:  
 To secure the provision of a link in the strategic network and to comply with Policy T7 

of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
 
04. Before works commence on those parts of the structure which are proposed to be 

rendered, revised details of their treatment shall be submitted to and approved by the 
local planning authority. The details shall be carried out as approved. 

  
 Reason:  
 To protect the fabric and appearance of the Listed Building and to comply with 

Policies ENV22 and ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  



 
05. Before development commences, revised details of the replacement railings shall be 

submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. The details shall be carried 
out as approved. 

   
 Reason:  
 To ensure that the character of the Listed Building is not harmed, and to comply with 

Policy ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/72/2N/PA 
2005/0969/FUL 

PARISH: Newton Kyme Cum Toulston 
Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Commercial 
Estates Group 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

5 August 2005 
 
30 September 2005 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Repair and refurbishment works to 'Newton Kyme Viaduct' to facilitate its 
use as a proposed new pedestrian route in connection with outline 
application 8/72/2M/PA 

LOCATION: Papyrus Works 
Papyrus Villas 
Newton Kyme 
Tadcaster 
North Yorkshire 
 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This is one of two applications for works to the Grade 2 Listed Newton Kyme Viaduct 
(Wharfe Bridge), which is adjacent to the Papyrus Works, Newton Kyme.  As well as this 
application there is also an identical Listed Building application, which is also on this 
agenda (Ref 2005/0967/LBC). 
 
The works proposed are essentially: 
 
The repair and refurbishment of the existing structure and additional works to facilitate the 
re-opening of the viaduct as part of the proposed pedestrian link to Thorp Arch. 
 
The repair works include repointing, cleaning, replacement of spalled and missing 
brickwork, stonework repairs, replacement of stonework and stitching. On the heavily 
eroded stonework on several piers it is proposed to apply a render. The wrought iron 
spans would be fully repainted. 
 
The additional works to the approach viaducts involve waterproofing and surfacing. 
Handrails would be mounted on the stone parapets to a height of 1.4 metres. The wrought 
iron spans would be provided with a 100mm thick timber deck, and handrails. 
 
In support of the schemes the applicants have submitted a Historic Structure Survey 
(covering a review of the design; references to construction details; information relating to 
previous remedial work undertaken, and an assessment of the current condition of the 
structure), and a more detailed Inspection and Repair report (covering a detailed condition 
survey; the scope of repair works and additional works required in connection with the 
proposed footway use; and a schedule of works, with related plans). 
 
The applicants point out that the total cost of  works to the bridge is estimated at about 
£1.35 million. Subject to the proposals being acceptable to English Heritage, other relevant 
consultees, and to the LPA the applicants consider that the proposals would not have a 
detrimental effect on the bridge and would comply with Local Plan Policies ENV22 and 
ENV24. Also, by facilitating the provision of a new pedestrian link at no cost to the public 



purse, the proposals would improve facilities for pedestrians and extend opportunities for 
informal recreation and access to the countryside, consistent with Policy RT5. 
 
The applicants have confirmed that they would have no objection to a condition that 
requires the provision of a cycle route and bridleway. 
 
 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: No response 
 
ENGLISH NATURE: No objection in principle. The viaduct may provide roosting sites for 
bats. Recommends that a bat survey be carried out prior to the granting of planning 
permission, not as a condition of a planning permission. 
 
YORKSHIRE WILDLIFE TRUST: Raises a conditional objection on the grounds that (1) 
the viaduct is likely to be used by bats. Suggests that a condition be imposed detailing the 
survey requirements and mitigation procedures; (2) a botanical survey is needed for the 
track bed on the Leeds side of the river, which is designated as a Site of Ecological or 
Geological Importance; (3) Otters are present in the river. Works need to minimise 
disturbance to the river corridor. The structure should not be lit as part of the footpath 
scheme. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: No objection. 
 
ENGLISH HERITAGE: No observations. 
 
SUSTRANS: Objects on the grounds that the former railway corridor is part of a strategic 
route for the National Cycle Network. The proposal is for a multi-user path. The route is 
already open between Wetherby and Walton Gates. In 1997 SDC gave consent for the 
route to continue over the viaduct.  
 
There is no reference to the cycleway. The route needs to be open to cyclists and horse 
riders. 
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER: The proposal has the potential to ensure the long-term future 
of this important historic structure. The existing decking plates, timber decking and iron 
railings contribute to the special interest but their loss should be weighed against the long-
term viable use of the structure. Further details of the railings should be required by 
condition. 
 
Set against this is the proposal to render the majority of the stonework. The stonework is 
attractively detailed and was meant to be expressed. Rendering would damage the face of 
the stone, and could allow moisture retention, which would cause further long-term 
deterioration. 
 
Recommends that the applications be refused. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: The applications have been advertised in the local press and on site. 
 



A resident of Thorp Arch objects on the grounds that the proposals do not involve a 
bridleway/ cycleway. It is part of a longer route. It would be a waste of a good opportunity 
to cater for pedestrians only, when there is significant demand from horse riders and 
cyclists as well. 
 
Councillor Parker objects because there is no provision for cyclists. This is in conflict with 
policies T7 and RT8 of the Selby District Local Plan. His objections would be removed if it 
is made explicit that the bridge and the footpath link to the A659 are for the use of cyclists 
as well as pedestrians. 
 
  
 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
applications are determined in accordance with the Development Plan which consists of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 December 
2004, the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995, and the Selby 
District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires local planning 
authorities to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the (listed) building or its 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 
 
Policy ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan states that: 
 
“The conversion, alteration, extension or change of use of a building will only be permitted 
where it can be demonstrated that the proposal: 
 
(1)   Would not have any adverse effect on the architectural and historic character of the 
building, and its setting; 
 
(2)   Is appropriate in terms of scale, design, detailing and materials; and 
 
(3)   Would not harm the historic fabric of the building.” 
 
Policies T7 (Provision for Cyclists), ENV12 (River and Stream Corridors), ENV14 
(Protected Species) and RT5 (Informal Recreation and Access to the Countryside) are 
also relevant. 
 
It is considered that the principal issues are concerned with the effect on the special 
character of the Listed Building; the possibility of providing a cycle track; and wildlife 
protection. 
 
The re-use of the Listed Building is to be welcomed in principle as the best way of securing 
its long-term future. Most elements of its repair and refurbishment have general support 
but the Conservation Officer has reservations about the need for, and the extent of, the 
proposed rendering of parts of the supporting piers. Consequently, it is recommended that 
this should be controlled by condition. 
 



Similarly, conditions are recommended to secure the submission of a bat survey and 
mitigation measures, and to ensure that the pedestrian link is adjusted to enable its use by 
cyclists and equestrians. The applicants have stated their agreement to a condition 
requiring the latter. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Subject to the conditions outlined above, it is considered that the proposals would protect 
the special character of the viaduct and would be in accordance with the Development 
Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted  subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
01. Before development commences, a bat survey including avoidance and mitigation 

measures shall be carried out by an appropriately qualified person and shall be 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The mitigation measures shall be 
carried out as approved. 

  
 Reason:  
 To comply with Policy ENV14 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
 
02. Before development commences, revised details of the proposed pedestrian link shall 

be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority to enable its use by 
cyclists and equestrians. The revised details shall be carried out as approved prior to 
the use of the link commencing. 

  
 Reason:  
 To secure the provision of a link in the strategic network and to comply with Policy T7 

of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
 
03. Before works commence on those parts of the structure which are proposed to be 

rendered, revised details of their treatment shall be submitted to and approved by the 
local planning authority. The details shall be carried out as approved. 

  
 Reason:  
 To protect the fabric and appearance of the Listed Building and to comply with 

Policies ENV22 and ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
 
04. Before development commences, revised details of the replacement railings shall be 

submitted to and approved by the local planning authority. The details shall be carried 
out as approved. 

   
 Reason:  
 To ensure that the character of the Listed Building is not harmed, and to comply with 

Policy ENV24 of the Selby District Local Plan. 



   
 
05. The development for which permission is hereby granted shall be begun within a 

period of five years from the date of this permission. 
  
 Reason:   
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country 

Planning  Act 1990. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/84/109H/LB 
2006/0471/LBC 

PARISH: Bilbrough Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr N Townsend VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

28 March 2006 
 
23 May 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of previously withdrawn Listed Building application 
(8/84/109D/LB) for the erection of an infill extension, minor alterations to 
existing property, conversion of existing outbuildings to provide additional 
living accommodation and garage at 

LOCATION: Old Manor House 
Main Street 
Bilbrough 
York 
North Yorkshire 
YO23 3PH 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
 
DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION 
 
The main issue in the consideration of this application is the effect upon the character and 
appearance of the Grade II listed building The Old Manor House.  
  
The proposal involves the conversion of the existing outbuildings into a guest bedroom, 
and single garage, and the creation of a two-storey extension to create a living room and 
bedroom.  The proposed extension would be connected to the original building via a single 
storey link.  A number of 'minor' alterations are proposed to the internal and external 
structure of the Old Manor House. 
 
The internal layout of the Old Manor would be significantly altered.  On the ground floor, 
the existing bathroom would be converted into a utility room, the living room into a dining 
room, the dining room into a kitchen, and the kitchen into an entrance hall.  On the first 
floor, the original layout would be maintained. 
 
The proposed link would be 2.7 metres in width, and a length of 2.1 metres on its western 
elevation, and 1.6 metres along its eastern boundary.  The link would have a ridge height 
of 3.25 metres.  It would be constructed of stone on its eastern boundary, and be glazed 
on its western boundary. 
 
The proposed infill extension would have a footprint of approximately 42.7 square metres, 
and a ridge height of 5.7 metres.  The western elevation of the extension would be built 
adjacent to the boundary with Bilbrough House Cottage.  The proposed extension would 
be constructed from reclaimed brick. 
 
The existing outbuilding would be extended in length by 0.1 metres,  by 0.9 metres in 
width, and the ridge height would be increased by 0.3 metres. 
 



A number of alterations are to be carried out on the Old Manor House.  They are as 
follows: - 
 
The existing door on the rear elevation would provide access to the single storey link;  
 
A door would be created on the eastern elevation of the property to provide external 
access.  The door would be formed by the utilising an existing window opening and the 
window surround features;  
 
Internally a door would be created between the existing dining room and kitchen. 
 
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
The application site is within the development limits of the settlement, and the 
Conservation Area as defined by the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005).  Bilbrough 
is washed over by Green Belt. 
 
Bilbrough is defined by compact linear development clustered around the two parallel 
roads, which run through the village.  The application site is located within the curtilage of 
The Old Manor House, which fronts onto Main Street.   
 
The Old Manor House is a grade II listed building, dating from the 17th Century.  The 
property is a two storey three bedroom detached dwelling, with a detached block of single 
storey outbuildings to the rear.  The property is set approx. 6 metres back from the 
highway, and is largely obscured from view by a number of mature trees and shrubs.   
 
The application site has area of 0.095 hectares (950 square metres) and is located within 
a prominent position at the southeastern end of the Bilbrough Conservation Area.  The 
character of the conservation area at this point along Main Street is defined by large 
historic properties in spacious grounds.  To the north of the application site is Main Street; 
to the east of the site is the property known as Copperfield; to the west is Bilbrough House 
Cottage, Bilbrough House and Ivy Cottage, whilst to the south of the site is a Yorkshire 
Water installation and open agricultural land.   
 
The site is enclosed by a mixture of mature hedgerows, and other vegetation, as well as 
brick and stone walling.  The shared boundary with Bilbrough House Cottage is marked by 
approx. 2-metre high wall, and by an existing outbuilding. The site stretches approx. 76 
metres from north to south and contains a range of brick buildings, including a number of 
single storey barn-type structures, and a greenhouse. The buildings have all fallen into a 
state of disrepair.  Vehicular access to the site is currently achieved off Main Street, via a 
small lane leading to the land to the rear of the Old Manor House.   
 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
Two applications were submitted in 2005 for the erection of an extension, minor alterations 
to existing outbuildings to provide additional living accommodation and erection of a 
garage at the Old Manor House (planning ref no: - 8/84/109A/PA), and listed building 
consent (planning ref no: - 8/84/109D/PA) for the proposed works.  These applications 
were subsequently withdrawn following adverse comments from the Conservation Officer.  
 



Running concurrently to this application are three other applications relating to different 
elements of the re-development of the site.  The latter two of the applications are on this 
agenda however there are some outstanding issues with the demolition application and it 
is felt that depending on the outcome of the other applications the demolition could be 
dealt with under Officers delegated powers.  
 
1) Listed building consent application (application ref no:- 2006/0422/LBD) for the 
demolition of outbuildings within the curtilage of the Old Manor House.   
 
2) Resubmission of outline permission (application ref no:-2006/0466/OUT)  for the 
erection of 4.No dwellings including siting and access on land at Old Manor House, Main 
Street, Bilbrough. 
 
3) Planning application for the erection of an extension (application ref no: - 
2006/0469/FUL), minor alterations to existing property, and conversion of existing 
outbuildings to provide additional living accommodation and erection of a garage. 
 
APPLICANTS SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
 
The applicant has submitted an extensive body of supporting information of some 16 
pages, together with a heritage report by Roger Wools & Associates, Heritage 
Consultants.  The supporting statement and documentation is briefly summarised below 
but in essence includes a site description, description of the development, followed by 
considerations of the relevant national and local national policies. 
 
The supporting statement makes the following conclusions about the proposal:- 
 
1. Would not have an adverse effect on the architectural and historic character of the 
building and its setting; 
 
2. Is appropriate in terms of the scale, design, detailing and materials; 
 
3 Would not harm the historic fabric of the buildings; 
 
4. The scale, form, position, design and materials of new buildings are appropriate to 
the historic context; 
 
5. Features of townscape importance including open spaces, verges, hedging, and 
paving or retained; 
 
6. The proposal would not adversely affect the setting of the area or significant views 
into or out of the area; and 
 
7. The proposed use, external site works and boundary treatment are compatible with 
the character and appearance of the area; and 
 
Whilst the report produced by Roger Wools Associates makes a detailed appraisal of the 
building and the surrounding area, and conclude that "that the restoration of the principal 
listed building and the nature and form of the extension are wholly appropriate and 
preserve the special interest of the listed building". 
 
 



CONSULTATIONS 
 
Many of the representations received make general comments on all four of the 
applications that relate to the re-development of the application site, rather than 
specifically to the extension and alterations to the Old Manor House. 
 
PARISH COUNCIL:   
Object to the application on the following grounds: -  
 
1) The Old Manor House greatly enhances the built and environmental heritage of 
Bilbrough.  It is the oldest and most noteworthy house in the village, in addition to its 
historic relationship with the Fairfax family, makes the preservation of the building and its 
ancient gardens of particular importance; 
 
2) They accept the expansion of the existing building is necessary to bring it up to 
realistic modern housing standards, but a building of this antiquity requires particularly 
sensitive attention and it is their considered view that this proposed extension to Manor 
House is inappropriate in that it would create a house out of scale with its environment; 
 
3) The proposal would necessitate the removal of a number of mature trees, and 
landscape, which would result in the destruction of the garden setting of the Old Manor 
House; 
 
4) The open spaces around village houses are intrinsic part of the special architectural 
and visual quality of Bilbrough and, as such, should be safeguarded from unacceptable 
development; 
 
5) The Parish Council is also concerned about the traffic implications of the proposed 
development and the adverse effect on neighbouring properties of substantially increased 
traffic movements on the site; and 
 
6) They are particularly concerned about the adverse effect the proposed first floor 
extension would have on the neighbouring Bilbrough House Cottage, protruding as it 
would into their garden.   
 
LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY:   
No wish to restrict the granting of planning permission. 
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER:   
No objections subject to the inclusion of condition in relation to materials and joinery 
details.   
 
CAAC: 
No comments 
 
CAMPAIGH TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND:   
A number of mature trees would be lost if the development were permitted. 
 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HERITAGE SECTION: 
The Old Manor House is a Grade II listed building, the earliest parts of which date from the 
later 17th century.  The present building represents only a small portion of the original 
extent of the building, as depicted on the first edition 6-inch Ordnance Survey map of the 



village.  The proposed development has the potential to encounter remains associated 
with original the 17th century dwelling and the occupation of this site during medieval and 
post medieval periods.   
A suitable scheme of archaeological work should, therefore, be undertaken in response to 
these works, in order to ensure a detailed record is made of any deposits, which will be 
disturbed.  They advise that such a scheme may be secured by the attachment of a 
relevant planning condition. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
A site notice has been displayed and the surrounding households were notified by letter.  9 
individually written letters of objection were received.  Also 32 signed pro-forma letters 
have also been received.  (A number of pro-forma letters were unsigned and not 
addressed, therefore they were not counted).  The pro-forma letters carry less material 
weight than those individually written 
 
The occupiers of Bilbrough House Cottage and Walnut Cottage commissioned a planning 
consultant to submit a formal objection on their behalf.   
 
The individual letters of objections and the pro-forma letters make the following material 
points: - 
 
1) The building stands within Bilbrough Conservation Area.  Therefore the proposal 
must be viewed within the context of trying to preserve the architectural and landscape 
integrity of the village; 
 
2) The Old Manor House is part of the original Manor House of the village and so is 
exceptionally important to the village as a whole; 
 
3) The garden setting of the building has remained unspoilt, and provides the context 
within which the building is to be appreciated.  Therefore it is of particular importance that 
the setting of the building is preserved. 
 
4) The Old Manor House and its setting makes an important and unique contribution to 
the character of the Conservation Area; and its loss would be to the detriment of the 
village; 
 
6) The Old Manor House is very small.  The proposed alterations would distort the 
unity and scale of the original dwelling.   
 
7) The garden contains a number of mature hedgerows and mature trees.  The garden 
makes an important contribution to the setting of the listed building, and the wider locality; 
and  
 
8) The proposed development would have a significantly detrimental effect on the 
amenity of the surrounding residents. 
 
The objection letter submitted by the planning consultant made the following points: -  
 
1. The proposal would create a disproportionately addition over and above the size of 
the house; and  
 



2. The proposed extension is inappropriate by virtue of its scale, and consequent 
impact on the historic character and setting of the listed building. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application has been determined having had regard to the Development Plan which 
consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 
December 2004 the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995 and 
the Selby District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The most relevant polices in the adopted Local Plan (2006) are ENV1, ENV22, ENV25, 
ENV26. 
 
Policy ENV1 seeks to ensure that the any proposal complies with all the relevant planning 
policies in the plan and "a good quality of design is achieved."  It also seeks to ensure that 
the effect upon the character of the area, the amenity of the adjoining occupiers, and all 
other possible effects of the development are given due consideration and weight.   
 
Policy ENV22 seeks to protect the character, fabric or setting of a listed building.   
 
Policy ENV24 seeks to ensure that any development in relation to a listed building is 
sympathetically designed and does not have an adverse effect on the architectural and 
historical fabric and character of the building. 
 
Policy ENV25 states that proposals within the conservation area will be permitted provided 
that they preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
 
Policy ENV26 seeks to ensure that no buildings of historic or architectural merit or 
demolished within the conservation area without due consideration and justification.   
 
The relevant national government guidance is contained within Planning Policy Guidance 
Note 15 (1994): Planning and the Historical Environment. 
 
In consideration of both local and national policy, and the third party representations, the 
main points for consideration have been identified as the following: 
 
1. The effect that the proposal would have on the architectural and historic character 
of the building, and it's setting; 
 
2. Whether the proposal preserves or enhances the character and/or appearance of 
the conservation area; and  
 
3. Third party representations  
 
1) THE EFFECT THAT THE PROPOSAL WOULD HAVE ON THE ARCHITECTURAL 
AND HISTORIC CHARACTER OF THE BUILDING, AND ITS SETTING.   
 
Substantial weight must be given to the views of the Conservation Officer as the District 
Council's specialist on matters of historic building conservation.  The Officer has no 
objections to the proposal.   
 



The important historic frontage of the building would be preserved.  The proposed 
extensions would not be visible from the important sightlines along Main Street.  Whilst the 
proposed infill extension is substantial, the development would appear visually subservient 
to the original dwelling, by virtue of its height and massing.   
 
The infill extension would be attached to the original dwelling via a small lightweight brick 
and glazed link.  This would provide a clear delineation between the original listed building, 
and the extension, therefore maintaining the visual integrity and setting of the Old Manor 
House. 
 
The internal and external alterations to the fabric of the listed building are considered 
minor in nature, and would preserve the historic character of the dwelling. 
 
2) WHETHER THE PROPOSAL PRESERVES OR ENHANCES THE CHARACTER 
AND/OR APPEARANCE OF THE CONSERVATION AREA. 
 
It is considered that the proposed extensions and alteration would preserve the character 
and appearance of the Conservation Area.  The proposed development would appear 
visually subservient to the original dwelling, due to its simple design, scale and massing.  
The historic character and appearance of the Old Manor House would be maintained, 
especially from the important sightlines from Main Street. 
 
The proposed development would preserve the surrounding boundary treatment, and 
mature vegetation, which makes an important contribution to the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area, and would serve to 'soften' the new development. 
 
3) THIRD PARTY REPRESENTIONS 
 
Whilst this application specifically deals with the effect upon the character and appearance 
of the Grade II listed building, the third party representations raised a number of other 
issues which must be given due consideration.   
 
1) The building and it setting makes an important and unique contribution to the 
character of the Conservation Area; and its loss would be to the detriment of the village; 
 
The proposal would preserve the character of the Conservation Area, by virtue of the site 
being largely screened from public viewpoints along Main Street, and the development 
being positioned to the rear of the building.   
 
2) The proposal would not have a detrimental effect on the visual amenity, integrity, fabric 
and setting of the listed building.   
 
The proposal would not significantly alter the original exterior of building.  The proposed 
development would appear subservient to the main dwelling, and the extension's scale, 
form and massing reflects the simple architectural style of the original building.  The 
development would not be visible from Main Street, and would preserve the most 
important landscaping features of the site, i.e. stone walling, and mature trees and 
hedgerows.  Therefore for the above reasons it is considered that the proposal would the 
preserve the visual amenity, integrity, fabric and setting of the listed building.   
 
3) The proposal would not have a detrimental affect on the visual amenity and openness of 
the Green Belt.   



 
The proposal complies with the relevant Green Belt policies in the adopted Local Plan for 
the following reasons: - 
 
i) The proposal would not constitute a disproportionate addition above beyond the size of 
the original dwelling.  The massing and scale of the proposed extension means that the 
proposal would appear visually subservient to the Old Manor House.   
 
ii) The proposal would not detract from the open character or visual amenity of the Green 
Belt, by virtue of the extensions being sited to the rear of property, and the extensive 
natural screening within the application site. 
 
4) The proposal would not have a significantly detrimental affect on the residential amenity 
of the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.  
 
The proposed infill extension would not cause an unacceptable loss of amenity to the 
surrounding residents for the following reasons: -  
 
i. It would not significantly reduce the amount of daylight entering the nearest property 
due to the orientation of the extension in relation to the neighbouring property;  
 
ii. It would have not have a significant overbearing impact on the neighbouring 
property by virtue of the scale and orientation of the extension; and 
 
iii. The use will be solely residential, which is in keeping with the surrounding area and 
is considered to create minimal disturbance to neighbouring properties. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal would preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area, and 
the historic fabric and setting of the listed building.  In view of the above considerations, 
the application is recommended for approval, subject to the relevant conditions and the 
findings of the protected species survey. 
 
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 five years from the date of this permission. 
  
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 18 of the Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
 
02. No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant has 

secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 



 Reason: 
 The site is of archaeological interest and to ensure compliance with Policy ENV28 of 

the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
03. A sample of brickwork and details of the proposed brick bond to be used for the 

external surfaces shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority before the commencement of development. The development shall be 
constructed in accordance with the approved details. 

   
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the development in accordance with 

Policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
04. A sample of roofing sheet shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority before the commencement of development. The 
 development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details. 
   
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the development in accordance with 

policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
  
 
05. Concurrently with the submission of a sample of the walling materials, a sample panel 

of those materials and type of pointing to be used shall be erected on site for 
inspection prior to the commencement of building works. The development shall be 
constructed in accordance with the approved details. 

   
 Reason: 
 To assist in the selection of appropriate materials in the interests of preserving visual 

amenity in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
06. Prior to the commencement of development, details of the materials, treatment and/or 

colour of the window and door frames shall be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The window and door frames shall then be installed 
in accordance with the approved details and so retained. 

   
 Reason: 
 To protect the external appearance of the building and preserve the character of the 

area in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
07. Prior to the commencement of development details of all external doors, window 

frames, glazing bars, rainwater goods, roof vents and ridge tiles shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and only the approved 
materials shall be utilised and these shall thereafter be so retained and maintained 
unless otherwise approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Detailed plans 
should be to an appropriate scale e.g. 1:1, 1:2 or 1:5. 

  
 Reason:  
 To allow the Local Planning Authority to control the development in detail in order to 

comply with Policy ENV25 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/84/109E/PA 
2006/0466/OUT 

PARISH: Bilbrough Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr N Townsend VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

28 March 2006 
 
23 May 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of outline permission for the erection of 4 dwellings 
including siting and access on land at 

LOCATION: Old Manor House 
Main Street 
Bilbrough 
York 
North Yorkshire 
YO23 3PH 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION 
 
The application seeks outline planning permission for the erection of 4 dwellings with siting 
and means of access included, and matters of design, external appearance and 
landscaping reserved for later approval.  The scheme would have a net density of 23 
dwellings per hectare.   
 
The indicative floor plans submitted with the application have been withdrawn.  Therefore 
planning committee would retain complete control over the scale, massing and design of 
the proposed at the reserved matters application.   
 
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
The application site is within the settlement's development limits, and the Conservation 
Area as defined by the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005).  Bilbrough is washed over 
by Green Belt. 
 
Bilbrough is defined by compact linear development clustered around the two parallel 
roads which run through the village.  The application site is located within the curtilage of 
The Manor House, which fronts onto Main Street.   
 
The Old Manor House is a grade II listed building, dating from the 17th Century.  The 
property is a two storey three bedroom detached dwelling, with a detached block of single 
storey outbuildings to the rear.  The property is set approx. 6 metres back from the 
highway, and is largely obscured from view by a number of mature trees and shrubs.   
 
The application site has an area of 0.176 hectares (1760 square metres) and is located 
within a prominent position at the south eastern end of the Bilbrough Conservation Area. 
The character of the conservation area at this point along Main Street is defined by large 
historic properties in spacious grounds.  To the north of the application site is Main Street; 
to the east of the site is the property known as Copperfield; to the west is Bilbrough House 
Cottages, Bilbrough House and Ivy Cottage, whilst to the south of the site is a Yorkshire 
Water installation and open agricultural land.   



 
The site is enclosed by a mixture of mature hedgerows, and other vegetation, as well as 
brick and stone walling.  The shared boundary with Bilbrough House Cottage is marked by 
approx. 2 metre high wall, and the by an existing outbuilding. The site stretches approx. 76 
metres from north to south and contains a range of brick buildings, including a number of 
single storey barn-type structures, and a greenhouse. The buildings have all fallen into a 
state of disrepair.  Vehicular access to the site is currently achieved off Main Street, via a 
small lane leading to the land to the rear of the Old Manor House.   
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
Two applications were submitted in 2005 for outline planning permission (planning ref no. 
2005/1347/OUT) for the erection of 4 dwellings, and listed building consent (planning ref 
no:- 2005/1334/LBC) for the demolition of the outbuildings and the erection of 4 dwellings.  
These applications were subsequently withdrawn following adverse comments from the 
Conservation Officer and North Yorkshire County Council's Highway Authority.  
 
Running concurrently to this application are three other applications relating to different 
elements of the re-development of the site.  The latter two of the appliations are on this 
agenda however there are some outstanding issues with the demolition application and it 
is felt that depending on the outcome of the other applications the demolition could be 
dealt with under Officers delegated powers.  
 
1) Listed building consent application (application ref no:- 2006/0422/LBD) for the 
demolition of outbuildings within the curtilage of the Old Manor House.   
 
2) Planning application (application ref no:- 2006/0469/FUL) for the erection of an infill 
extension, minor alterations to the existing property, conversion of existing outbuildings to 
provide additional living accommodation and erection of a garage. 
 
3) Listed building consent application (application ref no:- 2006/0471/LBC) for the erection 
of an infill extension, minor alterations to the existing property, conversion of the existing 
outbuildings to provide additional living accommodation and erection of a garage. 
 
Applicants Supporting Statement. 
 
The applicant has submitted an extensive body of supporting information of some 19 
pages, together with a heritage report by Roger Wools & Associates, Heritage 
Consultants, and an arboricultural report.  The supporting statement and documentation is 
too extensive to be easily summarised but includes a site description, description of the 
development, followed by considerations of the relevant national and local national 
policies. 
 
The supporting statement makes the following conclusions about the proposal:- 
 
1) The site constitutes previously developed land and is located within the 
development limits; 
 
2) Would not detract from the form and character of the settlement; 
 
3) Would provide a satisfactory form of residential accommodation and amenity; 
 



4) Would not create a condition prejudicial to highway safety or which would have 
significant adverse effect on local amenity; 
 
5) Would not constitute an unacceptable form of backland development or tandem 
development; 
 
6) Would not harm acknowledged nature conservation interests, or result in the loss of 
open space of recreational or amenity value, or which is intrinsically important to the 
character of the area; 
 
7) Would not be subject to any overriding considerations that would render the site 
unsuitable or the development inappropriate; 
 
8) The scale, form, position, design and materials of new buildings are appropriate to 
the historic context; 
 
9) Features of townscape including open spaces, trees, verges, hedging, and paving 
would be retained; 
 
10) The proposal would not adversely affect the setting of the area or significant views 
into or out of the site; and  
 
11) The proposed use, external site works and boundary treatment are compatible with 
the character and appearance of the area. 
 
Whilst the report produced by Roger Wools Associates makes a detailed appraisal  of the 
site and the surrounding area, and conclude that "given the platform of the development, 
the use of appropriate heights and materials which the local authority may condition, the 
principle of development outlined on the plans is acceptable in that no harm would be 
likely to be caused to the character and appearance of the conservation area." 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Many of the representations received make general comments on all four of the 
applications that relate to the re-development of the application site.  
 
PARISH COUNCIL:   
Objected to the application on the following grounds:-  
 
1) The Old Manor House greatly enhances the built and environmental heritage of 
Bilbrough.  It is the oldest and most noteworthy house in the village, in addition to its 
historic relationship with the Fairfax family, makes the preservation of the building and its 
ancient gardens of particular importance; 
 
2) They oppose the application to build four houses in the grounds of the listed 
building, and in close proximity to the proposed extended house.  Two three bedroom 
houses of three storeys and two five-bedroom houses along with garages and parking 
areas is a major development which would destroy the architectural and environmental 
integrity of the building; 
 



3) The proposal would necessitate the removal of a number of mature trees, and 
landscape, which would result in the destruction of the garden setting of the Old Manor 
House; 
 
4) The proposal for backland development does not reflect other street scenes in 
Bilbrough.  There are only two examples of backfill development, and these developments 
have all been for single dwellings and sites with previous buildings; 
   
5) The open spaces around village houses are intrinsic part of the special architectural 
and visual quality of Bilbrough and, as such, should be safeguarded from unacceptable 
development; 
 
6) The Parish Council is also concerned about the traffic implications of the proposed 
development and the adverse effect on neighbouring properties of substantially increased 
traffic movements on the site; 
 
7) They are particularly concerned about the adverse effect the proposed first floor 
extension would have on the neighbouring Bilbrough House Cottage, protruding as it 
would into their garden.  The four substantial houses in the grounds of Old Manor House 
would have a detrimental effect on the amenity of the occupants of Bilbrough House 
Cottage and Walnut Cottage; and  
 
8) They feel that should permission be granted, an undesirable precedent would be 
set and that many other gardens in Bilbrough could be developed, thus destroying the 
visual qualities which make the village so unique and worthy of its Conservation Area 
status. 
 
LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY:   
No objections subject to the inclusion of the condition in relation to access arrangements, 
visibility splays, provision if approved access turning, parking and preventing mud on the 
highway.   
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER:   
No objections 
 
CAAC: 
No comments 
 
CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND: 
The site layout plan offers a notional layout to the site indicating the Old Manor House and 
4 new dwellings in the grounds.  It is our view that the southern boundary has extended 
some 10 metres beyond the southern boundary has extended some 10 metres beyond the 
village envelope indicated in the adopted Local Plan.  This is contrary to paragraph 4.2 
and PPG2 Green Belt. 
 
The report by Dr Wools was prepared for the previous applications, and therefore to some 
extent is superseded.   
 
They are opposed to the application on a number of grounds namely: 
* The whole development is within the garden of a listed building and is clear backland 
development.  It is not in keeping with the layout of Bilbrough village, which follows a linear 
pattern. 



* The proposal is to form a single entrance /exit for 4 new dwellings and Old Manor House 
with restricted vision in both directions; 
* The development if allowed would be contrary to Selby District Local Plan, Government 
Policy PPG2 - Green Belt and would significantly affect the setting of this listed building; 
and  
* A number of mature trees would be lost if the development were permitted.   
 
PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER:   
The site is in between quiet residential properties and construction work will have a 
detrimental effect on their amenity.  In order to minimise the disturbance it is essential to 
attach conditions in relation to noise, burning of waste, and hour of operation to any 
permission granted.   
 
The application site could possible be contaminated, therefore they recommend a 
condition is imposed requiring a site investigation is carried out prior to construction 
commencing. 
 
ENGLISH NATURE:   
In order to assess the likely impact of the potential development on protected species, 
English nature recommends that a bat survey be conducted prior to the granting of 
planning permission.   
 
The planning authority is still awaiting the protected species survey, therefore no 
permission would be issued until verification is received that no species would be 
disturbed by the proposed development, and members will be updated at Committee in 
this regard. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER: 
Their comments are not required. 
 
TREE & LANDSCAPE OFFICER: 
The site contains a range of trees, which have been surveyed by the applicant in line with 
the advice contained BS5837 (2005) i.e. that assessment considers health, species, and 
amenity construction. 
 
It is clear that many of the trees within the site do contain problems associated with either 
species or competition for light/air and the officer believes it would be difficult to defend 
retention of these trees.  He considers that if the trees T20 and T22 on the southern 
boundary are retained (and clearly the layout on Drawing No. 1155/02/05H suggests they 
are, with adequate space), and the trees to the northern boundary (Main Street) are 
retained, then the internal development will largely be screened from public view.   
 
The northern boundary tree cover is a little more difficult in that the existing trees are 
unsuitable in species or condition for retention, and he would therefore recommend that 
the planning authority condition a landscaping scheme relating to this area. 
 
A second condition should be attached to any consent granted that would require all 
existing/remaining trees to be protected during site works in line with BS5837 (2005).   
 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HERITAGE SECTION: 
The proposed development lies within the historic core of the village, adjacent to the 
Grade II listed Old Manor House, the earliest parts dating from the 17th-century.  Ground 



disturbing works within the application site have the potential to encounter archaeological 
remains associated with the occupation of this site in the medieval and post medieval 
periods. 
 
A suitable scheme of archaeological work should, therefore, be undertaken in response to 
these works, in order to ensure a detailed record is made of any deposits which will be 
disturbed.  They advise that such a scheme may be secured by the attachment of a 
relevant planning condition. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
A site notice has been displayed and the surrounding households were notified by letter.   
 
17 individually written letters of objection have been received.  Also 31 signed pro-forma 
letters have also been received.  (A number of pro-forma letters were unsigned and not 
addressed, therefore they were not counted).  The pro-forma letters carry less material 
weight than those individually written.   
 
The occupiers of Bilbrough House Cottage and Walnut Cottage commissioned a planning 
consultant to submit a formal objection on their behalf. 
 
The individual letters of objections and the pro-forma letters make the following material 
points: - 
 
1) The building stands within Bilbrough Conservation Area.  Therefore the proposal 
must be viewed within the context of trying to preserve the architectural and landscape 
integrity of the village; 
 
2) The Old Manor House is part of the original Manor House of the village therefore it 
is exceptionally important to the village as a whole; 
 
3) The garden setting of the building has remained unspoilt, and provides the context 
within which the building is to be appreciated.  It is therefore of particular importance that 
the setting of the building is preserved. 
 
4) The outline application is for four residential dwellings in the garden area and the 
setting of the building itself, thereby the proposal would have a detrimental effect on the 
character of the property; 
 
5) The building and it is setting makes an important and unique contribution to the 
character of the Conservation Area; and its loss would be to the detriment of the village; 
 
6) The Old Manor House is very small.  The proposed alterations would distort the 
unity and scale of the original.  If four houses were built, as proposed, the Old Manor 
House would be subsumed within the development.  It would extinguish the integrity; 
 
7) The mature garden, which contains a number of mature hedgerows and a number 
of mature trees.  The garden makes an important contribution to the setting of the listed 
building, and the wider locality; 
 
8) The proposed development constitutes an unacceptable form of backland 
development, therefore it is contrary to policy; and  
 



9) The proposal would significantly increase the volume of traffic along Main Street.  
The surrounding highway network would not be able to support this increase in vehicles.  
This part of Main Street is particularly unsuitable as the site is near a T-junction and the 
village Hall.  The proposal would inevitably compromise highway safety, and 
 
10) The proposed development would have a significantly detrimental effect on the 
amenity of the surrounding residents,  
 
The objection letter submitted by the planning consultant made the following points: - 
 
1) The proposal should not be accepted as an outline application as an accurate 
assessment cannot be made of their impact on the Conservation Area; 
 
2) Garden areas of two dwellings extend beyond the Development Limit; 
 
3) The proposal does not constitute an infill development but is actually backland 
development, therefore contrary to Planning Guidance Note 2 (PPG2 2001), and out of 
character with the existing grain of development in the village;  
 
4) Three storey and two storey dwellings on a prominent site on the edge of the village 
would affect the Green Belt land to the north; 
 
5) Widening of the access to 4.5 metres necessities the opening of the site and the 
partial removal of a historic wall, which would have a detrimental impact on the 
conservation area; and 
 
6) The increase in traffic from 1 dwelling to 5 dwelling, would impact on the character 
of the conservation area. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application has been determined having had regard to the Development Plan which 
consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 
December 2004, the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995 and 
the Selby District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The new draft Regional Planning Guidance for Yorkshire and the Humber (2006) (RSS) 
states that rural areas must be enhanced and protected as attractive and vibrant places 
and communities.  The limited development in rural areas will focus on meeting local 
needs for affordable housing and economic diversification.  The new housing would 
contribute to the vitality and the social and economic sustainability of the local community. 
 
In principle the proposal is acceptable as the majority of the site is contained within the 
defined development limits, and it constitutes previously developed land, as defined by 
Annex C of Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 (PPG3).  The portion of the site that is 
outside of the development limits currently forms part of the garden curtilage of Old Manor 
House.  The proposed scheme would utilize the land in question as an area of hard 
standing for parking and garden curtilage, therefore no new buildings or structures would 
be introduced outside of the development limits. 
 



The adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005) identifies Bilbrough as a settlement capable 
of accommodating only limited growth, where development will be restricted to infilling 
within garden curtilages, conversions or other small-scale redevelopments.  Whilst within 
the Green Belt, development is restricted to small scale residential developments within 
the development limits.  The planning authority considers the proposal to constitute infill 
development, due to the site not being located directly behind The Old Manor House, and 
by virtue of the existing spatial arrangements between the surrounding buildings.   
 
The proposed density level of 23 dwellings per hectare is considered acceptable in 
consideration of the nature and densities of the surrounding developments, and the 
character of the Conservation Area. 
 
The most relevant polices in the adopted Local Plan (2006) are GB2, GB4, ENV1, ENV22, 
ENV25, ENV26, H2A, and H7.   
 
Policy GB2 states that within the Green Belt, development will not be permitted except for 
'small-scale residential development and infilling within the defined development limits of 
settlements'. 
 
Policy GB4 seeks to ensure that proposals do not detract from the open character and 
visual amenity of the Green Belt, or form and character of any settlement within it. 
 
Policy ENV1 seeks to ensure that the any proposal complies with all the relevant planning 
policies in the plan and "a good quality of design is achieved."  It also seeks to ensure that 
all possible effects of the development are given due consideration and weight.   
 
Policy ENV22 seeks to protect the character, fabric or setting of a listed building.   
 
Policy ENV24 seeks to ensure that any development in relation to a listed building is 
sympathetically designed and does not have an adverse effect on the architectural and 
historical fabric and character of the building. 
 
Policy ENV25 states that proposals within the conservation area will be permitted provided 
that they preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
 
Policy ENV26 seeks to ensure that no buildings of historic or architectural merit or 
demolished within the conservation area without due consideration and justification.   
 
Policy H2A seeks to concentrate all development within the defined development limits 
and on previously developed land. 
 
Policy H7 sets out the criteria on which to assess the 'appropriateness' and 'acceptability' 
of residential development within villages that are capable of accommodating limited 
growth.   
 
The relevant national government guidance is contained within Planning Policy Guidance 
Note 1 General Policy and Principles (1997), Planning Policy Note  2 Green Belts (2001), 
Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 Housing (2000), Planning Policy Statement 7 
Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (2005), and Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 
(1994): Planning and the Historical Environment. 
 



In consideration of both local and national policy, and the third party representations, the 
main points for consideration have been identified as the following: 
 
1) The impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area; 
 
2) The impact that the proposal would have on the character, fabric and setting of the 
listed building, 
 
3) The impact on the openness, and visual amenity of the Green Belt; 
 
4) Whether the proposal would provide a satisfactory form of residential amenity,  
 
5) The impact that the scheme would have on the amenity of the adjoining residents, and 
whether the proposal would create condition prejudicial to highway safety;  
 
6) Any other material considerations; and 
 
7) The third party representations. 
 
1) THE IMPACT ON THE CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE CONSERVATION 
AREA. 
 
The legal definition of Conservation Areas as stated in Section 69 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 is: 
 
'... areas of special architectural or historical interest the character or appearance of which 
it is desirable to preserve or enhance.' 
 
In simple terms, a Conservation Area is an area that is predominately historic and 
traditional in character and is special or attractive enough to warrant protection.  The 
character of Bilbrough's Conservation Area is derived from the many historic properties 
scattered throughout the area, many dating from the 18th Century.  However of equal 
importance is the spaces in between the buildings, which provide the context in which the 
buildings are viewed.  These spaces are defined by traditional 18th and 19th century 
walling, and mature trees and hedgerows.  These crucial elements provide the distinctive 
character of the area. 
 
The planning application is for Outline Planning permission, with specified details of siting 
and means of access, with matters of design, and external appearance, and landscaping 
being dealt with at the later 'Reserved Matters' stage.  The applicant has submitted an 
extensive supporting statement, with particular focus on the impact that the proposed 
development would have on the Conservation Area.  The planning authority considers the 
details given are sufficient to allow an adequate assessment to be made of the impact that 
the proposal would have on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.   
 
Historically the properties along Main Street would have a number of agricultural buildings 
scattered throughout their domestic curtilages.  This is evident at the Old Manor House, 
which has two large outbuildings within its extensive curtilage.   
 
A number of sites have been developed throughout the village, most notably Zetland 
house.  These developments have created a mixture of house types and styles, which 
have integrated within the townscape.  Therefore the nature of the proposed development 



is not alien to the village, and the proposed scheme would be visually assimilated within 
the larger townscape. 
 
The most southerly plots on the site would be roughly in line with the neighbouring water 
works, and to the east Ryedale House.  Therefore the layout of the proposed development 
is in keeping with the existing settlement pattern. 
 
The proposal would involve the demolition and relocation of an historic wall, which forms 
the curtilage of the listed building.  This is to allow for the widening of the existing access 
to meet highway requirements.  The widening of the access would alter the streetscape, 
however the long views into the site would be largely obscured by the curving access route 
into the site, and the existing vegetation.  The proposed development would rebuild the 
wall in a slightly different location, therefore the historical contribution the wall makes to the 
conservation area would be maintained.   
 
The site is not visible from Main Street due to the large number of trees and shrubs that 
mark the northern boundary of the site.  This natural screening would be preserved 
through the attachment of a relevant landscaping planning condition.    
 
Many of the third party representations commented that the loss of the mature garden 
would have an detrimental impact on the character of the Conservation Area and the 
setting of the listed building.  The existing grain of development along the southern edge of 
Main Street is characterised by properties within large curtilages.  Whilst the proposed 
scheme would dissent from the existing grain of development, overall the scheme would 
not detract from the form and character of the settlement as the majority of the scheme 
would not be visible from Main Street.   
 
The Tree and Landscape Officer commented that the trees within the site contain 
problems associated with species or competition for light/air.  Therefore it would be difficult 
to require their retention. 
 
Substantive weight must be given to the views of the Conservation Officer who has no 
objections to the proposal.  Therefore to conclude, it is considered that the proposal would 
preserve the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, as the proposal would 
not detract from the form and character of the settlement, by virtue of the exiting pattern of 
development, and the site being largely screened from views from Main Street. 
 
 
2) THE IMPACT THAT THE PROPOSAL WOULD HAVE ON THE CHARACTER, FABRIC 
AND SETTING OF THE LISTED BUILDING. 
 
The proposed dwelling in plot 4 would be positioned 18 metres from the main house, and 
14 metres from the outbuildings.  It is considered that there would be sufficient distance to 
prevent the proposal harming the material fabric of the listed building The Old Manor 
House.   
 
It is the planning authority's considered view that the proposed scheme would not have an 
adverse impact on the setting of the listed building.  The proposed development maintains 
the key characteristics of the site such as the stone walling, the mature trees and 
vegetation.  There would also be a clear visual delineation between the Old Manor House, 
and the proposed development.  The important sightlines would be preserved, with very 



little of the proposed development being visible from Main Street, by virtue of the existing 
and proposed landscaping.   
 
3) THE IMPACT ON THE OPENNESS, AND VISUAL AMENITY OF THE GREEN BELT. 
 
Policy GB2 of the adopted SDLP (2005) allows for small -scale residential development 
and infilling within the defined development limits of the settlements.  The proposal by 
definition is a small-scale residential development (i.e. below 9 dwellings).  The proposed 
scheme constitutes an infill development, as the proposal involves the re-development of a 
"site which has adjacent buildings" (The Planning Portal: UK government's online planning 
and building regulations resource).   
 
A small portion of the application site falls outside of the defined development limits.  The 
land in question forms part of the existing garden area for the Old Manor House.  The 
proposal seeks to utilise this area as domestic curtilage for plots 1 and 2, and to 
accommodate parking bays for plot 1, with a small extra area drawn-in in order to 
regularise the presently irregular southern boundary garden.  The use of the existing 
garden area as garden curtilage would have no material impact on the visual amenity or 
openness of the greenbelt.   
 
The applicant in his supporting statement states the justification for the proposed parking 
bays is that there are existing permitted development rights provided within the General 
(Permitted Development) Order 1995 Schedule 2 Class F for such a hard standing.  
However since such a development would be within the curtilage of a listed building this is 
not necessary the case.  To safeguard the situation a condition would be attached to any 
permission granted removing Class A, E, F and G permitted development rights as set out 
in Schedule 2, Part A of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order 1995, therefore ensuring that no further development would occur outside of the 
development limits and within the Greenbelt that would otherwise be unacceptable in 
planning terms.   
 
The implementation of a landscaping scheme could provide effective screening of the 
parking bays, therefore mitigating their impact on the openness and visual amenity of the 
greenbelt.   
 
 
4) WHETHER THE PROPOSAL WOULD PROVIDE A SATISFACTORY FORM OF 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY,  
 
The proposed dwellings have been sited and orientated in such a manner to ensure that 
no direct overlooking would occur.  The proposed dwellings on plot 1 and 2 would be 10 
metres from the proposed semi-detached dwellings.  The semi-detached dwellings on 
plots 3 and 4 have been orientated perpendicular to the proposed detached dwellings in 
plot 1 and 2, therefore the front and rear elevations of the proposed properties would not 
directly face each other.   
 
A separation distance in excess of the normal 20 metres can be achieved between plot 2 
and the Old Manor; therefore officers are confident that no unacceptable level of 
overlooking would occur.   
 
The application would provide a satisfactory standard of private amenity space for the 
future occupiers of the properties.   



 
5)  THE IMPACT THAT THE SCHEME WOULD HAVE ON THE AMENITY OF THE 
ADJOINING RESIDENTS, AND WHETHER THE PROPOSAL WOULD CREATE 
CONDITIONS PREJUDICAL TO HIGHWAY SAFETY. 
 
The proposed dwelling would not cause any significant loss of amenity to the neighbouring 
properties by virtue of the orientation and siting of the proposed dwellings. 
 
There would be no significant overlooking between the neighbouring property, Copperfield 
and the dwelling on plot 1, as a separation distance of approx. 38 metres would be 
achieved .  Also the dwelling would not cause any significant overlooking or 
overshadowing of Copperfield's private amenity space, by virtue of the existing hedge, and 
tree screening.   
 
A separation distance of over 30 metres can be achieved between the front elevation of 
the proposed dwelling on plot 2 and the Old Manor House.  This separation distance is 
adequate to ensure that no unacceptable overlooking would occur. 
 
The orientation and siting  of plots 3 and 4 means that dwellings would not  overlooking 
any of the surrounding properties.  An adequate separation distances to the front and rear 
of the properties can be achieved, thus ensuring that no significant overshadowing or 
overlooking would occur of the neighbouring properties private amenity spaces.  The 
privacy of the adjoining residents would also be maintained by the existing tree screening 
on both the northern and western site boundary.   
 
The intensification of use of the proposed access would not have any significantly 
detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the surrounding residents, by virtue of the 
large separation distances between the access and the neighbouring properties (approx. 
15 metres from Copperfield, and 11 metres from the Manor House), and the eastern 
boundary being heavily screened by an existing wall and outbuilding, and heavy 
vegetation. 
 
The concerns of residents are noted with regard to the potential increase in traffic, 
inadequate nature of the access to the site,  and potential effect on 
highway safety.  However considerable and substantive weight must be given to the views 
of North Yorkshire County Councils Highways Authority, as the statutory consultee on 
highway issues.  They commented that they have no objections to the proposal subject to 
conditions. 
 
6) ANY OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS. 
 
The applicant has not submitted any evidence to show that no endangered species would 
be affected by the proposed development.  Therefore in accordance with English Nature, 
the planning authority recommends that no planning consent be granted until such 
evidence is presented. 
 
7) THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS  
 
The major issues raised by the third parties have been dealt with in the above report, 
however in reply to the main points of objection: - 
 



1) The proposal should not be accepted as an outline application as an accurate 
assessment cannot be made of the proposed development's impact on the Conservation 
Area. 
 
The planning authority has the powers of discretion in determining whether to accept an 
outline planning application within the conservation area.  The planning authority judged 
that there is sufficient information contained within the planning application (i.e. siting and 
means of access) to determine the impact of the proposed development on the character 
and appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
 
2) The proposal would have harm the visual amenity, character, fabric and setting of the 
listed building.   
 
The proposed scheme would maintain the setting, visual amenity and character of the 
listed building by providing a clear visual delineation between the proposed residential 
development and the Old Manor House, and by preserving the key landscape 
characteristics of the site i.e. stone walling, mature trees and hedgerows.  The important 
sightlines would also be preserved, with very little of the proposed development being 
visible from Main Street. 
 
 
3) The proposal does not constitute infill but is actually backland development therefore 
contrary to Planning Guidance Note 2 (PPG2 2001), and out of character with the existing 
grain of development in the village. 
 
Policy H7 states that development with villages such as Bilbrough would be restricted to 
infilling within garden curtilages.  The planning authority considers that the proposal does 
fall within the criteria of 'infilling within garden curtilages', by virtue of the existing spatial 
arrangements between the surrounding buildings.  
 
 
4) Three storey and two storey dwellings on a prominent site on the edge of the village 
would affect the Green Belt land to the north. 
 
The applicant has withdrawn the indicative floor plans; therefore the planning authority 
would retain control over the height of the proposed dwellings. 
 
 
5) The proposal would harm the character and appearance of the conservation area. 
 
It is considered that the proposal would preserve the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.  The proposed development would not be visible from the important 
viewpoints along Main Street.  Neither would the proposed development detract from the 
existing form and character of the settlement as the two most southerly dwellings would 
share a similar building line as the Ryedale, and the neighbouring water works buildings.  
The proposal would also preserve the most important landscape features of the site i.e. 
stonewalling, mature trees and hedgerows.   
 
 
6) The increase in traffic from 1 dwelling to 5 dwelling, would impact on the character of 
the conservation area, and the proposal would compromise highway safety.   



 
The designation of the Conservation Area is intended to protect the built environment and 
form, not restrict traffic flow and congestion.  Therefore the proposed increase in vehicles 
is considered not to be detrimental to the form and character of the conservation area. 
 
 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
In view of the above considerations, the application for outline planning permission is 
recommended for approval, subject to the relevant conditions and the findings of the 
protected species survey. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted  subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
01. Applications for the approval of the reserved matters referred to in No.2 herein shall 
be made within a period of three years from the grant of this outline permission and the 
development to which this permission relates shall be begun not later than whichever is 
the later of the following dates: 
  
 (i) The expiration of five years from the date of the grant of outline planning 

permission; or 
 (ii) The expiration of two years from the final approval of the reserved matters or, in 

the case of approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such matter to be 
approved. 

  
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 92 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990. 
 
02. No development shall take place without the prior written approval of the Local 

Planning Authority of all details of the following matters: 
  
 (i) design and external appearance of each building, including a schedule of 

external materials to be used; 
 (ii) The landscaping of the site; and 
 (iii) The means of sewage and surface water disposal. 
  
 Reason:  
 To safeguard the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in respect of the 

reserved matters. 
 
03. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 

Development) Order 1995 (or in any Statutory Instrument revoking or 
 re-enacting that Order with or without modification) no development falling within 

Classes A, E, F and G. of Part 2 of Schedule 2 of the said Order shall be carried out 
without the prior written permission of the Local Planning Authority on an application 
submitted to it. 



  
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the visual amenity and openness of Green Belt, and the historic setting 

of the listed building in accordance with policies GB4, and ENV24 of the adopted 
SDLP (2006). 

 
04. No equipment, machinery or materials are to be brought on the site for the purpose of 

the development until all the trees to be retained have been protected by fences or 
other suitable means of enclosure to the distance of the outermost limit of the branch 
spread or as per recommendations given in BS5837 (1991), Table A, "A Guide for 
Trees in Relation to Construction" whichever is the further from the tree and with 
regard to this proposal the protective fencing shall be at least 2.4m high, comprising a 
scaffolding framework, as in 8.2.2. of BS5837 (1991), supporting a minimum of 20mm 
exterior grade ply or other approved robust man-made boards as shown in BS5837 
(1991), Figure 5, within which no activities associated with building operations shall 
take place, such areas also being free of the storage of materials or temporary 
structures. No fire shall be lit within 10m from the outside of the crown spread of the 
trees to be retained.  

  
 Reason:  
 To ensure that the tree(s) are not damaged or otherwise adversely affected by 

building operations and soil compaction, in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted 
SDLP (2006). 

 
05. Prior to site preparation and construction work commencing, a scheme to minimise 

the impact of noise, vibration, dust and dirt, on residential property adjacent to the 
site shall be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the amenity of the surrounding residents, in accordance with policy H7 

of the adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
06. Operation of equipment and vehicles likely to emit noise shall be restricted to 

between 08.00 hours and 17.00 hours Monday to Friday and between 08.00 hours 
and 13.00 hours on a Saturday. 

  
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the residential amenity of the surrounding residents in accordance with 

Policy H7 of the adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
07. No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant has 

secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological works in accordance 
with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and 
approved by the Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 The site is of archaeological interest.   
 



08. The development shall not be commenced until full technical, details of the layout, 
construction and geometry (including visibility splays) of the access have been 
submitted to and have been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
approved details shall be implemented before the development is first brought into 
use unless otherwise approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.   

  
 Reason: 
 To secure details of the access arrangements, in the interests of highway safety and 

the convenience of vehicles visiting the site  
 
09. Prior to the commencement of development hereby permitted visibility splays 

provided clear visibility of 2 x 46 metres to the east and 2 x 90 metres to the west 
measuring down the centre line of the access road and the nearside channel line of 
the major road shall be provided at the junction of the access road with the county 
highway at Main Street, Bilbrough.  Once created, these visibility areas shall be 
maintained clear of any obstruction and retained for their intended purpose at all 
times. 

  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of road safety to provide for drivers using the access road to the site 

and the public highway with a standard of inter-visibility commensurate with the 
vehicular traffic flows and road conditions. 

 
10. Prior to the first use of the development the vehicular access, parking and turning 

facilities shall be formed in accordance with the submitted drawing.  Once created 
these areas shall be maintained clear of any obstruction and retained for their 
intended purpose at all times. 

  
 Reason: 
 To provide for appropriate on-site vehicle-parking facilities with associated access 

and manoeuvring areas, in the interests of highway safety and the general amenity of 
the area. 

 
11. Details of the precautions to be taken to prevent the deposit of mud on public 

highways by vehicles travelling from the site shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  These facilities shall include the provision of 
wheel washing facilities where considered necessary by the Local Planning Authority.  
These precautions shall be made available before the development commences on 
the site and be kept available and in full working order until such time as the Local 
Planning Authority agrees in writing to their withdrawal. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure that no mud or other debris is deposited on the carriageway in the interests 

of highway safety. 
 
12. Development shall not commence until a scheme detailing provision for on site 

parking for construction workers for the duration of the construction period has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. The scheme shall be implemented 
throughout the construction period. 

 
 Reason: 



 To ensure adequate off street parking during construction in the interests of road 
safety. 

 
13. The development shall not be brought into use until all areas to be used by vehicles 

as shown on the approved plan have been laid out with a hardened , sealed and 
drained, or as otherwise agreed in writing with the LPA.  

  
 Reason: 
 In the interest of amenity and traffic safety. 
 
14. Before any development is commenced, details of the location, design and 

construction of a refuse bin store (or stores) shall be submitted for the written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority.  The duly approved store(s) shall be 
constructed in accordance with the approved details and made available for use 
before any of the dwellings hereby approved are first occupied, and shall be retained 
thereafter. 

  
 Reason: 
 In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual amenity, and to 

prevent nuisance arising in accordance with policy ENV1. 
 
15. Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme detailing sections of existing 

and proposed finished land levels shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved scheme unless the Local Planning Authority gives its written 
consent to any variation. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory landform in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with 

policy ENV1 of adopted SDLP (2005). 
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PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of previously withdrawn application 8/84/109A/PA for the 
erection of an infill extension, minor alterations to existing property, 
conversion of existing outbuildings to provide additional living 
accommodation and erection of a garage 

LOCATION: Old Manor House 
Main Street 
Bilbrough 
York 
North Yorkshire 
YO23 3PH 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION 
 
The proposal involves the conversion of the existing outbuildings into a guest bedroom, 
and single garage, and the creation of a two-storey extension to create a living room and 
bedroom.  The proposed extension would be connected to the original building via a single 
storey link.  A number of 'minor' alterations are proposed to the internal and external 
structure of the Old Manor House. 
 
The internal layout of the Old Manor would be significantly altered.  On the ground floor, 
the existing bathroom would be converted into a utility room, the living room into a dining 
room, the dining room into a kitchen, and the kitchen into an entrance hall.  On the first 
floor, the original layout would be maintained. 
 
The proposed link would be 2.7 metres in width, and a length of 2.1 metres on its western 
elevation, and 1.6 metres along its eastern boundary.  The link would have a ridge height 
of 3.25 metres.  It would be constructed of stone on its eastern boundary, and be glazed 
on its western boundary. 
 
The proposed infill extension would have a footprint of approximately 42.7 square metres, 
and a ridge height of 5.7 metres.  The western elevation of the extension would be built 
adjacent to the boundary with Bilbrough House Cottage.  The proposed extension would 
be constructed from reclaimed brick. 
 
The existing outbuilding would be extended in length by 0.1 metres,  by 0.9 metres in 
width, and the ridge height would be increased by 0.3 metres. 
 
A number of alterations are to be carried out on the Old Manor House.  They are as 
follows: - 
 
The existing door on the rear elevation would provide access to the single storey link;  
 



A door would be created on the eastern elevation of the property to provide external 
access.  The door would be formed by the utilising an existing window opening and the 
window surround features;  
 
Internally a door would be created between the existing dining room and kitchen. 
 
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
The application site is within the development limits of the settlement, and the 
Conservation Area as defined by the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005).  Bilbrough 
is washed over by Green Belt. 
 
Bilbrough is defined by compact linear development clustered around the two parallel 
roads, which run through the village.  The application site is located within the curtilage of 
The Old Manor House, which fronts onto Main Street.   
 
The Old Manor House is a grade II listed building, dating from the 17th Century.  The 
property is a two storey three bedroom detached dwelling, with a detached block of single 
storey outbuildings to the rear.  The property is set approx. 6 metres back from the 
highway, and is largely obscured from view by a number of mature trees and shrubs.   
 
The application site has area of 0.095 hectares (950 square metres) and is located within 
a prominent position at the southeastern end of the Bilbrough Conservation Area.  The 
character of the conservation area at this point along Main Street is defined by large 
historic properties in spacious grounds.  To the north of the application site is Main Street; 
to the east of the site is the property known as Copperfield; to the west is Bilbrough House 
Cottage, Bilbrough House and Ivy Cottage, whilst to the south of the site is a Yorkshire 
Water installation and open agricultural land.   
 
The site is enclosed by a mixture of mature hedgerows, and other vegetation, as well as 
brick and stone walling.  The shared boundary with Bilbrough House Cottage is marked by 
approx. 2-metre high wall, and by an existing outbuilding. The site stretches approx. 76 
metres from north to south and contains a range of brick buildings, including a number of 
single storey barn-type structures, and a greenhouse. The buildings have all fallen into a 
state of disrepair.  Vehicular access to the site is currently achieved off Main Street, via a 
small lane leading to the land to the rear of the Old Manor House.   
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
Two applications were submitted in 2005 for the erection of an extension, minor alterations 
to existing outbuildings to provide additional living accommodation and erection of a 
garage at the Old Manor House (planning ref no: - 8/84/109A/PA), and listed building 
consent (planning ref no: - 8/84/109D/PA) for the proposed works.  These applications 
were subsequently withdrawn following adverse comments from the Conservation Officer.  
 
Running concurrently to this application are three other applications relating to different 
elements of the re-development of the site.  The latter two of the applications are on this 
agenda however there are some outstanding issues with the demolition application and it 
is felt that depending on the outcome of the other applications the demolition could be 
dealt with under Officers delegated powers.  
 



1) Listed building consent application (application ref no:- 2006/0422/LBD) for the 
demolition of outbuildings within the curtilage of the Old Manor House.   
 
2) Resubmission of outline permission (application ref no:-2006/0466/OUT)  for the 
erection of 4.No dwellings including siting and access on land at Old Manor House, Main 
Street, Bilbrough. 
 
3) Listed building consent application (application ref no:- 2006/0471/LBC) application for 
the erection of infill extension, minor alterations to existing property, conversion of existing 
outbuildings to provide additional living accommodation and erection of a garage. 
 
APPLICANTS SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
 
The applicant has submitted an extensive body of supporting information of some 16 
pages, together with a heritage report by Roger Wools & Associates, Heritage 
Consultants.  The supporting statement and documentation is briefly summarised below 
but in essence includes a site description, description of the development, followed by 
considerations of the relevant national and local national policies. 
 
The supporting statement makes the following conclusions about the proposal:- 
 
1. The proposal would not have an adverse impact on the openness or visual amenity 
of the Green Belt; 
 
2. Would not have an adverse effect on the architectural and historic character of the 
building and its setting; 
 
3. Is appropriate in terms of the scale, design, detailing and materials; 
 
4. Would not harm the historic fabric of the buildings; 
 
5. The scale, form, position, design and materials of new buildings are appropriate to 
the historic context; 
 
6. Features of townscape importance including open spaces, verges, hedging, and 
paving or retained; 
 
7. The proposal would not adversely affect the setting of the area or significant views 
into or out of the area; 
 
8. The proposed use, external site works and boundary treatment are compatible with 
the character and appearance of the area; and 
 
9. The proposal in relation to the Old Manor House would not impact either upon the 
proposed dwelling or have any adverse effect on the existing adjacent dwellings. 
 
Whilst the report produced by Roger Wools Associates makes a detailed appraisal of the 
building and the surrounding area, and conclude that "that the restoration of the principal 
listed building and the nature and form of the extension are wholly appropriate and 
preserve the special interest of the listed building". 
 
CONSULTATIONS 



 
Many of the representations received make general comments on all four of the 
applications that relate to the re-development of the application site., rather than 
specifically to the extension and alterations to the Old Manor House. 
 
PARISH COUNCIL:   
Object to the application on the following grounds: -  
 
1) The Old Manor House greatly enhances the built and environmental heritage of 
Bilbrough.  It is the oldest and most noteworthy house in the village, in addition to its 
historic relationship with the Fairfax family, makes the preservation of the building and its 
ancient gardens of particular importance; 
 
2) They accept the expansion of the existing building is necessary to bring it up to 
realistic modern housing standards, but a building of this antiquity requires particularly 
sensitive attention and it is their considered view that this proposed extension to Manor 
House is inappropriate in that it would create a house out of scale with its environment; 
 
3) The proposal would necessitate the removal of a number of mature trees, and 
landscape which would result in the destruction of the garden setting of the Old Manor 
House; 
 
4) The open spaces around village houses are intrinsic part of the special architectural 
and visual quality of Bilbrough and, as such, should be safeguarded from unacceptable 
development; 
 
5) The Parish Council is also concerned about the traffic implications of the proposed 
development and the adverse effect on neighbouring properties of substantially increased 
traffic movements on the site; and 
 
6) They are particularly concerned about the adverse effect the proposed first floor 
extension would have on the neighbouring Bilbrough House Cottage, protruding as it 
would into their garden.   
 
LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY:   
They have no wish to restrict the granting of planning consent subject to the inclusion of a 
condition in relation to forming the access prior to the development being brought into use. 
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER:   
No objections 
 
CAAC: 
No comments 
 
CAMPAIGH TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND:   
 
1) A number of mature trees would be lost if the development were permitted. 
 
ENGLISH NATURE:   
In order to assess the likely impact of the potential development on protected species, 
English nature recommends that a bat survey be conducted prior to the granting of 
planning permission.   



 
The planning authority is still awaiting the protected species survey, therefore no 
permission would be issued until verification is received that no species would be 
disturbed by the proposed development, and members will be updated at Committee in 
this regard. 
 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HERITAGE SECTION: 
The Old Manor House is a Grade II listed building, the earliest parts of which date from the 
later 17th century.  The present building represents only a small portion of the original 
extent of the building, as depicted on the first edition 6-inch Ordnance Survey map of the 
village.  The proposed development has the potential to encounter remains associated 
with original the 17th century dwelling and the occupation of this site during medieval and 
post medieval periods.   
A suitable scheme of archaeological work should, therefore, be undertaken in response to 
these works, in order to ensure a detailed record is made of any deposits, which will be 
disturbed.  They advise that such a scheme may be secured by the attachment of a 
relevant planning condition. 
 
NEIGHBOURS: 
A site notice has been displayed and the surrounding households were notified by letter.  
16 individually written letters of objection were received.  Also 32 signed pro-forma letters 
have also been received.  (A number of pro-forma letters were unsigned and not 
addressed, therefore they were not counted).  The pro-forma letters carry less material 
weight than those individually written. 
 
The occupiers of Bilbrough House Cottage and Walnut Cottage commissioned a planning 
consultant to submit a formal objection on their behalf.   
 
The individual letters of objections and the pro-forma letters make the following material 
points: - 
 
1) The building stands within Bilbrough Conservation Area.  Therefore the proposal 
must be viewed within the context of trying to preserve the architectural and landscape 
integrity of the village; 
 
2) The Old Manor House is part of the original Manor House of the village and so is 
exceptionally important to the village as a whole; 
 
3) The garden setting of the building has remained unspoilt, and provides the context 
within which the building is to be appreciated.  Therefore it is of particular importance that 
the setting of the building is preserved. 
 
4) The Old Manor House and its setting makes an important and unique contribution to 
the character of the Conservation Area; and its loss would be to the detriment of the 
village; 
 
6) The Old Manor House is very small.  The proposed alterations would distort the 
unity and scale of the original dwelling.   
 
7) The garden contains a number of mature hedgerows and mature trees.  The garden 
makes an important contribution to the setting of the listed building, and the wider locality; 
and  



 
8) The proposed development would have a significantly detrimental effect on the 
amenity of the surrounding residents. 
 
The objection letter submitted by the planning consultant made the following points: - 
 
1. The proposed extension to the Old Manor House would have a significantly 
detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the neighbouring property, by virtue of the 
building being 3.5 metres higher than the existing boundary wall.  The proposal would 
block out significant morning light and sunshine from the neighbouring properties garden 
and conservatory.   
 
2. The agent argues that the application should be considered against the more 
restrictive policy for new build extensions in the Green Belt rather than conversion or re-
use of existing buildings; 
 
3. The proposal would create a disproportionately addition over and above the size of 
the house, and therefore is too large an extension for a dwelling within the greenbelt; and  
 
4. The proposed extension is inappropriate by virtue of its scale, and consequent 
impact on the historic character and setting of the listed building; and 
 
5. The noise and disturbance created by having living space so close to the small 
garden of Bilbrough House Cottage would create an unacceptable impact on the amenity 
of present and future occupiers. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application has been determined having had regard to the Development Plan which 
consists of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber published on 1 
December 2004 the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No.3) adopted in 1995 and 
the Selby District Local Plan adopted on 8 February 2005. 
 
The most relevant polices in the adopted Local Plan (2006) are GB2, GB4, ENV1, ENV22, 
ENV25, ENV26, H2A, and H7.   
 
Policy GB2 states that within the Green Belt, development will not be permitted except for 
limited number of purposes, such as 'the replacement, extension or alteration of existing 
dwellings'. 
 
Policy GB4 states that proposals for development will only be permitted where the scale, 
location, materials and design of any building would not detract from the open character 
and visual amenity of the Green Belt, or form and character of any settlement within it. 
 
Policy ENV1 seeks to ensure that the any proposal complies with all the relevant planning 
policies in the plan and "a good quality of design is achieved."  It also seeks to ensure that 
the effect upon the character of the area, the amenity of the adjoining occupiers, and all 
other possible effects of the development are given due consideration and weight.   
 
Policy ENV22 seeks to protect the character, fabric or setting of a listed building.   
 



Policy ENV24 seeks to ensure that any development in relation to a listed building is 
sympathetically designed and does not have an adverse effect on the architectural and 
historical fabric and character of the building. 
 
Policy ENV25 states that proposals within the conservation area will be permitted provided 
that they preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
 
Policy ENV26 seeks to ensure that no buildings of historic or architectural merit or 
demolished within the conservation area without due consideration and justification.   
 
The relevant national government guidance is contained within Planning Policy Guidance 
Note 1 General Policy and Principles (1997), Planning Policy Note 2 Green Belts (2001), 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (2005), and 
Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 (1994): Planning and the Historical Environment. 
 
In consideration of both local and national policy, and the third party representations, the 
main points for consideration have been identified as the following: 
 
1. The effect that the proposed development would have on the open character and 
visual amenity of the Green Belt; 
 
2. The effect that the proposal would have on the architectural and historic character 
of the building, and it's setting; 
 
3. Whether the proposal preserves or enhances the character and/or appearance of 
the conservation area;  
 
4. The impact the proposed development would have on the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring properties; and 
 
5. Other material considerations. 
 
6. Third party representations 
 
1) THE EFFECT THAT THE PROPOSAL WOULD HAVE ON THE OPEN CHARACTER 
AND VISUAL AMENITY OF THE GREEN BELT. 
 
It is considered that the proposed extension and extensions to the outbuilding would not 
result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building.  The 
works would result in a greater footprint, however the extension would be still visually 
subservient to the main dwelling.  
 
The proposal would not detract from the open character or visual amenity of the Green 
Belt, by virtue of the extensions be sited to the rear of property, and the extensive natural 
screening within the application site. 
 
2) THE EFFECT THAT THE PROPOSAL WOULD HAVE ON THE ARCHITECTURAL 
AND HISTORIC CHARACTER OF THE BUILDING, AND ITS SETTING.   
 
Substantial weight must be given to the views of the Conservation Officer as the District 
Council's specialist on matters of historic building conservation.  The Officer has no 
objections to the proposal.   



 
The important historic frontage of the building would be preserved.  The proposed 
extensions would not be visible from the important sightlines along Main Street.  Whilst the 
proposed infill extension is substantial, the development would appear visually subservient 
to the original dwelling, by virtue of its height and massing.   
 
The infill extension would be attached to the original dwelling via a small lightweight brick 
and glazed link.  This would provide a clear delineation between the original listed building, 
and the extension, therefore maintaining the visual integrity and setting of the Old Manor 
House. 
 
The internal and external alterations to the fabric of the listed building are considered 
minor in nature, and would preserve the historic character of the dwelling. 
 
3) WHETHER THE PROPOSAL PRESERVES OR ENHANCES THE CHARACTER 
AND/OR APPEARANCE OF THE CONSERVATION AREA. 
 
It is considered that the proposed extensions and alteration would preserve the character 
and appearance of the Conservation Area.  The proposed development would appear 
visually subservient to the original dwelling, due to its simple design, scale and massing.  
The historic character and appearance of the Old Manor House would be maintained, 
especially from the important sightlines from Main Street. 
 
The proposed development would preserve the surrounding boundary treatment, and 
mature vegetation, which makes an important contribution to the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area, and would serve to 'soften' the new development. 
 
4) THE IMPACT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WOULD HAVE ON THE 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY OF THE NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES, 
 
The western boundary of the site is formed by a 2.2 metre high-shared wall, and the 
existing outbuilding, which protrudes by 1.6 metres into the rear garden of the 
neighbouring property Bilbrough House Cottage.  Bilbrough House Cottage is the property 
whose residential amenity would most likely to be affected by the proposal. 
 
Bilbrough House Cottage has a conservatory extending almost 5 metres from the rear 
elevation of the property.  In assessing the application, a judgement has to be made as to 
whether or not the conservatory is a habitable room, which should be given consideration. 
Conventionally, the definition of a habitable room has been taken to embrace living rooms, 
dining rooms and bedrooms. However, case law suggests that a habitable room is one in 
which the occupiers spend a lot of time and enjoy a view from. The objector's conservatory 
contains furniture usually associated with living rooms. As a result it is considered that the 
impact of the development on the conservatory is a material consideration, and as such it 
is classed as a habitable room. 
 
The proposed development would not cause a significant loss of amenity to the occupiers 
of the neighbouring property.  The proposed extension would cause a loss of sunlight to 
the habitable rooms of the neighbouring property during the early morning.  However the 
proposal would not have a significantly more detrimental impact on their residential 
amenity, than is currently experienced with the existing relationship between the buildings, 
because of the orientation of the properties.   
 



5) OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS. 
 
The applicant has not submitted any evidence to show that endangered species would not 
be affected by the proposed development.  Therefore in accordance with English Nature, 
the planning authority recommends that no decision is issued until such evidence is 
presented. 
 
6) THIRD PARTY REPRESENTAIONS 
 
The major issues raised by the third parties have been dealt with in the above report, 
however to summarise the main points: -  
 
1) The building and it setting makes an important and unique contribution to the 
character of the Conservation Area; and its loss would be to the detriment of the village; 
 
The proposal would preserve the character of the Conservation Area, by virtue of the site 
being largely screened from public viewpoints along Main Street, and the development 
being positioned to the rear of the building.   
 
 
2) The proposal would not have a detrimental effect on the visual amenity, integrity, fabric 
and setting of the listed building.   
 
The proposal would not significantly alter the original exterior of building.  The proposed 
development would appear subservient to the main dwelling, and the extension's scale, 
form and massing reflects the simple architectural style of the original building.  The 
development would not be visible from Main Street, and would preserve the most 
important landscaping features of the site, i.e. stone walling, and mature trees and 
hedgerows.  Therefore for the above reasons it is considered that the proposal would the 
preserve the visual amenity, integrity, fabric and setting of the listed building.   
 
3) The proposal would not have a detrimental affect on the visual amenity and openness of 
the Green Belt.   
 
The proposal complies with the relevant Green Belt policies in the adopted Local Plan for 
the following reasons: - 
 
i) The proposal would not constitute a disproportionate addition above beyond the size of 
he original dwelling.  The massing and scale of the proposed extension means that the 
proposal would appear visually subservient to the Old Manor House.   
 
ii) The proposal would not detract from the open character or visual amenity of the Green 
Belt, by virtue of the extensions being sited to the rear of property, and the extensive 
natural screening within the application site. 
 
4) The proposal would not have a significantly detrimental affect on the residential amenity 
of the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.  
 
The proposed infill extension would not cause an unacceptable loss of amenity to the 
surrounding residents for the following reasons: -  
 



i. It would not significantly reduce the amount of daylight entering the nearest property 
due to the orientation of the extension in relation to the neighbouring property;  
 
ii. It would have not have a significant overbearing impact on the neighbouring 
property by virtue of the scale and orientation of the extension; and 
 
iii. The use will be solely residential, which is in keeping with the surrounding area and 
is considered to create minimal disturbance to neighbouring properties. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal would preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area, and 
the historic fabric and setting of the listed building.  The proposal would not have a 
significantly detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the surrounding residents.  In 
view of the above considerations, the application is recommended for approval, subject to 
the relevant conditions and the findings of the protected species survey. 
 
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 

Compensation Act 2004. 
 
02. No development shall take place within the application has secured the 

implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved by 
the planning authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 The site is of archaeological interest 
 
03. The development shall not be brought into use until the initial 10 metres of the access 

has been laid out with a hardened, sealed and drained surface in accordance with a 
scheme to be approved in writing by the LPA. 

  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of amenity and traffic safety.   
 
04. A sample of brickwork and details of the proposed brick bond to be used for the 

external surfaces shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority before the commencement of development. The development shall be 
constructed in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the development in accordance with 

Policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 



 
05. A sample of roofing sheet shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority before the commencement of development. The 
 development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details. 
  
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the development in accordance with 

policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
06. Concurrently with the submission of a sample of the walling materials, a sample panel 

of those materials and type of pointing to be used shall be erected on site for 
inspection prior to the commencement of building works. The development shall be 
constructed in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: 
 To assist in the selection of appropriate materials in the interests of preserving visual 

amenity in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
07. Prior to the commencement of development, details of the materials, treatment and/or 

colour of the window and door frames shall be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The window and door frames shall then be installed 
in accordance with the approved details and so retained. 

  
 Reason: 
 To protect the external appearance of the building and preserve the character of the 

area in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006). 
 
08. No development shall commence, nor shall any materials or machinery be brought 

onto the site, until a 1.2 metre high fence in a continuous length, one metre beyond 
the crown spread of the trees to be retained on site has been erected to the 
satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority as confirmed in writing. The fencing must 
remain throughout the period of construction and no materials or equipment shall be 
stored, no rubbish dumped, no fires lit or any excavation or changes in level take 
place within the fenced area. No changes in ground levels shall be made within the 
fenced area without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 To protect trees during the construction period and in the interests of visual amenity 

in accordance with policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2006) 
 
09. No development shall commence until details of earthworks have been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details 
 shall include the proposed grading and mounding of land areas including the levels 

and contours to be formed, including the relationship of proposed mounding to 
existing vegetation and surrounding landform. The development shall be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory landform in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with 

policy ENV25 of adopted SDLP (2005). 
 



This map has been reproduced from the Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of Her Majesty's stationary office. © Crown copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Selby District Council: 100018656
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/19/107AU/PA 
2004/1615/FUL 

PARISH: Selby Town Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Tesco Stores Ltd VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

5 January 2005 
 
1 March 2005 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Proposed erection of a new supermarket with two storey car parking to 
side, associated car parking to front, creation of a new vehicular access, 
landscaping and associated works (following demolition of existing 
supermarket) 

LOCATION: Tesco Stores Ltd 
Portholme Road 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
YO8 4QQ 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The District Council has been advised by Counsel to bring this application back to 
Committee for re-determination prior to the call-inquiry.  The detailed reasons for this are 
set out below. 
 
Members will recall that at Planning Committee on 5th August 2005 planning consent was 
approved contrary to Officers advice for the redevelopment of the existing Tesco store on 
Portholme Road Selby.  The approval was subject to the amount of additional convenience 
floorspace being reduced by 465 sq.m and that this reduced floorspace was considered 
further by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) (SDC's consultants).  They provided 
advice on whether this reduction in floorspace was acceptable.  The resolution to approve 
was also subject to referral to Government Office Yorkshire and the Humber (GOYH) as 
required by the Shopping Directive.  
 
NLP confirmed in writing on 7th September 2005 that "it is our view that Tesco has taken 
on board our original advice that a smaller Tesco store would be more appropriate for 
Selby.  They propose a significant reduction in the level of additional floorspace, which, to 
a large extent, overcomes our original concerns regarding the impact of the larger scheme 
upon Selby town centre.  Given the retail benefits of this replacement store, and taking 
account of the Council's refusal of the Dransfield scheme, we consider that in retail policy 
terms, the revised Tesco proposal is acceptable". 
 
Following the receipt of this information the application was referred to the GOYH. The 
application was called in by the Secretary of State for determination by him at a 'call-in' 
inquiry. This inquiry is due to start on 31 October 2006 and is scheduled to last 8 days. 
 
Members will recall however that at the same Planning Committee meeting consent was 
refused for the scheme put forward by Dransfields, which involved the extension of the 
existing supermarket and the erection of four retail units following the demolition of the 
Abbey School and the Abbey Vaults Public House.  Part of this scheme also proposed the 
erection of a new school within the bowling green, thus leading to the loss of the green 



space.  Members, refused consent for this scheme contrary to Officers recommendation 
on the following grounds: 
 
"1. The proposal would lead to the loss of a playing field and important public amenity 
space and the replacement by way of a qualitative improvement of an existing area 
approximately 1.5 miles away.  Selby currently has a recreation open space deficit of 
approximately 5.5 ha based on the National Playing Fields Association standards and this 
proposal would lead to an increase in this deficit contrary to Selby District Local Plan 
Policy RT1 and advice contained within PPG17". 
 
"2. In the opinion of the District Council the development would have an adverse impact on 
the character of the Selby Conservation Area by virtue of the loss of the green space, the 
demolition of the Abbey School and associated buildings and the subsequent replacement 
with four large retail units and associated car parking.  It is considered that the scale and 
mass of the proposed retail units would be detrimental to the character of the Conservation 
Area contrary to Selby District Local Plan Policy ENV25 and advice contained within 
PPG25." 
 
 
A subsequent scheme was submitted by Dransfields, which retained the green space, 
proposing that the school was re-built within the Civic Centre car park.  This scheme was 
approved by Members on 29 March 2006 subject to conditions and the applicant entering 
into a Section 106 Agreement in line with Officers recommendation.  This was subject to 
referral to GOYH as required by the Shopping Directive.  The application was referred but 
was not called in and the approval will be issued shortly once the Section 106 Agreement 
has been executed. 
 
Further work has been done by the planning consultants acting for Tesco's in the run up to 
the Call-In inquiry.  This includes updating retail capacity as a result of additional 
'commitments' such as the extensions to Morrison's and the recently approved Lidl on 
Barlby Road.  In addition a household survey has been carried out and the data produced 
analysed by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners who have advised us in respect of Tesco and 
Dransfield applications previously. 
 
In light of the above and with the passage time, advice has been taken from Counsel and 
also from Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners as to the correct way to proceed to the Call-In 
Inquiry.  It was felt by all parties including your Officers that the application from Tesco 
should be brought back before Members and re-determined.  The reasoning behind this is 
set out in more detail in the Appraisal section of the report, however in brief, it has been 
concluded that there is 'just enough' capacity for both Tesco and Morrison's following 
implementation of the Dransfield scheme in terms of convenience goods (groceries).  
There is plenty of capacity in terms of comparison goods (clothes, cd's, tv's, toys etc). 
 
Based on this and the sequential approach advocated in PPS6, it is felt that the Dransfield 
scheme should have the opportunity to come forward first as this scheme would clearly be 
more advantageous to the vitality and viability of the town centre, because of its location 
and also because the scale of retail units that it would provide that are not otherwise 
available in the Town Centre. 
 
 
 
 



CONSULTATIONS 
 
No further consultations have been carried out since the application was considered 
previously.  The consultation responses below reflect comments in respect of the original 
round of consultation. 
 
Selby Town Council 
The Town Council would have preferred not to comment on this application in isolation, as 
it is understood that a similar application from Morrison’s near to this site will too be 
available for our viewing.  However, as this may be the only opportunity that the Town 
Council have to comment, the Council objects to this application. 
The Council believes that the proposed supermarket is too large in size for the site and 
infrastructure with no significant improvements created for the surrounding access roads, 
which struggle to serve the two large supermarkets already.  There is room for only one 
large supermarket in this town. 
The site should cease to be considered as out of town, following the residential 
development in Portholme Road.  The Town Council regrets the loss of green space 
between the Civic Centre and the proposed development. 
If these developments go ahead they will take away whatever relief the newly opened 
bypass has given Selby. 
 
Environment Agency 
No objections subject to conditions. 
 
Yorkshire Water 
No objections subject to conditions. 
 
Principal Economic Development Officer 
Retail development can lead or encourage regeneration and increase confidence but can 
the consultants provide evidence to show that an over concentration will not occur in Selby 
and that this will not negatively impact on Tadcaster and Sherburn? 
I refer to my previous memo and the subsequent meeting with Tesco, The revised plans 
are an improvement and I was interested in revising details of the survey regarding linked 
trips. This development is on the edge of the town centre but close enough for trips 
between the two. The major concern I have on this scheme is the proposed increase in 
comparison goods and its potential impact on the Town Centre.  
  
If Members were minded to approve this or an amended scheme I would wish the 
following to be taken into consideration when drawing up a S106 agreement. 
 
Contribution towards Town Centre manager and associated costs  
Advertising direct and indirect jobs locally 
 
Network Rail 
No objections subject to conditions.   
 
Selby Civic Society   
The Civic Society expresses their strong objections to the second attempt to invade the 
pleasant, lawn and landscaped area to the west side of the Civic Centre.  We estimate that 
approximately 2800 square metres of the lawned area and approximately 20 mature trees 
would be destroyed under concrete and tarmac to provide car parking, a reception depot 
and associated access roads to the store. 



The present landscaped area forms a scenic continuation of the recreation ground on the 
other side of the road.  We have argued in 2003, when opposing a similar plan that would 
then have significantly reduced the landscaped lawns, that the preservation of existing 
green spaces within Selby Town Centre should be a priority, and planning applications that 
remove these are to be deprecated. 
Indeed in Selby District Council’s own application to provide additional office space 
(8/19/107AR/PA dated 25th October 2002 but later withdrawn), it was stated that: “when 
one looks at the civic centre from the Tesco junction the most attractive element of the 
landscaping is this area to the west of the footpath where the land is attractively contoured 
with sporadic planting arrangements” – a recognition then by the Council spokesperson of 
the amenity value of this open space. 
 
We further object to the proposed design, which does not conform to the Special Planning 
Guidance that is contained in the forthcoming Selby Town Design Statement.  The 
proposed structure with an all-glass and metal frontage is an unsuitable design, which 
does not keep in with that area of Selby. 
Thirdly, of great concern to us also, is the question of road access for delivery vehicles and 
customer cars, and the congestion that could result in Portholme Road and the narrow 
feeder roads of Union Lane and Park Street end.  Tesco are expecting to attract additional 
customers into an expanded store, and with twice the sales area, one could assume 
approximately twice as many journeys by large delivery lorries.  There is much detail in the 
report regarding this however; there is no proposed solution to the admitted increase in 
traffic flows that a double-sized store would generate. 
It also seems plausible that if Tesco succeed in expanding their store then the other major 
competitor in the area (Morrison’s) would also be prompted to expand causing even more 
traffic congestion, which even now occurs at peak times. 
We would argue that a more suitable site for the proposed superstore would be the 
Staynor area retail development Park, where there is an easy road access from the 
bypass for delivery vehicles, no invasion onto “green”-space and the design would fit the 
surroundings more suitably. 
Great play is made of the Government prohibition of “out-of-town” developments, but in a 
small place like Selby what is “out-of-town”?  Staynor Retail Park is easily accessible and 
has much local housing within a short distance. 
Finally, this application includes an estimate of additional jobs that will allegedly be created 
through this development however; this makes no allowances for the potential retail job 
losses that may occur in other stores in Selby resulting in a reduction of their business and 
turnover. 
 
Selby Internal Drainage Board 
No objections subject to conditions. 
 
North Yorkshire County Council Archaeology 
This proposed work has no known archaeological constraint. 
 
Local Residents 
In support of the application 3 letters have been received.  The support is on the basis that 
Selby needs a better, larger supermarket. 
20 letters of objection have been received, 3 of which are from agents acting on behalf of 
Morrisons.  The objections are as follows: 
i) Increase in traffic on surrounding roads; 
ii) Increase in large delivery vehicles on road; 
iii) Loss of green space adjacent to Civic Centre 



iv) Adverse impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre; 
v) Contrary to PPS6 in terms of sequential test; 
vi) Use of incorrect retail data; 
vii)  Don’t need a bigger supermarket 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
It is important that the latest policy guidance is fully considered in determining this 
application. The most relevant national and local guidance is briefly summarised below, 
together with the key policies from the adopted Selby District Local Plan. 
 
PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005) 
 
PPS1 sets out the Government’s overarching planning policy on the creation of 
sustainable development through the planning system. Para. 28 of PPS1 sets out that 
planning decisions should be taken in accordance with the development plan unless other 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 
Para. 29 of PPS1 acknowledges that in some circumstances, a planning authority may 
decide in reaching a decision to give different weight to social, environmental, resource or 
economic considerations. Where this is the case, the reasons for doing so should be 
explicit and the consequences considered. Adverse environmental, social and economic 
impacts should be avoided, mitigated, or compensated for. 
 
PPS6: Planning for Town Centres (March 2005) 
The Government published PPS6 (Planning for Town Centres) in March 2005. This sets 
out the Government’s policies on retail and replaces PPG6 and the subsequent ministerial 
statements of clarification.  
The Government’s key objective for town centres (this covers city, town, district and local 
centres) is to promote their vitality and viability by planning for growth and development of 
existing centres; and by promoting and enhancing existing centres by focusing 
development in such centres and encouraging a wide range of services in a good 
environment, accessible to all. 
Other Government objectives that need to be taken account of in the context of the key 
objective are set out in paragraph 1.4: 
 
i) Enhancing consumer choice by making provision for a range of shopping, leisure 
and local services, which allow genuine choice to meet the needs of the entire community 
and particularly socially excluded groups; 
ii) Supporting efficient, competitive and innovative retail, leisure, tourism and other 
sectors, with improving productivity; and 
iii) Improving accessibility, ensuring that existing or new development is, or will be, 
accessible and well served by a choice of means of transport. 
PPS6 key objectives for town centres is to promote vitality and viability by: 
iv) Planning for the growth and development of existing centres; and 
v) Promoting and enhancing existing centres, by focusing development in such 
centres and encouraging a wide range of services in a good environment, accessible to all 
(para. 1.3). 
 
The main policy directions and objectives of PPS6 are very similar to PPG6 and the 
evolution of that policy through subsequent policy statements, but as its title suggests, the 
focus is on positive planning for town centres. The policy agenda continues to be 
underpinned by the core principles of sustainable development and PPS6 seeks to 



integrate policies for town centre uses with other elements of this policy agenda including 
social inclusion, an encouragement of high density mixed use development and the 
regeneration of deprived areas. PPS6 policy applies to a wide range of town centre uses 
regardless of their scale.   
Centres 
 
Of critical importance for those promoting development of town centre uses is the new 
policy advice on defining centre boundaries. For retail purposes, the centre boundary 
should be tightly defined as the primary shopping area, generally comprising the primary 
shopping frontage and those secondary frontages, which are contiguous and closely 
related to the primary shopping frontage.  
 
Town Centre Extensions 
The PPS introduces the concept of extending the centre through the development plan 
process (para. 2.5), where needs cannot be met in the existing centre or there is a need 
for large developments which cannot be accommodated within the centre.  There is a 
specific identification in the PPS that larger stores may deliver benefits for consumers and 
local planning authorities should seek to make provision for them (para. 2.6). This 
guidance is of clear relevance to the consideration of both applications. 
 
The Hierarchy of Town Centres 
PPS6 seeks to achieve some rebalancing of the retail hierarchy by seeking to avoid an 
over-concentration of growth in the largest centres and focusing development on medium 
and smaller centres. The objective is to achieve a more even distribution of town centre 
uses and the meeting of people’s everyday needs at the local level (para. 2.9). 
 
Tests for Development of Town Centres Uses 
These remain as in previous guidance and relate to need, appropriate scale, the 
sequential approach, impact and accessibility (paras. 2.28 and 3.4). PPS6 policy guidance 
clarifies that these tests are applied to all proposals relating to main town centre uses or 
new development, including redevelopment of existing facilities and extensions. PPS6 
states that as a general rule, developments should satisfy all these considerations. 
 
Need 
As previously clarified by Ministerial Statements, PPS6 policy gives greater weight to 
quantitative need but recognises that qualitative need should also be taken into 
consideration.   
In relation to quantitative need, PPS6 now specifically requires local planning authorities to 
forecast expenditure for specific classes of goods within the broad categories of 
comparison and convenience goods and for main leisure sectors (para. 2.34). 
Paragraph 3.10 refers to the definition of catchment areas and states: 
"The catchment area that is used to assess future need should be realistic and well related 
to the size and function of the proposed development and take account of competing 
centres".  
There is specific policy guidance on qualitative need factors, which include an appropriate 
distribution of locations to improve accessibility and the provision of genuine choice to 
meet the needs of the whole community (para. 2.35), and the degree to which shops may 
be overtrading (para. 2.36). 
 
Sequential Approach 
The order of preference of site location has been changed slightly by PPS6. Clarification 
that local, district, town and city centres have the same status in the retail hierarchy for the 



sequential approach means that as a starting point, in the absence of other policies, sites 
in each can have equal status. This is subject to the requirement that the type and scale of 
development is directly related to the role and function of the centre. 
PPS6 provides further clarification on edge-of-centre locations, where preference should 
now be given to sites that are or will be “well-connected” to the centre (para. 2.44). In 
looking at out-of-centre sites, preference will be given to sites which are or will be well-
served by a choice of means of transport, which are close to the centre and have a high 
likelihood of linked trips with the centre.   
PPS6 allows greater weight to be given to retailers’ commercial considerations than 
previous guidance. While retailers are required to be flexible in terms of scale and format 
of development and car parking provision, the policy guidance recognises that the 
retailer’s business model, including format, is a relevant consideration (para. 2.45). 
 
While as before, developments which contain a number of constituent elements will have 
to consider the degree to which individual elements could be accommodated on more 
centrally located sites, PPS6 now makes it clear that an individual retailer or leisure 
operator should not be expected to split their proposed development onto separate sites 
where a reason for not doing so has been demonstrated (para. 3.18). 
Local authorities are also advised to include phasing policies in development plan 
documents, to ensure that those sites in preferred locations within centres are developed 
ahead of less central locations (para. 2.46). 
 
Impact 
The Guidance sets out at para. 3.22 that local planning authorities should consider the 
impact of the development on centres, taking account of factors including, the likely effect 
on future public or private sector investment needed to safeguard the vitality and viability 
of the centres within the catchment area of the proposed development, the likely impact on 
turnover and on the vitality and viability of existing centres, changes to the range of 
services provided by the centres that could be affected, likely impact on the number of 
vacant properties in the primary shopping area and potential changes to the quality,  
attractiveness, physical condition and character of the centre or centres and to its role in 
the economic and social life of the community. 
 
Impact assessments are required for all retail and leisure developments over 2,500 sq. m 
gross floorspace, but may occasionally be necessary for smaller developments (para. 
3.23). 
 
Other Material Considerations 
As a general rule, the development should satisfy all these considerations.  However, 
there may be exceptions, where the overall weight of evidence justifies favourable 
treatment even if the development performs poorly against one or more of the 
considerations. In making their decision, local planning authorities should also consider 
relevant local issues and other material considerations (paragraph 3.5). 
 
The policy tests apply to all proposals, which are located beyond the town centre and not 
in accord with an up to date development plan. The amount and nature of information and 
analysis required should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposal in 
relation to the size and role of the centre (paragraph 3.7). 
 
PPS6 (para. 3.28) adds to previous guidance that while employment and regeneration are 
not aspects of need, they could be material considerations as economic growth and social 
inclusion are included in the list provided. 



 
Extensions to Existing Development 
Consistent with previous guidance, albeit a change from draft PPS6, the PPS6 (para. 3.29) 
indicates that all of the policy tests, including the sequential approach, will apply to 
extensions to existing development (although the sequential approach only applies to 
extensions of over 200 sq. m). The policy is applied specifically to extensions to individual 
units or stores, albeit this needs to be interpreted against the stated guidance in PPS6 that 
it does not seek the arbitrary sub-division of proposals by developers/retailers. 
 
The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS12) 
The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS12) based on  a selective 
review of RPG12 was published in December 2004.   
Policy E1 promotes existing city and town centres as the main focus for shopping. It sets 
out that development plans should require proposed developments to reflect the scale and 
character of the centres to which they relate.   
Policy SOC3 provides a framework for consideration of retail proposals in the region.  This 
sets out that in establishing a hierarchy of town centres in development plans, local 
planning authorities should adopt basic principles of meeting the needs of the catchment 
areas whilst minimising the need to travel.   
 
The North Yorkshire County Structure Plan Third Alteration 
The Structure Plan was adopted in October 1995 and covers the period up to 2006.  Its 
policies precede the publication of PPG6 in 1996 and are therefore largely out of date and 
afforded little weight.  Following the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, no 
further progress will be made on the Structure Plan review.  
 
The Selby District Local Plan was formally adopted on 8th February 2005. The shopping 
policies of the Plan have the following main objectives: 
 
To enhance the vitality and viability of the existing town centres of Selby, Tadcaster and 
Sherburn in Elmet. 
To encourage the retention, establishment or extension of local shopping facilities 
appropriate to the rural economy. 
To resist the establishment of retail uses outside Development Limits. 
 
Policy S1 states that shopping provision will be concentrated in the commercial and 
shopping centres of Selby, Tadcaster and Sherburn in Elmet. 
 
Policy S2 sets out criteria against which large-scale edge or out of centre retail 
developments will be considered. These are: the sequential approach; impact (individually 
or cumulatively) on the vitality and viability of existing centres; and appropriate siting to 
meet the needs of more than just car borne shoppers.  
The Plan sets out that where proposals are permitted planning conditions may be imposed 
to ensure that the character of development does not change to the extent that the District 
Council would have refused permission because of the potential impact on the vitality and 
viability of an existing centre. 
 
Policy SEL/8 seeks to maintain and improve the attractiveness of the existing shopping 
centre by encouraging new shopping development and improvements within the defined 
shopping and commercial centre of Selby. 
 



Other relevant local plan policies relate to design and amenity, highway safety, car parking 
and cycle parking and these are as follows:  
Policy ENV1 requires developers to provide high quality development that respects the 
character of the area and the residential amenity of any local residents. 
Policies T1 and T2 relate to the adequacy of the existing highway network to safely serve 
the development and nay new access would not have an adverse effect on highway 
safety. 
Policy T6 encourages the provision of development in areas that are well served by public 
transport. 
Policy VP1 supports the provision of maximum parking in new developments. 
Policy CS6 expects developers to provide for or contribute towards the cost of 
infrastructure that are directly related to their development. 
 
OFFICER APPRAISAL 
 
Partly, in response to the resolution to grant the Dransfield scheme and partly as a result 
of the time gap between the previous study and the date of the Inquiry, further work has 
been provided by DPP acting for Tesco in the run up to the call-in Inquiry .  This work is 
based on a household survey undertaken in February 2006 and takes account of the 
Dransfield scheme as a commitment but also (following discussions between Tesco, NLP 
and Council Officers) the commitment for a new Lidl store on Barlby Road.  At the outset it 
is important to note that, to date, Tesco have only provided additional information relating 
to convenience need and have not provided any additional information relating to the 
sequential approach or impact. 
 
Based on the updated information provided Tesco's agents DPP conclude that there is 
sufficient capacity within the smaller catchment area for the Tesco and Dransfield 
schemes as well as the Lidl commitment. 
 
It is important  for the Council to determine whether or not it can still support the Tesco 
proposals, given that this resolution to approve was in the context of the refusal of the 
original planning application by Dransfield and in light of the fact that at the time it was 
considered that there was no sequentially preferable sites to accommodate the identified 
convenience need.  It was not considered at that time that a scheme could be developed 
by Dransfields which would overcome the initial reasons for refusal.  Clearly, this position 
has been overtaken by events following the revised Dransfield application which was 
approved at Planning Committee in March 2006.  The issues raised above by the 
resolution to grant the Dransfield proposals are threefold, 
 
a. whether or not there is now capacity for both the Tesco and Dransfield schemes as 
well as the Lidl commitment at Barlby Road, and 
 
b. whether or not the Tesco proposals satisfy the sequential approach, and 
 
c. whether the proposals would adversely affect the vitality and viability of Selby town 
centre. 
 
Capacity 
Advice from Nathanial Lichfield and Partners (NLP) concludes that an overall retail need 
can be demonstrated, albeit the position is not clear-cut. 
 
 



The Sequential Approach 
As noted above, DPP have provided no further information on the sequential approach.  In 
NLP's July 2005 study, they stated the following: 
 
"Even if it could be argued that there is capacity for both schemes (the Morrisons and 
Tesco proposals), there is still a strong planning argument to suggest that the sequentially 
preferable scheme should be developed first, i.e. the first opportunity should be given to 
the development of the site that would provide the greatest benefits to the centre.  In this 
respect, both schemes were granted permission at the same time and the concern is that 
the Tesco scheme would prejudice investment in a sequentially preferable location".  
 
They went on to confirm that if the Dransfield scheme was approved then the Tesco 
scheme would fail the sequential approach.  In this respect,  PPS6, at para. 2.46 confirms 
that local planning authorities should include policies within development plan documents 
which ensure that those sites in preferred locations within centres are developed ahead of 
less central locations.  Although this paragraph predominantly relates to the plan-led 
approach, it is considered it is relevant to this application.  Based on the above, it is 
considered that the Tesco proposals fail the sequential approach.  This view is given 
added weight by the fact that the quantitative need case is not clear cut. 
 
Impact 
In their letter dated September 2005, NLP confirmed that the Tesco scheme (as currently 
proposed) overcame their original concerns regarding the impact of the larger scheme 
upon Selby Town Centre.  Taking into account the retail benefits of the replacement store 
and the Council’s refusal of the Dransfield scheme (at that time) it was considered that in 
retail policy terms the revised Tesco proposal was acceptable. 
 
Based on the approval of the revised Dransfield scheme, the main issue in terms of impact 
is whether this scheme could prejudice future private sector investment in the sequentially 
preferable location i.e. the current Dransfield scheme.  If the Tesco proposals led to the 
non implementation of the Dransfield scheme then it would clearly have had an adverse 
effect on future private sector investment within the town centre.  However, this view 
needs to be considered in the context of the original view that on its own, and in the 
absence of the Dransfield scheme, the Tesco proposals were considered acceptable in 
terms of retail impact. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the above and the additional information recently submitted by DPP on behalf of 
Tesco, it is considered that the qualitative benefits of the Tesco scheme mean, that whilst 
an overall retail need can be demonstrated, the case is not clear-cut. 
 
However, the resolution to grant the revised Dransfield proposal means that in common 
with previous advice the Tesco application fails the sequential approach. 
 
In terms of retail impact, there is concern that the proposed Tesco scheme could prejudice 
the implementation of the Dransfield proposals.  However, the scheme is unlikely to lead to 
the closure of the existing Morrisons store, and this view is given added strength by the 
forecast turnover of this store (based on the latest household survey). 
 



The main concern therefore is the failure of the Tesco proposal to meet the sequential 
approach.  PPS6 makes clear that preferred locations within centres should be developed 
ahead of less central locations and it is your Officer's view that the Tesco proposal 
conflicts with guidance contained within PPS6. 
 
There have been no significant changes in either Local Plan Policy or Central Government 
Guidance since the application was previously considered.  The reason for the re-
determination is based purely on the fact that Dransfields now have a consent for an 
extension to the Morrison's store and that store is in a sequentially preferable location i.e. 
closer to the Town Centre.  In addition the larger units that would be provided as part of 
the larger scheme by Dransfields would improve the retail offer in Selby thus helping to 
improve the vitality and viability of the Town Centre.  The bringing forward of the 
redevelopment of Tesco’s at the same time or indeed before the Dransfield scheme 
because of the lead in time needed to relocate the school, could jeopardise the Dransfield 
scheme in terms of viability.  In addition whilst Tesco’s would benefit the town centre 
through linked trips it is farther away and potentially more of a 'one stop shop' leading to 
less linked trips than occur at the present time and therefore not being as beneficial.  
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Members resolve that the Local Planning Authority proceed to the Public inquiry with 
a ‘minded to refuse’ resolution. 
 
01. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the site is unacceptable in terms of its 
position in relation to the town centre and therefore its suitability when considered 
sequentially in relation to another site that has an extant consent that is closer to the town 
centre.  It is considered that the development would prejudice the redevelopment of this 
site closer to the town centre contrary to guidance contained within PPG3, PPS6, Regional 
Spatial Strategy Policy E1 & SOC3, and Selby District Local Plan Policies S2 and SEL/8. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/48/181/PA 
2006/0546/OUT 

PARISH: Fairburn Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Q7 Art Studios VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

11 April 2006 
 
6 June 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Outline application for a single storey Art Studio to include siting and 
means of access on 

LOCATION: Land Adjacent To Meridies 
Rawfield Lane 
Fairburn 
Knottingley 
North Yorkshire 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application has been referred to the Planning Committee as the application is 
recommended for Refusal and seven letters of support have been received from members 
of the public. 
 
This application seeks outline planning consent to erect a single storey art studio.  The 
application forms state that details of siting and means of access are included and that 
design, external appearance and landscaping are reserved.  The plans submitted do 
include details of design and external appearance, however, as these have not been 
applied for on the form it is assumed that this is for illustrative purposes only and these 
matters have not been taken into account in the determination.  If approved these matters 
will need to be submitted again at a later date. 
 
The site is located within the development limits of Fairburn and is a vacant brownfield site 
within a residential area.  The land level is lower than that of surrounding properties and 
the site is well screened.  The site is accessed by an unadopted driveway which serves a 
number of dwellings including access to garages at the rear of dwellings on Fairfield. 
 
No supporting information was submitted with the application regarding the use of the 
proposed art studio.  However after advising the agent of highway concerns a letter 
explaining the proposed use and an amended plan reducing parking provision was 
submitted for further consideration. 
 
The agent has confirmed that the art studio is intended for private use and will not be 
accessed by the public except very rarely by invitation.  The applicant will be the main user 
and lives approx 50 metres walking distance away.  Friends of the applicant may use the 
facility from time to time but not on a daily basis and it is anticipated that any vehicle 
movements will not exceed 2 to 3 per week. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Parish Council – no reply 
Highways – Access to the site will be via an unadopted drive (which is not included within 
the red line) which currently appears to serve in excess of 8 dwellings and several private 



garages. This drive is surfaced but is without the benefit of street lighting, segregated 
footway provision or adequate independent turning facilities and is considered therefore, 
unsuitable for additional vehicular / pedestrian use and ideally it should be brought up to 
adoptable standards.  
Environmental Health – no objections 
Selby IDB – No Observations – outside of the board’s district 
Yorkshire Water – Observations not required 
 
Publicity – neighbours have been consulted by letter and a site notice posted.  Eight 
responses have been received, seven in support and one objection. 
 
The letters of support are on the grounds of enhancing the appearance of the site and the 
area and that the proposal will be an interesting asset to the village. 
 
The objection relates to the poor access road and obstruction to existing accesses. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Selby District Local Plan 
Policy ENV1 Control of Development 
Policy T1 Highway Network 
 
Key Issues  
 
i) Principle of Development 
ii) Access 
 
i) Principle of Development 
 
The site is previously developed land within the village development limit.  The proposal 
would enhance the appearance of the site which is currently vacant and untidy and the use 
itself would not result in any detrimental impact on adjacent residents.  As the building is 
only intended for private use I fail to see how it would be an asset to the village other than 
by improving the appearance of the site.  It is considered that some supporters of the 
application may believe that the art studio would be available for public / community use 
which is not the case.  However in principle the development is considered to be 
acceptable. 
 
ii) Access 
 
Access to the site is via an unadopted driveway with no pedestrian footpath, street lighting 
or turning facilities.  This driveway already serves a number of properties and is 
considered unsuitable by the Highway Authority for additional use. 
 
Further information and an amended plan submitted by the agent have been considered.  
However unfortunately it is unlikely that the planning authority would be unable to 
effectively control the development, in terms of the number of visitors to the studio. 
 
Conditions may be imposed restricting the use of the premises to private use only thereby 
prohibiting any public or commercial use of the site.  However it would not be possible to 
control occasional public access, friends visiting the applicant etc.  Additionally although 



the applicant currently lives close by this may not be the case in the future or for potential 
future owners. 
 
Reducing the parking may prevent vehicles visiting the site but on the other hand would 
lead to problems of parking on the narrow access road which has no turning space. 
 
Pedestrian access to the site is also considered to be unsafe due to the lack of any 
footpaths or lighting. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
In principle the erection of an art studio in this location would be in accordance with 
planning policy and the proposal is generally supported by local residents.   
However the Planning Authority would be unable to effectively control vehicular or 
pedestrian movements to and from the site and the highway authority consider that any 
increase would be unacceptable.   
 
The proposal is therefore considered to be detrimental to highway safety and contrary to 
Policy T1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
01. The proposed development would increase pedestrian and vehicle movements 
along an unadopted drive which has no street lighting, segregated footway provision or 
adequate independent turning facilities, and would therefore be unable to accommodate 
such an increase.  The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy T1 of the 
Selby District Local Plan which states that: 
  
 “Development proposals should be well related to the existing highways network and 

will only be permitted where existing roads have adequate capacity and can safely 
serve the development, unless appropriate off site provisions are undertaken by the 
developer.” 
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C LIST  APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY COUNTY 
 
 
1. C8/18/6R/PA  Corporate Director, Education Services 
 HEMINGBROUGH 
 

Proposal: Proposed creation of a new netball court and extension to 
existing car park at Hemingbrough CP School, School 
Road, HEMINGBROUGH 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No Objections. 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
2. C8/19/390Y/PA North Yorkshire Police 
 SELBY 
 

Proposal: Construction of additional car parking for police operational 
facilities at Selby Police Station, Portholme Road, SELBY 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No Objections. 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
3. C8/21/122/PA  Corporate Director, Environmental Services 
 BURN 
 

Proposal: Construction of A19 Burn Bypass between Common Lane 
and Burn Lane, BURN 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No Objections. 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
4. C8/25/60J/PA  Corporate Director, Children and Young People’s Services 
 DRAX 
 

Proposal: Erection of a cycle shelter and a parent shelter at Drax 
Community Primary School, Castle Lane, DRAX 

 
 District Council’s 
 Recommendation:  No Objections 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
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5 C8/33/69H/PA  The School Governors, Hambleton CE VC Primary School 
 HAMBLETON 
 

Proposal: Construction of a glazed rood over an internal quadrangle 
at Hambleton CE VC Primary School, Gateforth Lane, 
HAMBLETON 

 
 District Council’s 
 Recommendation:  No Objections 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
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